[image: image4.jpg]sbe

Institute for Small Business
& Entrepreneurship



Institute for Small Business & Entrepreneurship 

                   
7-9 November 2007 - Glasgow, Scotland


Institutional Strategies for Developing Enterprise Education

Dr. Luke Pittaway, Director, Enterprise and Regional Development Unit

University of Sheffield Management School, 

9 Mappin Street, Sheffield, S1 4DT

Tel: +44 (0)114 222 3486, e-mail: luke.pittaway@shef.ac.uk 

Prof. Paul Hannon, Director of Research and Education, 

National Council for Graduate Entrepreneurship 

Abstract

In this paper the authors identify criteria for assessing the viability of institutional strategies for enterprise education and develop models that describe methods of organising enterprise education. They identify a number of key criteria including: educational impact; financial sustainability; academic credibility; human capital; structural embeddedness; context and infrastructure; alignment with institutional strategy and policy; community engagement; and, alignment with policy context and funding.  The paper then considers a number of models.  These models are separated into two clusters: single department-led models and campus wide models.  The evaluative criteria are applied to each model to explore the impact of particular strategies and the criteria are used to assess the long-term viability of each model. The paper concludes by making judgements about each criteria and their usefulness for helping understand long-term sustainability of enterprise education.  It shows that different models may be valuable in different Higher Education contexts and illustrates the temporal nature of the relationships between the models. The paper is principally a conceptual paper which can be developed further by the application of the evaluative criteria in an empirically.  The models developed can be tested and analysed further through reference to observations of practice. The paper makes a valuable contribution to knowledge in this subject area by describing and analysing the various models of organisation that could be used to support enterprise education in HEIs.
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Introduction

This paper seeks to answer two basic questions via the development of evaluative criteria and models of potential institutional practice in universities.  Firstly, what are the strategic approaches or models that could be adopted by Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) to support and develop enterprise education?  Secondly, given these potential models which of these offer effective options for the long-term development of enterprise education within HEIs?  The paper deliberately avoids the wider philosophical and political debate of whether enterprise education ‘should’ be a part of a modern university and whether the university itself should be more entrepreneurial (Clark, 1998; 2004).  This debate is explored elsewhere (Smilor, Dietrich and Gibson, 1993; Gibb and Hannon, 2007).  Instead we are interested in an operational and strategic question at the level of individual institutions once they have chosen to introduce enterprise education, or indeed, once some aspects of it have begun to emerge from within.  Due to this focus our application of the term ‘enterprise education’ is used broadly to include ‘educational activities focused on the development of ‘entrepreneurial capacities; behaviours; skills; knowledge; mindsets; and experiences’, as defined by its use within the practice of the individual institution’.  The definition, being broad, also allows this paper some scope to put to one-side the variety of conceptual and operational concerns and confusion over educational practice, teaching methods, and debates about the actual nature of ‘enterprise’ or ‘entrepreneurship’ in the context of education (Gorman, Hanlon and King, 1997; Pittaway and Cope, 2007).  This is valuable because we seek to conceptualise the potential organisational structures, processes and means for supporting the educational activities and do not, in this paper, explore the specificities of what those educational activities should be.

The paper will progress by first considering and developing some evaluative criteria drawn both from the evidence base and from experience as to what appears important in establishing durable institutional mechanisms for encouraging long-term sustainability in enterprise education.  The paper will then introduce some models of institutional practice, based both on insights from existing approaches and from abstract conceptualisation.  Each model will be reviewed in detail and the evaluative criteria applied.  Finally, the paper will draw some conclusions from the analysis of the institutional models.  The models outlined include single department-led models and campus-wide models.  

Developing Evaluative Criteria

         A review and analysis of institutional strategies for supporting enterprise education seems timely.  As Gibb (2007) has pointed out the pressures of globalisation and consequent structural changes to economies have led to considerable effort amongst policy-makers worldwide to promote the development of enterprise education across educational systems (Johannisson, 1991; Doutriaux and Barker, 1996; Levie, 1999; Zhao, 2004; Pittaway and Cope, 2007). Governments and private organisations in many countries have been seeking to engender change in the Higher Education system with notions of enterprise, entrepreneurship, employability, self-employment and skills (DTI, 1998; European Commission, 2000; Higher Education in Europe, 2004).  Some of these efforts have been supported with significant funding.  Yet, in the UK at least, the evidence of sustained strategies within institutions remains unclear, with significant growth in provision being demonstrated but with concerns over fragility and future sustainability (Hannon, 2007).  Meanwhile there has been an emerging shift in emphasis away from previous models, which are predominantly business school led, toward wider institutional and embedded strategies. This is best demonstrated in the US by the ‘Kaufmann Campus Initiative’[
].  Despite this shift in emphasis in the US much of the educational activity in the UK, and specifically in England, continues to be dominated by business schools (Hannon, 2007). Only limited evidence has been collected on the viability of particular institutional strategies (Gibb, 2007).  If one were to conduct an analysis of institutional strategies what criteria should be selected and applied and what makes a viable strategy for the long-term development of enterprise education in HEIs?  In this part of the paper we argue for criteria that are useful for considering the viability of enterprise education within the context of individual institutions.  These criteria are presented using a ‘supply-side perspective’, in other words what criteria would institutions themselves use when accepting and embedding activities within the institution.  We accept that an alternative perspective might be applied, which is not covered in this paper, which are factors driven by the education system, funding mechanisms and student demand (the ‘demand-side’ perspective).  These demand-side considerations include: perceptions of students’ intentions and aspirations, their experiences and contexts, and their exposure to opportunities and networks.  

We now explore several criteria in detail prior to constructing an analytical framework for evaluating institutional models and strategies.

