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Abstract 

According to the Swedish government, entrepreneurship is supposed to “run like a read 
thread” through the education system. Teachers are in their teaching required to stimulate 
skills that are vital for entrepreneurship. This study problematizes the relation between school 
subjects and enterprise learning from a discourse analytical approach. The point of departure 
is policy documents and research on entrepreneurship in schools. By using interviews with 
teachers and a principal, interpretations and understanding of enterprise learning is analyzed. 
The results show that teachers emphasize the concepts connection with real life and creating 
meaningfulness in their rhetoric, but by omitting the didactic questions why and for whom, 
tend both the concepts creating meaningfulness and connection with real lift to deal with 
teachers’ experiences and understanding and not on pupils’ learning.  

Keywords: entrepreneurship, enterprise learning, subject didactic, teachers, secondary school 

1. Introduction  

The concept of ‘entrepreneurship’ with its origin in trade and industry is increasingly often 
being mentioned in educational contexts all over the world. Arguments that are usually 
advanced are on the one hand increased employment and on the other greater motivation and 
deeper learning among pupils. The meaning of the concept has been broadened and as a 
perspective, entrepreneurship is expected to permeate the entire educational system. Children 
and young people are supposed to acquire an entrepreneurial attitude through teaching and 
learning. In Sweden this issue used to belong to the socio-political area, but it is now also 
being seen as an educational policy. The Swedish Government has presented a Strategy for 
entrepreneurship in which they emphasize that the characteristics of a good entrepreneur: 
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ability to solve problems, planning one’s work, taking responsibility and cooperating with 
others are qualities that pupils need in order to manage their studies and be successful in adult 
life (the Government Offices of Sweden, 2009). This strategy is in line with ideas of 
entrepreneurship taken from OECD policies (e.g. 1989; 1998) and the European Commission 
policies (e.g. 2001; 2002; 2004), in which they emphasize that it is about an approach or an 
attitude to learning comprising all working methods that stimulate pupils’ self-reliance, 
self-knowledge, creativity, energy and ability to cooperate and communicate. For that reason 
entrepreneurship is not to be regarded as a separate subject. 

The concept of ‘entrepreneurship’ is an example of how a discourse both develops and 
assumes new forms when meeting a new context, in this case an educational context. In 
educational contexts the concept is divided into two discourses, an enterprise discourse that is 
about developing pupils’ power of initiative, responsibility, participation, creativity, 
self-confidence and ability to cooperate, and an entrepreneurship discourse that is aimed at 
developing abilities concerning business and enterprise. These are also called broad and 
narrow teaching specialisation respectively, in which the broad one is chiefly targeted at 
younger pupils and the narrow one at older pupils (Johnson, 1988; Erkkilä, 2000; Jones & 
Iredale, 2010). According to the European Commission (2004) these discourses are 
interdependent, because being allowed to develop one’s enterprise is regarded as a 
precondition for being able to work as a good entrepreneur. In the Swedish curricula both 
these specialisations are visible; in primary (broad) and secondary schools (broad and 
narrow). Entrepreneurship in schools is thus an example of how an educational discourse has 
been designed in the last two decades with the ambition both to raise the quality of the 
education and to adapt the education more clearly to society’s needs (Leffler, 2006; the 
Government Offices of Sweden, 2009) in order to secure jobs and safeguard the economy 
(Mahieu, 2006). 

2. Aim and method 

A possible interpretation is that if enterprise learning is about an attitude to learning, it may 
come to influence the subject content. What can then enterprise learning as a concept and a 
phenomenon imply for learning and teaching in different school subjects? Does it mean that 
individual school subjects will have to be related to enterprise learning and that subject 
didactic issues will be affected? The aim of the present article is to problematize enterprise 
learning and its relation to different school subjects. The following questions have served as 
guidance;  

• How should the teaching of the different school subjects be conducted in order to be 
regarded as enterprising? 

• How is the view of different school subjects affected when a whole school is to 
implement and develop an enterprising approach in its teaching? 

• What changes take place? 

