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Abstract
The teaching of enterprise/entrepreneurship skills in higher education institutions is fast becoming a growing field of interest (Rae, 2007) with a heightened curiosity into the mechanism of how
this can be facilitated in non-business subjects, as it embellishes both employability and self-employability skills within graduates (Akpan & Etor, 2103). Accordingly this study sets out to investigate staff perceptions of teaching such skills and establishes some of the barriers faced when
asked to embed enterprise/entrepreneurship skills. Through the use of cluster sampling and a
single online survey both qualitative and quantitative data was collected and subsequently analysis was conducted using thematic mind maps and percentages. The findings indicated that staff are
generally aware what teaching methods can be utilised to develop enterprise/entrepreneurship
skills, with at least 70% of respondents finding methods such as role play, brainstorming, problem
based learning, networking, use of pitches, use of case studies appropriate. Curiously out of 77.5%
of staff who stated that enterprise/entrepreneurship was relevant in their subject only 52% said
that they did in fact embed the skills in their curriculum, suggesting a lack in the clarity of meaning and expectation from their university. The implications of this research are discussed in relation to the need for clear guidance on terminology from any university setting about to embed enterprise/entrepreneurship within their programmes.
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1. Introduction

As the UK witnesses a shift in the economic climate leading to fewer employment opportunities for graduates
(Rampell, 2011), the development of entrepreneurial skills is seen as a way to drive economic growth and job
creation (Matlay, 2006). Research into how enterprise/entrepreneurship (hereonin referred to as EE) is being
taught in universities is becoming more widely published (Gibb, 2002; Dollinger, 2003; Matlay, 2012) from traditional models of business school programmes through to disciplines that encourage skills and opportunities for
their students in a more stealth-like manner. It is not the intention of this study to explore these models but to
look more specifically at the type of teaching methods being used and their appropriateness to the development
of student EE skills. Working for a university whose strategy includes’entrepreneurship at the heart of the student experience’, does beg the question of meaning as, without context, staff are left in the dark over the institution’s understanding of such a statement. Lack of context, together with a lack of definition, makes it extremely
difficult for programme teams to know how to respond to such a strategic aim.
It has been recognised that entrepreneurship programmes are not always the best solutions to providing students with entrepreneurial experience. For example, Hytti and Gorman (2004) considered 50 enterprise education programmes from a range of countries to find over 60% of the courses used traditional teaching methods
such as lecturing, whilst just 34% of courses actually allowed their students to set up and run a business, reducing to just 16% using games and competitions. Similarly, Mwasalwiba (2010) noted the most common subjects
taught in entrepreneurship programmes were theoretically based. Therefore, if universities are to give students
entrepreneurial experience, they need to go beyond theoretical lectures and bring in real world experience. (National Council for Graduate Entrepreneurship, 2008). For non-business programmes, the entrepreneurial experience needs to be understood in the context of the subject using a range of modern pedagogical approaches.
It is the intention of this paper to develop knowledge of staff perceptions on different teaching pedagogies as
they relate to developing EE skills in students from non-business degrees. In addition the paper will discuss
some of the barriers to embedding EE skills within a non-business context.