Educational impact

The concept of educational impact is a difficult one.  Inevitably, where there are different conceptions about ‘entrepreneurship’ and ‘enterprise’ and differences in views about ‘how best to learn it’ there will be variations in what is considered to have been an ‘impact’ (Pittaway and Cope, 2007).  For example, some seek changes in behaviour, others changes in awareness and knowledge, while other people prefer more tangible outputs, such as, actual venture creation amongst graduates (Hannon, 2007).  Indeed, even within individual HEIs there is likely to be significant variations in perceptions about ‘educational impact’ and variations in approach leading to different forms of ‘educational impact’ (e.g. behavioural change; heighten awareness; venture creation).  Whilst this issue leads to concerns and calls for consensus (Gartner and Vesper, 1994; Porter, 1994; Sotirakou, 2004) the ambiguity created by it is not necessarily negative (Pittaway and Cope, 2007).  The essential issue within HEIs, which contributes to the long-term viability of any education, is the nature of the impact of the input, i.e. that there ‘is’ an educational impact; that this impact is at a level that is deemed to be ‘appropriate’ within the institution; and, that the impact is ‘valued’.  Different institutions have different values associated with educational impact, for example, research-led, vocational and liberal arts, but if the educational impact from enterprise education is recognised and considered to be appropriate within the context of the institution then the activity, it is argued here, will have a heightened chance of survival[
].  In other words, ‘enterprise education’ has to be aligned with institutional (and departmental) values.  This does not mean these values cannot be changed over time as educational impact is demonstrated, but it may need to find strategies for coping with these values as articulated in the day-to-day activities of the context in which it develops.  The challenge for enterprise education here is that institutional ‘appropriateness’ is not always in alignment with the demands of students or other stakeholders, there are significant contradictions in what is valued by whom and there are significant tensions between different forms of education.          

Financial sustainability

Financial sustainability is a less difficult criterion to articulate than educational impact.  Put simply it revolves around the financial stability of the activity.  If ‘enterprise education’ is developed and led in such a way that it generates its own income, from the traditional sources of the particular Higher Education system (e.g. significant private endowments in the US or established HEFCE-T income in the UK), then it will be more stable than if it depends on income from more variable sources (e.g. cyclical project funding).  The more established its funding sources the greater chance it has of becoming embedded and ultimately valued.   The second major criterion one could apply to different models of ‘enterprise education’ is the nature of their financial makeup and likeliness of achieving long-term financial sustainability.  The challenge for enterprise education here is that the institution becomes driven by the funding regime and targets, rather than by the entrepreneurship education opportunity or need.

Academic credibility

The academy is complex and diverse.  Many disciplines including sociology, economics and business studies, have taken some considerable time to be accepted in Higher Education.  It can be argued that ‘enterprise education’ and ‘entrepreneurship’ as subjects, do need ‘academic credibility’, if they are to become established in HEIs.  This is a problematic issue on a number of accounts.  Firstly, what is ‘academic credibility’, and secondly, can achieving it pervert the nature of the endeavour?  ‘Academic credibility’ is a nebulous concept but for the purposes of this paper we view it as the subject having “recognised standing in the academic community”.  Whether entrepreneurship has academic credibility is a moot point (Solomon, Weaver and Fernald, 1994).  There are those who argue that it is gaining credibility and there is evidence to support such arguments, such as the growth in tenured professorships in the US (Katz, 1991) and the growth in centres and refereed publications (Solomon, et al., 1994).  Academic credibility is broadly (but debatably) seen to derive from having a research base, which is respected by other disciplines.  So for the purposes of this paper the criterion ‘academic credibility’ will be applied in relation to each model’s ability to support research activity and to how the discipline base of this activity might be viewed.  It is worth noting the use of the term ‘discipline base’, as will be illustrated later, can apply to different models in different ways and does not necessarily imply the establishment of entrepreneurship research as an academic discipline.  The challenge for enterprise education is that the pursuit of ‘academic credibility’ in the currently accepted form can reinforce rather than reshape notions of academic credibility, which were originally based on the ‘imaginative application of knowledge’ and the contribution of the academy to society.

Human capital

The issue of academic credibility is closely linked to ‘human capital’.  Paradoxically ‘human capital’ is an input, enabling sustainability and an output, the consequence of a sustainable activity.   For example, reviews of policy initiatives illustrate the role of people and relationships as essential factors in the diversity of implementation and levels of ‘success’ when introducing entrepreneurship education (Mortimer, 1995; Whiteley; 1995).  Despite this if there is no financial sustainability and those engaged in the activity are not core staff of the university then the human capital may be transitory and the activity may not be embedded.  Equally, without people to build income streams and apply for grants financial sustainability cannot be achieved, hence its paradoxical nature.  So this criterion revolves around the nature of the human capital supported by particular institutional models.  There are tangible and intangible elements.  Tangible elements include, for example: contracts; roles; and salaries, while intangible elements[
], revolve around the skills and abilities of the people managing and developing the enterprise education activities.  Such aspects of human capital can also be linked to the structural embeddedness of the organisation leading the educational activity.  The role of human capital is also linked to the challenges for enterprise education of transitory labour and the constant churn of valuable tacit knowledge implied by labour turnover.         

Structural embeddedness

The concept of ‘structural embeddedness’ is applied here to mean the extent to which the chosen organisational form is institutionalised, creating greater levels of formalisation within the HEI.  Organisation structures change, adapt and fluctuate over time.  Certain forms have greater formalisation and embeddedness within an institution than other forms and are prone to less rapid and/or fundamental change leading to greater sustainability for the activity.  For example, the establishment of an ‘institute’; ‘centre’ or ‘department’ at a certain point in time may lead to greater structural embeddedness within an institution.  This occurs because while there are bureaucratic mechanisms applied to the creation of such entities these may also be applied equally to their removal.  