Inspired by Michel Foucault’s theories of discourse (Foucault, 1993; 2002), I want to 
highlight how the discussions of enterprise learning are formulated in relation to different 
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school subjects, what explicit conceptions there are, what patterns are formed that provide 
preconditions of what we can think and say and how we can act. The concept of ‘enterprise 
learning’ is surrounded by statements, interpretations and expressions and will therefore have 
consequences for teaching and learning, i.e. consequences for the practice of education. In the 
analysis the didactic questions Why, How and What have also been useful (cf. Pennlert, 2013). 
The empirical material consists of interviews with teachers in a Swedish secondary school. 
The focus in the present study is on teachers’ interpretation and understanding of enterprise 
learning and on how teachers conceive of the relationship among individual school subjects, 
subject didactics and enterprise learning. I want to elucidate what discourses are materialised 
through teachers’ talks and are hence visualised in the teaching, i.e. what discourses are 
dominant. Are there differences among teachers from different subject disciplines, and in that 
case, what are these differences?  

The selection of school was based on the fact that all the teachers in the school had undergone 
in-service training in enterprise learning with the aim that they would both acquire 
knowledge of enterprise learning and that knowledge of enterprise learning would contribute 
to school improvement and thereby also to better goal attainment, which is a relatively 
common interpretation of the purpose of introducing entrepreneurship in Swedish schools 
(Skolverket, 2010). The in-service training involved lectures, workshops, literature studies 
and development work. It was therefore interesting to study how the teachers had understood 
and interpreted enterprise learning and what they had developed in their teaching on 
completion of their competence development. In the present article I account for the results of 
focus interviews with a total of 15 teachers from different working teams and a single 
interview with one principal. In the initial stage of the investigation a questionnaire study 
addressed to the teacher of the school was performed, a total of 69 teachers and was answered 
by 50. The questionnaire contained four open questions concerning choice of content of the 
teaching, working methods and modes of working and cooperation both within and outside 
the school unit. On the basis of the first analysis of the questionnaire a selection of teachers 
were made for the interviews, a representative group from the working teams and they were 
then divided into three focus groups (cf Morgan, 1988). Focus groups may be said to be a 
type of group interview differing from ordinary group interviews by being a “research 
technique where data is collected through group interaction about a subject decided by the 
researcher” (Wibeck, 2000, p.27). Focus groups were used as a method as the ambition also 
was that learning situations would arise during the interviews. The number of teachers and 
subjects were represented as listed below. 
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Table 1. Number of teachers and subjects that were represented in the interviews 

  Female teachers (FT) Male teachers (MT) 

One teacher from each 
working team with 
adjacent subject 
combinations 

FT1: Science subjects / 
Mathematics 
FT2: Music 
FT3: Social subjects/ Swedish 
FT4: Social subjects 
FT5: Textile craft 
FT6: Physical education/ 
Health 
FT7: Swedish/Swedish 21 

FT8: Art 
FT9: Social Subjects 

MT1: Swedish/ Swedish 2 / 
English 
MT2: Science subjects 
MT3: Science subjects/ 
Mathematics 
MT4: Swedish/ Swedish 2/ 
English 
MT5: Science subjects/ 
Mathematics 
MT6: Swedish/Swedish 2/ 
English 

Total 9 6 

 

The point of departure in this study is the broad educational specialisation, enterprise learning. 
By way of introduction I will discuss the concept of ‘entrepreneurship’ and enterprise 
learning then go on to subject didactics. Then teachers’ interpretation and understanding of 
enterprise learning in relation to individual school subjects will be accounted for and 
analysed. 

3. Theoretical framework 

3.1 Entrepreneurship and enterprise learning 

Can entrepreneurship be learned is a question that is debated among researchers. Johannisson 
(2011) thinks that children are natural entrepreneurs and that the task of schools is to make 
use of and develop the children’s entrepreneurial abilities. Entrepreneurs’ learning is 
described in terms of “learning by doing”, “trial and error”, problem solving and learning by 
experience, often outside formal learning environments (Cope, 2005).  