1.1. Meaning and Understanding
In order to research a field of study it is good practice to ensure that any terminology is clearly defined from the
outset (Hytti & Gorman, 2004). In the area of entrepreneurship there has been much debate over terminology
and definitions (Ahmad, 2008) which make it difficult to define specifically the subject area of this research.
Terms such as enterprise, entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial education are all used interchangeably, as concluded by Mwasalwiba (2010) in a study that reviewed 108 articles on entrepreneurship for its objectives,
teaching methods and impact factors. Gibb (1993) initially suggested that, in fact, entrepreneurship and enterprise education are conceptually the same but contextually different. His work offers that the context focus depends on the country where the subject is being taught. For the UK, Gibb underlines that enterprise education is
the more common term used, yet in more recent literature the use of entrepreneurship is becoming frequently
employed (Bennett, 2010: Rae, 2010). The European Commission (2008), for example, suggests that entrepreneurship education can support people in everyday life and should not be confused with business and economic
studies (Gibb, 2002). This supports earlier research by Jones and English (2004) in which entrepreneurship education can be considered a process of providing students with self-esteem, knowledge and the confidence to act
on opportunities; and needs to be defined in a much broader context (Brown, 2000). It is now recognised that
such activity would benefit both anew business start-up and/oremployer (Rae, 2007). A further interesting difference is the NCGE (2008) who suggests that enterprise is a notion that develops the enterprising person and
entrepreneurial mind-set, whilst clearly in literature by Ohia (2009 cited in Akpan and Etor, 2013) developing
entrepreneurial mind-sets and capabilities is the primary goal of entrepreneurial education. Foyolle (2009, cited
in Aristo 2012) further adds to this definition with the notion that entrepreneurial education also includes idea
generation and innovation. Such mixed use of terminology does cause confusion for academic staff when starting to establish a knowledge in the subject and embedding this knowledge into their curriculum.
In a published framework for enterprise and entrepreneurship education, the QAA (2012) presents some
standardisation to the terminology in this subject area. The framework clearly states that enterprise education is
about a process of equipping students with the ability to generate ideas and develop a skill set to make things
happen, thus developing an entrepreneurial mind-set. The undertaking of these skills in the context of a subject
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discipline has in the past been described as enterprise, an all-inclusive concept (Price 2004), whilst entrepreneurship education has been more focused in equipping students with skills, knowledge and attributes to enable
them to apply the skills in the context of a new venture or business (QAA, 2012) and thereby turn ideas into actions of value (European Commission, 2008).
This clarity of definition will form part of the discussion of this paper, however, for the purposes of the data
collection, the terms enterprise/entrepreneurship education will be used as one term so staff can answer from
their perspectives without imposing new definitions prior to collection of data.