It can be argued that greater institutionalisation of enterprise education, through the formation of formal entities such as institutes, may lead to greater sustainability simply as direct consequence of bureaucratic inertia (Brindley and Ritchie, 2000).  The counterargument here is that the creation of such formal entities can also lead to heighten expectation and a greater chance of failure if the activity is not sufficiently mature to cope with heightened levels of scrutiny.  Other aspects of structural embeddedness can be illustrated at the programme level.  The establishment of an undergraduate programme or undergraduate modules may create greater structural embeddedness than extra-curricula activity.  While extra-curricula activity is easier to introduce it is also easier to remove, while modules and programmes need prior validation and once within the curriculum tend to be more difficult to remove.  So the criterion structural embeddedness can be defined here as: ‘the degree to which activity has become integrated into the day-to-day activity of the institution and more difficult to remove due to bureaucratic inertia’.  This concept is closely related to the next.  The challenge for enterprise education here is how increased institutionalisation might damage the innovativeness of the educational activity.  As enterprise education becomes more embedded it may have to adopt more of the accepted practices of Higher Education rather than changing them.  The paradox here is that institutionalisation might lead to higher potential for survival of an activity but may damage its original efficacy.                  

Context and Infrastructure

Studies that have been carried out on institutional activity and enterprise education regularly point to the role of the HEI’s infrastructure in supporting enterprise educational activity (Poole and Robertson, 2003; Grigg, 1994; Pittaway and Cope, 2007).  Some of the recent policy interventions in the UK, for example the Centres of Excellence in Teaching and Learning (CETLs) and Science Enterprise Centres (SECs), have targeted the teaching infrastructure in order to promote and encourage changes in teaching practice.  Having appropriate infrastructure to support the form of enterprise education being developed seems to be accepted as having an impact on sustainability (Poole and Robertson, 2003; Grigg, 1994).  The argument is clear. If the HEI’s infrastructure is configured almost entirely with didactic forms of education in mind then it may be difficult to find appropriate space for more experiential forms of education and learning.  If the institution’s web-based learning infrastructure is developed with ‘academic expert’ models of education as the basic principle then it may not support ‘peer-to-peer learning’ effectively.  The issue here in terms of sustainability of enterprise education is the extent to which the HEI’s infrastructure is synchronised to the demands of the educational activity.  Lack of synchronisation may make the delivery of different forms of education quite problematic.  Any lack of synchronisation can also take time to address, as it concerns investment by an institution in its capital assets.  

Alignment with institutional strategy and policy

Another institutional factor influencing the viability of enterprise education in particular HEIs is the degree of alignment with institutional strategy and policy.  The nature and purpose of enterprise education may differ considerably between institutions.  One factor guiding differences in configuration is likely to be the institution’s own teaching and learning strategy and underpinning philosophies of entrepreneurship education (Hannon, 2007).  Some HEI’s seek vocational outcomes, others have more research-led teaching and learning agendas, and there are many alternative philosophies.  This suggests that HEIs are not all the same.  Different forms of enterprise education are likely to have their roots in, or at least will be judged according to, the basic philosophies of the HEI, for example, the institution’s views about intellectual property and commercialisation.   

The potential viability for enterprise education within any institution is likely to be somewhat linked to the philosophical and strategic objectives of that institution.  In other words, one size does not fit all.  Alignment with the institution’s basic values seems essential for the development of enterprise education.  It is possible for there to be discontinuity between institutional strategy and educational practices in the HEI and it can be possible for educational practice to change strategic orientation.  Political discomfort, however, may be higher where educational practice is ‘out of sync’ with the institution’s strategy and policy.  The challenge for enterprise education relates to how and why an institution prioritises strategies and policies and what drives these decisions and how alignment can be achieved in what is effectively a political context where there are different layers and facets to the strategic and policy objectives of the institution.          

Community engagement

Relationships with entrepreneurs and local community groups have been shown to be important in the vibrancy of enterprise education (Hollingsworth, Klatt and Zimmerer, 1974; Sonfield, 1981; Holoviak and Ackelsberg, 1983; Chan and Anderson, 1994; Brindley and Ritchie, 2000) and this would appear to be an important criterion to include in any assessment or evaluation.  Community engagement is demonstrated in many forms including: guest lectures; placements; outreach; student projects; internships; endowments; investment in student ventures; sponsorships; courses for local entrepreneurs; and, entrepreneurial fellows and champions.  Likewise there is some evidence supporting the value of engagement from stakeholders within the institution, particularly via the involvement of academic entrepreneurs and those involved with commercialisation for the institution (Jacob, Lundqvist and Hellsmark, 2003).  

One can surmise that the broad concept of ‘community engagement’ is important for the survival of enterprise education in a range of different ways.  Firstly, community engagement and support illustrates to the institution that an activity has value locally and in some instances this can raise its profile and credibility.  Secondly, this may be particularly important where those engaged in the activity are politically influential for the institution.  Thirdly, engagement itself can impact on financial sustainability through recruitment, local grants, human capital, endowments and courses directed at community groups.  Finally, community engagement often meets the HEI’s desire to give back to its local community.  It can be argued that greater levels of community engagement and support can assist the sustainability of enterprise education and the criterion is important to include when assessing potential models of institutional practice.                

Alignment with policy context and funding                

  The final criterion is contextual and revolves around the policy and funding context.   The funding regime, the audit mechanisms, and the quality assurance methods applied, all have an influence on the development and management of HEIs.  How ‘enterprise education’ is viewed within the HE system of particular countries and the methods of funding developed will influence HEI attitudes and policies towards enterprise education; even where they are not direct recipients of funds.  This can occur because of changes in perceptions about the role of HEIs in society as indicated by changes in funding mechanisms.  Non-recipients of funds can change instrumentally because of anticipation of future funding or more generally as a consequence of changes in the societal context for Higher Education.  

The direct impact of funding and measurement is evident in most Higher Education systems.  Different systems have different pressures and the pressures change over time with changes in political decisions about funding mechanisms and economic forces.  It is evident that alignment with the current policy and funding context may be attractive, particularly in terms of securing resources and for influencing HEI decision-making at a particular point in time.  Alignment might be debated as it is certainly double-edged.  For example, it can have negative consequences, such as: financial instability; dissonance between educational practice and measurement; and, artificial ‘buy-in’ from senior decision-makers, which disappears with funding and changes in political imperatives.  Unfortunately the advantages and disadvantages of alignment with the policy context and funding also depend on the particular mechanisms put in place within the HE system in question.  It is likely that this criterion while important may not be practicably applied within this paper as it requires a contextual analysis rather than a conceptual one.  Never-the-less it is important and it has not been excluded from the analysis that follows.   

To conclude this part of the paper it is clear from the discussion that there are evaluative criteria that can be applied to an assessment of potential sustainability of enterprise education within an HEI.  What the criteria do is provide a platform for discussion, to explore what makes a sustainable activity in enterprise education and they can be further developed and used empirically to assess the sustainability of activities.  In the next part of the paper we will apply these to some models of enterprise education in order to explore both the models and the potential challenges and issues each model presents.  

Analysis of Models Supporting Enterprise Education

Before we conduct the analysis and discussion of the models it is valuable to make some issues clear about how the models are being used and conceptualised.  The models presented are abstract conceptualisations.  In this sense they do draw on practice and potential practice, but are not descriptions of day-to-day activities.  As such no one model is likely to represent the actual current practice of an individual institution in its entirety.  It is also posited that a number of the models could exist in one institution at any point in time.  As abstractions the models lack a temporal or dynamic nature.  It is anticipated, therefore, that one institution may evolve through several stages over a period of time.  Indeed, there is some connection between models in terms of institutional development from less established activity to more established activity.  The models to be explored have been described as: single department-led early stage; single department-led development stage; single department-led outreach; campus wide embedded; campus wide centralised; and, multiple department-led collaborative.  The paper will proceed by exploring each model according to the criteria presented in the first part of the paper.  The discussion will be organised by grouping models into two clusters ‘single department-led’; and ‘campus wide’ as there are some common features within clusters that are not common across the two clusters.  Table 1 summarises the discussion that follows.

Table 1 – Summary of the Analysis of Models Using the Evaluative Criteria

	
	Department-led Early Stage 


	Department-led Development Stage
	Department-led Outreach
	Campus wide Embedded
	Campus wide Centralised
	Department led Collaborative

	Educational Impact


	Low
	Medium
	Medium
	High
	Mixed
	High

	Financial Sustainability


	Low
	High
	High
	Low
	Medium
	High

	Academic Credibility


	Medium
	High
	High
	Low
	Neutral
	High

	Human Capital


	Low
	Medium
	High
	Low
	Mixed
	High

	Structural Embeddedness


	Low
	Medium
	High
	High
	Low
	High

	Infrastructure


	Neutral
	Neutral
	Neutral
	Neutral
	Neutral
	Neutral

	Alignment with Institutional Strategy


	Neutral
	Neutral
	Neutral
	Neutral
	Neutral
	Neutral

	Community Engagement


	Neutral
	Neutral
	Neutral
	Neutral
	Neutral
	Neutral

	Alignment with Policy Context


	Neutral
	Neutral
	Neutral
	Neutral
	Neutral
	Neutral


Single Department-led Models
The majority of enterprise education provision in England has been traditionally led from business schools (Hannon, 2007), although this is changing in UK HEIs.  What is implied in the term is a collection of models where enterprise education is predominately developed and run by one single faculty-based department or school within an HEI.  In some cases this may be a business school; an engineering department or an arts department.  It is anticipated that some of the challenges and advantages of running enterprise education from only one established department or school may be common to all types.  The essential point is that it is one established department or school that takes the principle responsibility for delivering enterprise education within the HEI.  In the models presented in Figure 1 there are three organisational forms to evaluate ‘early stage’; ‘development stage’; and, ‘outreach’.  

The term ‘early stage’ describes a situation where there are a few individuals, who have either been ascribed responsibility or who have taken responsibility for developing enterprise education.  The activity is only within the school or department, the individuals concerned may be from different parts of the school and these individuals may or may not have research interests in the subject.  Typically, there is no coordinating function (e.g. an organisational entity, such as, a centre, unit or team) other than informal contact between the individuals concerned, although many departments/faculties will have subject heads or leaders.  The early stage form can commonly be observed where enterprise education is at an early stage of development and the form depends heavily on the efforts of a few individuals who champion its development.

The second model ‘development stage’ describes a different picture.  In this model there is an organisational entity, whether this is an established team, an organisational unit, a centre or institute, which exists within the department or school.  The activities, both curricula and extra-curricula, are organised and managed by this ‘enterprise’ team and these activities contribute significantly to the life of the department.  Enterprise education is both integrated organisationally and into the educational fabric of the department or school.  As presented the integration remains purely at the level of the school or department and there is little linkage to the educational activities of the wider university.

Figure 1 – Single Department-led Models
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The third model in this group is called the ‘outreach’ model. This describes a situation where there is an established organisational entity, which plays an important role within the school as explained by the development stage model but in addition it is more outwardly facing in terms of its interaction with the wider university.  It may offer a range of activities that are open to students from across the university, it may have courses in the curriculum which are open to students from other departments and may service teach, offering courses designed specifically for students in other departments within the HEI.  It may provide funds to departments/faculties for curricula development.  These three models are very different and in the next part of the discussion we will apply the evaluative criteria to explore these differences.  