1.2. Approaches to Teaching
With a disparity in definition (Mwasalwiba, 2010) comes confusion with how EE can be taught. Gibb (2002)
argued in the early research of this field that if universities are to teach entrepreneurship then more action orientated teaching styles need to be adopted to promote creativity and problem solving by students. Some ten years
on, (QAA, 2012) suggested pedagogical approaches for enterprise need to focus on experiential learning and
adopt a more activity learning approach. Whilst courses that teach about entrepreneurship tend to use more traditional pedagogies such as lectures, set texts and exploring theories around business start-up, entrepreneurship
education is taught through practical business skills, projects, case studies, formal lectures and business simulations which are more passive in nature and less effective in influencing a student’s entrepreneurial attributes
(Honig, 2004: Bennett, 2006). Arasti, Falavarjani and Imanipour (2010) found that the three most used methods
are lecturers, case studies and group discussions. In the context of producing a business plan, the business plan
itself is used as a method of assessment (Jones & Penaluna, 2013) not the method of teaching. However, allowing students to run their venture through a group project was noted to be a critical success factor at the end of the
programme (Arasti, Falavarjani, & Imanipour, 2010), rather than producing a business plan which bears little
resemblance to the actual path that students would take if setting up a business (Mullins & Komisar, 2009).
What is interesting is that Matlay (2006) points out that the growing body of knowledge tends to be driven by
the business school within the university and lack reference to a range of conceptual and contextual areas. More
recently Pittaway & Edwards (2012) has started to this gap address by using a population of academics from
non-business courses.
Rae (2010) brings to this subject arena the concept of learning about, rather than learning for, in which learning about entrepreneurship is recognised to take place beyond the classroom through experiential pedagogies
and discover type activities (Rae 2010), acquiring skills and capabilities such as those described by Price (2005)
and applying them to real world problems and opportunities (Penaluna & Penaluna, 2008). Jones, Matley and
Martiz (2012) would offer that these entrepreneurial skills are infact life competencies used across life and most
certainly should not be associated with business start-up. Instead they suggest the use of scenarios to develop the
entrepreneurial mind-set and its value towards employability and social enterprises. Such education should be
learner centred through experiential and discovery type pedagogies (Pittaway & Cope, 2007: Rae, 2010) and
should embrace new technologies (McKeown et al, 2006). Smith (2006) in her research has suggested that as
there has been an increase in the use of virtual learning environments in the private sector, perhaps programmes
should be emulating this change and using similar technologies.
It is about creating a learning environment where students are recognising and acting upon opportunities (Rae,
2010), where students wanting to learn is at the heart of the experience (Race, 2006) and from that comes learning through a ripple type effect, from the students wanting to learn, through to students’ reflection and assessing
learning (Race, 2007). Through reflection the student becomes the creator of his own knowledge and experiences (Higgins, Smith, & Mohammed, 2013). Rae and Cranwell (2000) offer that project based activity where
the experience is hands-on, required proactive behaviour is essential. There seems here to be some comparable
literature in this area with the QAA (2012) pedagogical approaches for enterprise. Bennett (2006: p. 70) described “the attribute development approach” where students are active in the learning environment, lecturers
facilitate, not control, through role play, simulations, team projects and brainstorm; they are not listening and
taking notes (Rae, 2000). Whilst it now appears to be recognised that authentic experiential experiences are vital,
they are still lacking in programmes (Jones, Matley, & Martiz 2012). Teaching of entrepreneurship needs to be
in the context of the subject, so an understanding of the subject and audience is essential (Jones 2011 in order
that programme learning outcomes can be framed to suit the students and subject (Fayolle and Gailly, 2008) and
can be clearly stated at the start of the curriculum. Developing an enterprising/entrepreneurial mind-set, behav-
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iours and attitudes are crucial starting points for a student as the foundation upon which to build the more focussed business skills (Hannon et al, 2006). Mwasalwiba (2010) neatly categorizes the teaching pedagogies into
two; traditional “passive” and innovative “active” which provides a distinction between methods associated with
the traditional teaching in a business school and the theory of entrepreneurship and the more recent view of enterprise/entrepreneurship skills being taught in an “active” environment as life skills for everyone (Matley, 2006).

1.3. Barriers to Teaching
Jones and Irdale (2010) suggest that a major challenge to the teaching of enterprise education lies in the lecturer’s ability to be flexible and adaptive to new teaching methods to stimulate enterprise skills in their students.
Using an innovative active Mwasalwiba (2010) pedagogical approach to enterprise/entrepreneurship education,
lecturers need to develop a teaching style that allows students to learn while doing, make mistakes, develop
creativity, problem solve and move away from the traditional didactic learning. Challenges can exist in the leadership of a university to allow for this shift towards a more entrepreneurial approach (Hornqvisrt & Leffler,
2014) for example, if class size and teaching spaces do not allow for such activity (Alkpan and Elor, 2013).
Other constraints by Alkpan and Elor (ibid) include funding and poor mind-sets of students towards the subject,
whilst Hegarty (2006) suggests it is the academics’ attitude and understanding of the subject that can lead to
staff not feeling confident enough to embrace the concept in their teaching. Specifically, from a non–business
aspect, Henry (2013) offers that it is the lack of legitimacy that creates barriers as the non-business subjects have
less institutional resources.

2. Methodology
Research was carried out within one faculty of a UK university, using a single online questionnaire that was designed to capture both qualitative and quantitative data through the collection of both structured and free text.
Through a process of cluster sampling, participants were volunteers from a population of university academic
staff teaching on non-business undergraduate programmes. All contact details could be accessed through the
university email system. The survey was initially sent to 120 staff, from which 40 responses were collected.