Educational impact of single department-led models

The educational impact of each does vary, for example, in the early stage model educational impact, whilst valuable to students, may be dissipated because it is not collected into a ‘discipline’ or ‘subject’ or ‘community of practice’ and its value may not be visible to decision-makers.  Consequently, it has a status as something ‘extra’ to the educational process rather than ‘integral’ to it and the issue implies that the educational activity might be dominated by the discipline of origin of the contributors (e.g. human resources, marketing, strategy).  

The development stage model offers the potential for greater coordination.  The educational impact within the department or school might be more visible offering more opportunity for the activity to become established.  The major weakness of the development stage model, however, is that it concentrates only on the department or school and the educational impact for the university more generally is not addressed.  

The single department-led outreach model addresses educational impact for the university while maintaining a base of activity within one department or school.  The educational impact then is potentially widened and deepened by this interaction between activities based within the department with activities for other students across the university.  The nature of this interaction in a particular context may be variable but in terms of sustainability there may be advantages because the educational impact is valued both by the host department and the wider HEI.  Inevitably, there are problems with this model too and some of these are documented in arguments about business school-led enterprise education (Gibb, 1996; Kolvereid and Moen, 1997).  The main concern is the impact of a dominant paradigm of education, derived from one subject area or discipline, on other subject areas where it might not be appropriate.  This is further compounded when philosophical assumptions about ‘enterprise’ and ‘enterprise education’ derived from business perspectives are used without consideration of the different contexts where they might be applied or without consideration of alternative philosophies derived from other disciplines. There is a tension in this model, the educational impact is significant within the department of origin, it is visible to key stakeholders in the institution, but it may not be valued by all and may in fact not offer ‘embeddedness’ for some.

Financial sustainability of single department-led models

When discussing financial sustainability these models offer some notable advantages, admittedly the early stage model is not particularly sustainable over the long-term but its lack of sustainability is derived from human capital issues.  Simply put an individually led model depends too heavily on individuals; should they move on there is no guarantee of replacement.  Financial sustainability derives from being integrated into a host department or school, as demonstrated in the development stage and outreach models.  In these models, the host has accepted the subject, has developed an organisational entity to support it and invariably there is a degree of financial comfort in being supported.  Like any other entity within the host ‘enterprise education’ must argue for resources, is still affected by political decisions and is usually expected to generate income.  Being part of a larger entity, particularly business schools, does offer some protection and perhaps less scrutiny as to the financial viability of the activity.  Such a situation can be valuable especially when enterprise education is new to the HEI.

Academic credibility of the single department-led models  

When evaluating the benefits of each model in terms of academic credibility there are uncertainties in each model and to some extent the likely credibility gained from each will depend on individuals and the particular context.  It does seem that academic credibility in the early stage model revolves around subject expertise in other areas of management, where the individual also has an interest in enterprise, entrepreneurship, innovation or small business management.  This can be both an advantage and disadvantage.  Some credibility can be gained from being linked to an established subject while at the same time there is a bounded nature to this credibility if enterprise (entrepreneurship, innovation or small business management) is not viewed as a subject in its own right.  Academic credibility may not be directly given to the subject ‘entrepreneurship’ but may be gained through association with something that is already viewed as credible.  For example, by the appointment of a lecturer in strategy who also contributes to the development of entrepreneurship teaching and learning.  In the second two models development stage and outreach the nature of academic credibility is often different.  In these models the mere fact that an organisational entity has been created for ‘enterprise education’ usually signifies some level of acceptance of entrepreneurship as a subject in its own right rather than one associated with other established subjects.  The level of academic credibility is already greater in these models than in the early stage model.  Academic credibility can vary from an acceptance for the purposes of teaching and learning to an acceptance based on research practice.  This variation is important as it can impact on sustainability and one can argue that entities created that do both teaching and research where ‘entrepreneurship’ is recognised as a subject in its own right have greater academic credibility.  This is potentially important and is perhaps one advantage of the second two single department-led models over all other models; particularly when led from business schools.  In these models ‘entrepreneurship’ is more-or-less recognised as a discrete subject within management research and this lends the subject academic credibility and through the business school credibility in the institution.

Human capital and structural embeddedness

In terms of human capital and structural embeddedness there are some differences between the three models presented in this section.  The early stage model presented is both weak on the sustainability of human capital and structural embeddedness.  This is simply illustrated by the fact that the approach is dependent on individuals, rather than individuals in an organisational entity, as in the other two models.  If an individual should leave there is only limited rationale for a direct replacement meaning that the activity is rather dependent on the commitment of these individuals and any new appointment may have very different teaching and research interests.  In the other two models, as there is greater structural embeddedness and a programme of activity, if any individual was to leave there is perhaps more leverage for arguing for a direct replacement and the person would need to adapt to the programme already offered.  In other words, having an established organisational entity may create greater structural embeddedness which leads to the activity being less dependent on particular individuals.  One could argue that there are also differences between the development stage and outreach models in this regard.  The outreach approach has a much greater level of interaction with the wider university; its engagement with other stakeholders in the university may lead it to have more champions and heightened awareness amongst more university decision-makers.  This increases its level of structural embeddedness when compared to the development stage model and may also impact on its ability to secure human capital.

When considering institutional factors, such as, infrastructure and institutional strategy it becomes evident that while these criteria do impact on sustainability of enterprise education at particular institutions the impact may not vary much between the different models presented.  Perhaps it is possible to argue that single department-led models are somewhat dependent on the infrastructure of the department while other models may have better access to the wider university infrastructure but this depends on the rooms’ allocation system of particular institutions.  It may also be possible to argue that being part of a department can help provide access to more suitable and better quality infrastructure.  This is particularly relevant in the case of business schools as many benefit from improved infrastructure as a consequence of the delivery of high-income courses (e.g. MBAs and executive education).  The variation between individual institutions, however, might well be greater than any commonality between the models.  