2.1. Questionnaire
To gather the data, a single online survey, which can be found in Appendix 1 was used. This comprised a mix
of both open and closed questions. In addition, participants were presented with a series of statements and, using
a Likert scale, asked to note their levels of agreement to each statement. Furthermore, participants were presented with a list of 20 pedagogical approaches to teaching, taken from work by Gibb, Hannon, Price and
Robertson (2010). Participants were asked to consider if they perceived the different pedagogies as a way of developing EE skills. The Bristol Online Survey Tool was used to both create and administer the questionnaire
which allowed for data to be easily compiled from each participant to allow for analysis.

2.2. Procedure
Following ethical approval from the university, there were 4 simple stages to the methods section. The designing
of the questionnaire was via a review of 6 internal critical friends and pilot testing with 6 external colleagues.
Bristol online was used as the institutions’ preferred platform. Feedback was taken on board and the final questionnaire was devised. The link to the survey, which remained live for 4 weeks, was sent out via email to 120
potential participants to elicit responses, during which time one reminder email was sent out two weeks into the
data collection period. All responses were automatically saved within the Bristol online system.

2.3. Data Analysis
Finally the data was analysed through the use of themed mind mapping for the free text and simple percentages
for the quantitative responses. In questions where a Likert scale was used the means were calculated to establish
if there was a tendency in the answer towards either agree or disagree. After an initial look at the data, cross
tabulation was done for a selected number of questions based on author perception of possible interesting data.
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3. Results
3.1. Meaning and Understanding

When asked what EE means to them, a greater number of respondents agreed/strongly agreed to the statements
that “it is about teaching students business skills” see Table 1, rather than setting up a business, to become employed or writing a business plan. Only 12.5% agreeing/strongly agreeing that it was about “getting students to
write business plans”.
3.1.1. What Does Enterprise/Entrepreneurship Mean to You?
There are five main emerging themes from the answers to the question, see Figure 1.
 Students’ development and acquisition of real world skills/entrepreneurial skills.
 Provide an alternative learning environment.
 Expand students’ poetic career avenue.
Table 1. What is enterprise/entrepreneurship?
Totally agree (1) Agree (2) Neither disagree/agree (3) Disagree (4) Strongly disagree (5) Mean
Encouraging students to
start a business

7.5%

17.5%

35%

27.5%

12.5%

3.2

Getting students becoming
self employed

7.5%

22.5%

35%

27.5%

7.5%

3.02

Teaching students business skills

17.5%

40%

20%

15%

7.5%

2.2

5%

7.5%

45%

27.5%

15%

3.4

Getting students to write a
business plan

Figure 1. Themed mindmap to illustrate the responses to the questions “what does enterprise/entrepreneurship mean to
you?”.
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3.1.2. What Does Enterprise/Entrepreneurship Mean in the University?
There are four main emerging themes from this question, see Figure 2.
 Future student’s employment preparation.
 Embedding entrepreneurship into the programme through teaching and learning methods.
 Criticism of the institutional plan.
 Staff-students support in development of entrepreneurial competencies.

3.2. Approaches to Teaching
Staff perception of teaching approaches are shown in Table 2 with over 70% agreeing/strongly agreeing to the
teaching of EE through pedagogies such as role play, brainstorming, problem based learning, networking, use of
pitches, use of case studies, debates. Methods that had fewer respondents agreeing were those of business planning, stand-up lectures, drawing, setting up a business and simulations, quizzes.
Table 3 highlights that 77.5% of the survey respondents agreed/strongly agreed that EE is highly relevant to
their subjects, 17.5% are unsure and just 5% reporting it is not relevant. With only 45% of respondents stated
that they do embed EE into their teaching, this suggests that 32.5% of staff who agreed it is relevant do not embed it. This finding gave rise to the cross tabulation of these two questions that of relevance to subject and
whether staff did embed EE in their teaching, see Table 2. These results showed that of the 77.5% of respondents that do believe EE is relevant in their subject area, 52% do embed EE in their teaching (40% of the sample).

Figure 2. Themed mind map to illustrate the responses to the questions “what does enterprise/entrepreneurship mean in your
university’s strategic plan?”.
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Table 2. Results showing respondents’ perceptions to the extent they agree with the approaches as ways for teaching enterprise/entrepreneurship.
To what extent do you agree with the following approaches as ways for teaching enterprise/entrepreneurship
Totally agree/agree

Neither disagree or agree

Disagree/strongly disagree

Stand up lectures

27.5%

37.5%

35%

Seminars

70%

22.5%

7.5%

Business planning

52.5%

35%

12.5%

Drama

40%

42.5%

15.5%

Drawing

42.5

32.5%

25%

Role play

70%

15%

15%

Brainstorming

72.5%

20%

7.5%

Problem based learning

85%

5%

10%

Business simulations and panels

62.5%

30%

7.5%

Set up a real business

52.5%

30%

17.5%

Case studies & networking

80%

10%

10%

Pitches

70%

20%

10%

Quizzes

40%

50%

10%

Debates

67.5%%

25%

7.5%

Work shadow

75%

15%

10%

Finding ideas for business

65%

22.5%

12.5%

Competitions

55%

27.5%%

17.5%

Table 3. Results showing cross tabulation of relevance of EE to my subject and embedding EE in a subject.
Do you believe that enterprise education/entrepreneurship
education is highly relevant to your subject area

Do you embed enterprise/entrepreneurship skills
into your teaching?
Yes

No

Don’t know

Totally agree/agree

40%

17.5%

20%

Neither disagree or agree

5%

10%

2.5%

Totally disagree/disagree

0%

5%

0%

3.3. Barriers
When asked the question “Have you ever experienced any barriers to embed enterprise/entrepreneurship skills
into your teaching?” 27.5% said “yes”, 42.5% said “no” with 30% responding “don’t know”.
Figure 3 highlights the qualitative comments, that evidence four keys themes:
 Absence of university strategic management and direction.
 Staff knowledge deficiency in the area.
 Time restrictions.
 Staff discord as to the role and value of entrepreneurship education.

4. Discussion
4.1. Understanding What Is Expected
Ambiguity around the definition has existed for many years. Sewell and Pool (2010) offered that this has in the
past given HEI’s a free hand to embed the enterprise policy as they saw fit. However, for staff to work efficiently
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Figure 3. Themed mind map to illustrate the responses to the question “what are the barriers to enterprise/entrepreneur
ship?”.

in their roles, this ambiguity needs to be removed. When asked what EE means one respondent commented’ this
remains a term with no meaning to me and put me off’, supportive of earlier findings by Bridge, Hegarty and
Porter (2010) where they also considered staff perceptions to entrepreneurship terminology. Moreover their
findings also reported comments such as “we are from the ARTs, therefore the terminology is an issue”. Other
comments showed a mix in responses from profit making initiatives, innovation and creativity and networking
(Bennett 2006), see Table 1. With such a diverse understanding amongst the respondents the author offers that
this could be due to the lack of clarity by some from an institutional view point. The results in Figure 2 also
demonstrate that staff’s perception of what their university expected them to include in their curriculum varied
from:
“Students been involved in start-ups”.
“I think enterprise skills is about being creative, problem solving towards their studies, future career and life
plans”.
“That the curriculum we deliver must embed these skills and opportunities to allow students to demonstrate
and develop their entrepreneurship skills and abilities. This should not be confined to typical “business” models,
but across every module.”
This reported lack of clarity and understanding is again evident from the perceived barriers to the teaching of
EE, Figure 3. These show clearly the four core themes in relation to barriers including lack of understanding of
how to teach, of expectation from the university, why do it?
Although literature has come a long way in clarifying the terminology, these results would suggest that work
still remains to be undertaken to provide clarity of meaning for staff and the context in which they teach the
subject. The author would offer that where an institution uses such terminology, some form of guidance is required to support staff on delivering an associated objective/KPI. There are numerous studies available that offer
guidance on meaning in.
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4.2. Teaching Approaches