There does seem to be a few important considerations with regard to institutional strategy, which in terms of single department-led models tends to revolve around the individual department’s ‘power base’ and/or ‘role within the institution’.  One can hypothesise, for example, that where there is a strong business school playing an integral element within an institution and where business education is seen to be an essential element of teaching and learning at the HEI then enterprise education may be sustainable when led from the business school.  In institutions that have a broader science and engineering base and/or a weaker (or no) business school then other models may be more inline with institutional strategy.  As with infrastructure, alignment to institutional strategy seems to be a criterion impacting on the particular context rather than on the viability or practicality of particular models.

Community engagement and alignment with policy context

When turning to external factors, such as, community engagement and alignment with policy context and funding, there seems to be only minimal variation between the three single department-led models.  In the early stage model the lack of critical mass and organisation though may suggest that in most circumstances it would be difficult to develop community engagement, as this would be dependent on a few individuals in an uncoordinated way.  The counterargument here, however, is that the lack of human resources may actually encourage greater community engagement in order to fill the human resources gap.  Having an organisational entity in contrast may provide some advantages, for example, an entity which has an external presence (e.g. centre or institute) and a specific external relations strategy.  Ultimately, it seems that the level of community engagement will be influenced more by the activities of the people involved than it will by the particular model used.  

All of the single department-led models explained depend principally on the current HEI departmental, school or faculty structures.  It is evident that they are more or less inline with the policy context as articulated in the structures of most universities.  Such approaches are likely to depend on traditional sources of income rather than on short duration projects.  In the case of the outreach model this is further enhanced by providing core (at least teaching) activities in other parts of the university, which further expands core teaching income.  These three models are in theory considered to be quite well aligned with traditional funding mechanisms, although this may vary in particular Higher Education systems and as a consequence of different resource allocation mechanisms in particular institutions.

To summarise this analysis of the single department-led models presented it seems that there are definitely differences in the potential sustainability of each (summarised in Table 1).  It is even possible to see potential for progression over time from a early stage model to an development stage one and then ultimately to an outreach one, with each being dependent on the context of the particular HEI.   The early stage model does not look particularly sustainable but it may well be an important prerequisite to more established approaches.  A few passionate individuals might be all it takes to start something.  What the analysis does perhaps imply is that once started a more development stage or outreach model should be sought if the activity is to become sustainable.  The development stage model does look sustainable based on this analysis but one must also recognise its purpose.  The model only delivers and supports education within the host department and is not particularly sustainable if a university seeks enterprise education across disciplines.  The single department-led outreach model is probably one of the most sustainable models presented in this paper and it does provide education across the institution.  There may be an educational cost implied; being led from one department means that it can be dominated by the pedagogy of that discipline and consequently may not be truly embedded and tailored to the requirements of other subject areas within the university.  This is a problem that all models led from one department in an HEI are likely to encounter.     

In the next part of the paper we will explore some alternative models that seek to address this issue and these have been described as the ‘campus wide models’.

Campus Wide Models

The campus wide models describe a situation where a university seeks the provision of enterprise education across departments and disciplines and not one that is led by any one department in the HEI.  There are three models presented, which are described as ‘campus wide embedded’, ‘campus wide centralised’; ‘department led collaborative’ and these are illustrated in Figure 2.

The campus wide embedded model describes a situation where enterprise education is located in a large range of different departments within the HEI, where it is typically led by academics in those departments and where it sits alongside or within the established educational activities.  Such approaches may have other extra-curricula activities open to a range of students across the university and there may be a small team supporting activities centrally, for example, providing support to academics developing or altering courses, running staff courses and administering other forms of support.  Such approaches might be run from established administration functions of the HEI, such as: careers; teaching and learning support; enterprise and outreach; or academic commercialisation units.  

Figure 2 – Campus Wide Models
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The campus wide centralised model in contrast provides a more formalised entity, perhaps an institute or centre, which is stand alone and not run by any particular department or administrative function.  Rather than embedding enterprise education in the ongoing educational activities of particular departments the entity offers a range of courses and options which students from a range of departments may opt into.  It may include dual degree options and may also create its own undergraduate and postgraduate programmes.  Other than being highly dominated by service teaching across the HEI it is in many respects a department in its own right, it must justify itself financially and it may or may not necessarily engage in research activity.  

The multiple department-led collaborative model is a third and alternative approach to campus wide enterprise education.  In many respects it is very similar to the single department-led outreach and campus wide centralised models in that it is a formal entity, such as, an institute that offers courses to students from across the university.  At the same time it has considerable take-up of enterprise education from its host departments.  The difference is leadership, in this model the entity is owned and led by more than one department or school in the HEI (e.g. a business school; an engineering department and an art school).  As such, it draws on more than one pedagogic tradition.  This model is particularly rare in the UK context but it does exist in other countries, notably the US where there are collaborations between business schools and engineering faculties.

Educational impact of campus wide models

Turning first to consider educational impact with regard to these models it seems clear that the embedded approach offers some advantages.  It enables enterprise education to be directly integrated into a large number of academic departments, in such a way that it is owned by academics in the department, is relevant to the pedagogic traditions of the discipline and becomes an integral element of existing programmes.  This has significant value where ‘enterprise’ differs contextually between disciplines.  The educational challenge for the embedded approach is the difficulty of supporting such variation and the challenge of finding champions and capable motivated staff and encouraging sustainable development across a wide range of departments, especially where student numbers may be relatively small.  In contrast the centralised model sacrifices embeddedness for scale.  Here it is difficult to judge educational impact; certainly potential impact on students is lessened as the educational activity may be less contextually relevant but more student numbers (on individual courses and programmes) provides greater visibility and, therefore, ‘impact’.  The third model, in some respects, represents a hybrid of the first two in that the educational activity is embedded in a number of leading (or championing) departments while the approach simultaneously offers other courses and activities to students across other departments.  The benefit of this model is that its educational impact potentially draws from a significant cohort of students from the host departments. This ensures that education is embedded to a degree.  At the same time it avoids the downside of drawing from one pedagogic tradition inherent in the single department led models and the issue of being spread too thinly over too many departments.

Financial sustainability and academic credibility of campus wide models  

When examining financial sustainability and academic credibility we get a somewhat reversed picture.  It can be argued that the campus-wide embedded model is one of the more difficult models to sustain financially.  On the one hand, it need not be expensive, as existing academic staff take up or adapt models within existing programmes and in this sense it can be sustainable.  The financial challenge comes with providing support staff and resources to run extra-curricula activities and assist academic staff when there are no dedicated courses that can attract income.  In this model sustainability is typically derived from becoming an administrative function of the university and it is consequently no accident that such approaches are often run from existing parts of the administration (e.g. careers) or are dependent on significant but unsustainable grant funding.  There is also an academic credibility issue.  In this model, as it is often led by administrative staff rather than academics, little emphasises is placed on raising academic credibility of the subject via research, although academic credibility may be sought through other means, and it can be argued that staff may lack credibility when trying to persuade academic staff to adapt courses.  If the subject lacks academic credibility and financial sustainability the educational activity may not become established in the long term within the HEI.   

The second centralised model offers different financial sustainability and academic credibility issues.  By creating its own programmes, courses and activities, by engaging in service teaching and by being a separate organisational unit the centralised model has greater potential for financial sustainability because it is more likely to capture core teaching income.  Despite this the model’s financial sustainability hinges on a number of challenges.  Firstly, there must be sufficient student demand to warrant standalone programmes on enterprise, entrepreneurship and innovation.  Secondly, it must be adept at managing the bureaucracy’s teaching resource allocation system to ensure it captures the income from a large portfolio of service teaching.  Thirdly, it must be robust enough to be able to cope with the financial scrutiny as if it were an academic department.  This model then is perhaps the ‘mature’ version of an organisational unit (like an academic department) but as a consequence it is dependent on the demand for the subject and even then it must be managed effectively to ensure transfers from other departments for which it service teaches.  Academic credibility seems to be a variable issue in this model as it depends on human capital, like any other institute or department it may engage in its own research and the quality of the effort will be dependent on those employed.  

In the final campus wide model ‘department led collaborative’ we again see a different picture.  Here like the single department outreach model financial sustainability is supported by drawing from student cohorts within established departments while offering opportunities to other students from across the university.  This is beneficial because it ensures a stream of relatively secure teaching income from the host departments.   The challenge faced by such a model may be the need to balance the financial demands of the different collaborating departments.  It is likely that such a model also has a heightened level of academic credibility as those contributing to activities will be drawn from a range of established academic disciplines.

Human capital and structural embeddedness for campus wide models

When examining the other criteria there is much commonality between the three campus wide models.  In terms of human capital the embedded model may have some weakness because of its uncertain financial sustainability but it also has some advantage through the engagement of established academic staff.  Human capital in the department led collaborative model is also likely to draw from established personnel, which is advantageous.  The weakness of the centralised model appears to be the need to recruit new staff externally, the need to justify the investment and the consequent financial risk associated.  In terms of structural embeddedness there is a mixed picture.  It seems the embedded model, if successfully carried out, can potentially have a high degree of structural embeddedness because courses are embedded across the campus in a wide range of departments.  This is perhaps then limited by both its financial sustainability and its lower potential for academic credibility.  The centralised model appears to have limited structural embeddedness initially because although it is an established organisational unit it must prove itself to be financially viable, must deal constantly with debates over income from service teaching and will only become embedded once it is established (e.g. as a university department).  In contrast the department led collaborative model would appear to have a relatively high degree of structural embeddedness because it is hosted by established departments, although this might be tempered by the nature of the relationship between the entity and its collaborators.

Institutional factors for campus wide models  

As with the previous cluster of models it is difficult to see much potential variation with the final evaluative criteria infrastructure; alignment with institutional strategy; community engagement; and, alignment with policy context and funding.  It seems evident that these criteria are contextual (i.e. can be used to assess the potential viability of enterprise education in particular institutions) rather than being factors impacting on particular models of the organisation of enterprise education.  

To summarise across the campus wide models of enterprise education it seems likely that there are differences between the long term sustainability of each.  The embedded model seems attractive due to its potential for educational impact but may also be difficult to maintain when one considers financial sustainability and academic credibility.  The centralised approach appears relatively high risk when created (rather than grown incrementally) and may not survive unless there is demand for enterprise education in its own right, even despite this it may be difficult to manage because of the potential for high volumes of service teaching.  Based on this analysis the department led collaborative may be attractive because it benefits from the financial comfort of host departments and offsets the weakness of its pedagogy being dominated by one discipline.  It has weaknesses; in particular the entity would be dependent on the quality of the relationship between itself and its collaborating departments.

In the final part of the paper we draw this conceptual analysis together by making some conclusions; we explain the value of the evaluative criteria in considering these models of enterprise education highlighting particularly some distinctions between evaluative criteria and contextual criteria; and, we make some judgements about the models presented.

Conclusions

This is essentially a viewpoint paper and is conceptual in approach. The evaluative criteria and idealised models we have posited are supported by our understanding of the current evidence base, of current HEI practice and are derived from our thoughts about potential practice and the future development of enterprise education in higher education.  Many universities are currently experimenting with different models, approaches and strategies for the provision of enterprise education to a range of groups – students, staff, alumni, small firms and other stakeholders. The proposed abstract models act as sense-making schemata for gaining a better understanding and insight into wider opportunities as well as current positioning of approaches.