Staff reported EE was more about the teaching of business skills (Gibb, 2002) (57.5% agreed/strongly agreed)
rather than encouraging students to set up a business or become self-employed, where only 25% agreed/strongly
agreed which are very encouraging results see Table 1. This is supportive of much of the existing literature and
more recently in the QAA (2012) guidance for UK HEI educators.
On this premise the results related to the respondents’ perception on what extent a teaching method allowed
for the teaching of EE, (see Table 2) indicated a positive perception of respondents’ connecting the approaches
to teaching EE. Over 70% agreeing/strongly agreeing to the teaching of EE through pedagogies such as role play,
brainstorming, problem based learning, networking, use of pitches, use of case studies, debates which support
existing literature in particular, Mwasalwiba (2010) innovative “active” methods. Whilst not as strong, 52.5% of
respondents were in agreement that pedagogies such as business planning, business simulations can be used to
develop the skills supporting literature by Bennet (2006). Stimulatingly in an earlier question only 25% of respondents said it was about getting students to set up a business, whilst 52% agreed that setting up a real business could develop the skills. The author suggests that this further supports the need of a clear context to be set,
as EE education is something that can support everyday life and skills (Gibb, 2002) and should not be confusing
teaching about entrepreneurships as more of a process of business start-up (Honig, 2004; Bennett, 2006).
Two approaches that fewer respondents agreed with (40%) were drawing and drama, despite being one of the
40 EE pedagogies (Gibb, Hannon, Price, & Robertson, 2010) and whilst there is no detailed explanation, it does
perhaps add to the evidence that there is a lack of understanding on how EE can be taught (Mwasalwiba, 2010).
Only 27.5% of staff believed that the use of stand up lectures were very much appropriate in the delivery of
teaching EE, considerably less than the report figure of 60% in a study conducted by Hytti and Gorman (2004),
however their study considered the teaching within a business school setting, rather than non-business subjects
as this study projects.
In general, the approaches from Gibb, Hannon, Price and Roberston (2010) are perceived as ways of teaching
EE and given this result the author would have expected to find that all staff who see EE relevant in their subject,
also embedding EE, due to the varied list of pedagogies that can be used. This however was not the case (see
Table 2), 77.5% of respondents reported that EE was relevant to their subject but only 52% of these reported
they did embed and 22% of these respondents that said “no” they did not embed within their teaching. Upon
consideration of the free text regarding their understanding of EE, see Figure 1, their responses tended to steer
towards the themes of “students venture for return on investment”. In addition 20% of respondents who did not
know if they embedded even though they thought it relevant to their subject, all but one wrote that EE was
within the theme of students possessing entrepreneurial characteristics and tendencies, in particular making reference to innovation and creativity. Of this 37% of respondents, all but 5% agreed/strongly agreed that the list of
teaching methods were approaches of teaching EE. These results support the authors’ earlier discussion point
that clarity is needed to overcome barriers, see Figure 3, where one respondent said “there is no university steer
and lack of support for us as staff”. Depending upon the subject being taught, teachers need to understand what
it is they need to embed, as a set of skills to develop a mind-set and enterprising students (Ohia, 2009, cited in
Akpan & Etor, 2013) or the process of setting up a business. However staff interpret the subject, EE will determine how it is taught (Bennett, 2006) and staff need to see the relevance of it as one respondent said “not sure it
is relevant in my programme” and teach it within the context of the subject (Jones, 2011).
Other barriers reported in this study include lack of time, knowledge and direction, see Figure 3 which is
consistent with previous literature (Hegarty, 2006; Hornqvisrt & Leffler, 2014). Interestingly there was no mention of barriers such as finance as which in previous literature has been a factor (Akpan & Etor, 2013).