We have sought to present evaluative criteria and apply these to models of institutional practice formulised to support the development of enterprise education.  As a viewpoint paper it may be considered essential to have a view about which of these models is most viable or optimal.  This does not seem appropriate outside of the individual context of each institution. Each is different and any model would clearly need to be ‘fit for purpose’ within the particular HEI.  All of these models have their merits and their disadvantages.  Likewise as explained previously in the paper these models are abstractions, in some HEIs more than one of these models might be operating simultaneously, separately, in collaboration or as a hybrid.  There also appears to be potential in these models for a progressive and temporal element (or indeed a sporadic and regressive one).      
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    There are differences that would suggest greater potential for viability[
] for some of the models than others.  The two models favoured in this argument would be single department-led outreach and department led collaborative.  The former has the benefit of offering an established academic subject home for enterprise education where research on entrepreneurship and academic practice has academic credibility and is financially sustainable, while still offering opportunities to students across the university.  The potential downside is the impact of a dominate pedagogy, lack of contextualisation and lack of embeddedness.  The alternative approach that has the same advantages, particularly financial sustainability and campus wide appeal, but offsets some of the weaknesses, particularly the effect of a dominate pedagogy, is an entity (e.g. institute) that is collaborative between several departments.  This offers the potential of secure teaching income from the collaborating departments while drawing from a range of pedagogic traditions and engaging in research in a number of disciplines, therefore, drawing academic credibility from a number of sources.  It is perhaps not as extensive or as embedded as the campus wide embedded model but based on this evaluation it is likely to be more sustainable.  

In Table 2 we present an assessment of the evaluative criteria used in this paper.  This assessment shows that certain criteria were more useful than others in terms of assessing potential models for organising practice.  What is displayed here is some distinction between criteria, which in Table 2 is separated between ‘evaluative’ and ‘contextual’.  The evaluative criteria were found to be useful for assessing the different models of practice.  The contextual criteria in contrast did not show much variation between models and were less useful to the analysis.  Despite this these criteria are still recognised to be important in enabling sustainability but were considered to be relevant within the context of particular institutions.  They may be useful in assessing the viability of the activity within institutions regardless of which organisational model is applied.  

In conclusion this paper offers a number of speculations from which it derives models.  These models are useful for explaining a number of different approaches to organising enterprise education and the criteria developed may be useful for assessing the viability of enterprise education in particular HEIs.  One must recognise that there are many limitations implied in this analysis.  Firstly, the models need to be compared with actual practice in institutions and the advantages and disadvantages hypothesised may differ when considered in practice.  Secondly, the evaluative criteria put forward need to be further developed and conceptualised before they can be applied empirically.  Finally, both the models and the criteria developed need to be observed and analysed empirically before any substantive conclusions can be drawn other than ones based on argument.  Despite these significant limitations the paper does make a contribution to knowledge.  It does so by providing, possibly for the first time, taxonomy of institutional practice recognising that different HEIs manage and develop enterprise education in different ways.  There is still more depth required to the models of practice but this depth is likely only to come from further empirical research.

Table 2 – Summary of the Usefulness of the Evaluative Criteria

	Evaluative Criteria


	Summary



	Educational Impact


	Extremely valuable criterion to include and is useful when considering different models of practice.  The concept is multifaceted and difficult to apply and is open to interpretation.



	Financial Sustainability


	A valuable and important criterion to apply and reasonably straight forward conceptually.  Assumptions based on arguments about financial sustainability may not transfer across well across different Higher Education systems.



	Academic Credibility


	A controversial criterion both in definition and in application.  It does seem important though, is useful to consider and does vary between different models.

  

	Structural Embeddedness


	Appears to have significant value as a criterion and did vary between different models.  Structural embeddedness does have contextual elements and can be the consequence of a sustainable strategy, as well as, a contributor to sustainability.

 


Table 2 – Summary of the Usefulness of the Evaluative Criteria (Continued)

	Contextual Criteria


	Summary

	Human Capital


	Did not vary much between different models and is dependent on the people involved in particular institutions.  Human capital may be the key factor though – even where models may seem institutionally more sustainable they may not be if the human capital is not appropriate.



	Infrastructure


	Is dependent on the context of particular institutions, it may vary across different models where they have greater ‘power’ and ‘influence’ in the institution but this was difficult to assess conceptually,



	Alignment with Institutional Strategy


	Can only be assessed in the context of the institution

	Community Engagement


	There was some indication of potential differences between models but this seems to be both more contextual and closely linked to the human capital of the specific activity.



	Alignment with Policy Context


	Different models may be more sustainable in different policy contexts and this can only be assessed by analysing different practices in different countries.


The paper and the models outlined add value to the educator and policy communities by providing a basis for considering the viability of particular methods for organising enterprise education in HEIs.  This is useful for educators in terms of considering strategies and arguments for the development of particular approaches within their institution, which are sensible and contextually appropriate to the particular HEI.  For policy makers the paper provides a first stage taxonomy for the consideration of approaches for intervention and funding, helping identify different forms of organisation and their advantages and disadvantages in terms of long-term sustainability.  The models are also valuable where there may be uncertainty of funding for enterprise education because they organisations by show different approaches that can be developed and grown internally within HEIs that are not necessarily dependent on project-based grants.     
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� See Kaufmann Foundation website: � HYPERLINK "http://www.kauffman.org/items.cfm?itemID=475" ��http://www.kauffman.org/items.cfm?itemID=475� 


� Indeed, the concept of ‘educational impact’ within the institution would even suggest that variation in meaning between different forms of enterprise education is a natural outcome of different values across HEIs and within different disciplines with regard to the nature of ‘education’.


� Which are unlikely to be influenced by a particular model


� But not necessarily the most effective in embedding notions of entrepreneurship
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