5. Conclusion
The results suggest a contradiction exists in the understanding of what an institution requires and what the staff
perceive as the meaning of EE in the non-business subjects. Staff are more aware that methods of teaching used
today in the their classroom are able to stimulate EE teaching, however there still seems to be a lack of confidence by staff in connecting existing teaching methods to skills development. It is not anexactscience (Hegarty,
2006) making it needful for each subject to consider both the terminology and activity in context for its discipline. Barriers reported are similar to those existing in previous literature, with the exception of financial barriers. The study can, however, conclude that with guidance from the university on terminology and what is ex-
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pected, it is likely that staff are more likely to embed such activity into their teaching. In addition, as the majority of staff do perceive there is a whole range of teaching methods that can be adopted, then with little effort EE
could be embedded into more programmes. Whilst this study adds to the body of knowledge in the area of EE
education, the literature for non-business subjects is still limited such that there is scope to develop this much
further, particularly in subject specific areas.
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Appendix 1

Staff perceptions to enterprise and entrepreneurship education: Pedagogies, benefits and barriers
1. What is the subject area you teach? If you do not teach a specific subject area please give further details.

2. What degree programme(s) do you teach on at LJMU?

3. To what extent do you agree with the following statements about enterprise/entrepreneurship? Please rate
your answer from 1 - 5 where 1 is totally agree and 5 is totally disagree.
3.1) Enterprise/Entrepreneurship is about encouraging students to start a business.

1

2

3

4

5

3.2) Enterprise/Entrepreneurship is about students becoming self-employed.

1

2

3

4

5

3.3) Enterprise/Entrepreneurship is about teaching students business skills.

1

2

3

4

5

3.4) Enterprise/Entrepreneurship is about getting students to write a business plan.

1

2

3

4

5

4. What does enterprise/entrepreneurship mean to you?

5. “A curriculum with entrepreneurship at the heart of the student’s experience” (LJMU strategic plan
2012-2017). What does this mean to you?

6. Do you believe that enterprise education/entrepreneurship education is highly relevant to your subject area?
Totally Agree

Agree

Neither Agree or Disagree

Disagree

Totally Disagree

7. To what extent do you agree that the following approaches are a way for teaching enterprise/entrepreneurship
skills? Please rate your answer from 1 - 5 where 1 is totally agree and 5 is totally disagree.
7.1) Use of stand-up lectures

1

2

3

4

5

7.2) Use of seminars

1

2

3

4

5

7.3) Use of business planning

1

2

3

4

5

7.4) Use of drama

1

2

3

4

5

7.5) Use of drawing

1

2

3

4

5

7.6) Use of role play

1

2

3

4

5

7.7) Use of brainstorming with post its

1

2

3

4

5

7.8) Use of problem based learning

1

2

3

4

5

7.9) Use of business simulations

1

2

3

4

5
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7.10) Get students to set up a real business

1

2

3

4

5

7.11) Use of case studies

1

2

3

4

5

7.12) Use of networking

1

2

3

4

5

7.13) Use of pitches

1

2

3

4

5

7.14) Use of quizzes

1

2

3

4

5

7.15) Use of debates

1

2

3

4

5

7.16) Use of panels

1

2

3

4

5

7.17) Use of work shadowing

1

2

3

4

5

7.18) Exercises that relate to finding ideas for business

1

2

3

4

5

7.19) Use of external speakers

1

2

3

4

5

7.20) Use of competitions

1

2

3

4

5

8. Do you embed enterprise/entrepreneurship skills into your teaching?
Yes

No

Don’t Know

9. Please add below any other teaching approaches you consider to be relevant to teaching enterprise/entrepreneurship skills.

10. What do you believe to be the three most important benefits to your students of enterprise/entrepreneurship
education within the curriculum?
1.
2.
3.
11. Have you ever experienced barriers in embedding enterprise/entrepreneurship education into your curriculum?
Yes

No

Don’t Know

12. If you have answered YES to the above question, what are the three most significant barriers?
1.
2.
3.
13. Would you be willing to take part in a face-to-face interview for 20 minutes in order to extend this research
project? If so, then please leave your email address, so I can get in touch with you.
Email Address:

Many thanks for your time in completing this questionnaire.
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