In the educational practice the content of entrepreneurship is justified on the basis of local 
conditions, solutions to problems at school and needs at the individual level. A central 
perspective is that entrepreneurship in schools should contribute to school improvement in 
some form (Skolverket, 2010). It may e.g. involve increasing the cooperation between the 
school and the surrounding community, changing forms of teaching and learning processes, 
encouraging pupils’ creativity and initiative and changing attitudes to entrepreneurship 
(Svedberg, 2007). The emphasis is on encouraging pupils to be active and action oriented and 
being given opportunities to cooperate with individuals with complementary competences 
through cross-disciplinary and group-oriented work (Falk-Lundqvist, Hallberg, Leffler, & 
Svedberg, 2011). Circular thinking about teaching and learning as well as long continuous 
working periods is advocated, where pupils’ collaboration, i.e. participation in both planning 
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and implementation and evaluation of the work, is important. The importance is also 
emphasised of basing the activities on pupils’ life-world in order to stimulate their own 
driving force and motivation, which is stated to be a precondition for enterprise learning. Of 
central importance is also that enterprise learning should be characterised by seeing 
opportunities instead of problems as well as the ability to reflect on one’s own learning 
(Pepin, 2012). 

Like many concepts in the making, the concept of entrepreneurship is surrounded by 
problems of definition, which causes the interpretations to vary, which in turn influences the 
educational practice. Enterprise learning is in many ways a question of how the dominant 
discourse is understood. This also includes the definition and the interpretation of which the 
Swedish curriculum Lgr 11 constitutes a part. In the curriculum entrepreneurship is included 
as a part of the mission of schools and is described as follows: 

An important task for the school is to provide a general but coherent view. The 
school should stimulate pupils’ creativity, curiosity and self-confidence, as well as 
their desire to explore their own ideas and solve problems. Pupils should have the 
opportunity to take initiatives and responsibility, and develop their ability to work 
both independently and together with others. The school in doing this should 
contribute to pupils developing attitudes that promote entrepreneurship (Skolverket, 
2011, p. 11). 

The starting-point is that pupils should be allowed to be active and to be stimulated to acquire 
abilities contributing to developing an attitude that promotes entrepreneurship. 

Some research on enterprise learning has been aimed at pointing out a number of obstacles 
and emphasising schools’ “traditional” teaching as the main source of the problem. Bager and 
Løwe Nielsen (2009) choose to talk about weaknesses in the educational system that causes 
difficulties, thereby challenging enterprise learning in their opinion. They pointed out 
aggravating aspects such as strong subject division, where the teachers experience that they 
are bearers of a subject, and a predominance of passive learning and traditional 
teacher-governed education. In his study Deuchar (2006) identified teachers’ fear of losing 
power, fear of not attaining results and fragmented timetables as obstacles to the introduction 
of enterprise learning. The point of departure of this research is however that 
entrepreneurship can be learned. 

3.2 School subjects and subject didactics 

Didactic competence is described as both knowledge about teaching and practical skills in 
teaching (Pennlert, 2013). A teacher’s didactic competence focus is on pupils’ learning and 
their ability to reflect on their own learning processes. The ability to reflect on learning 
processes, teaching intentions and learning outcomes is therefore crucial. As enterprise 
learning is described as an approach to learning, it may as well be related to teachers’ didactic 
competence and subject didactic competence. 

Strengthening of subject knowledge and the importance of subject didactics are emphasised 
in the Swedish teacher education (Government Bill 2009/10:89) at the same time as 
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education, according to the curriculum Lgr 11, has an important task in “providing a general 
view and coherence” (Skolverket, 2011, p. 11). How is subject didactics described and how 
can it be related to taking an entrepreneurial approach to one’s subject? Among Swedish 
researchers there are different perspectives on subject didactics and hence several 
interpretations. They may be about reflection on knowledge, learning and the conditions of 
learning. Subject didactics is then the meeting place for reflection on the subject and the 
conditions of learning (Falkevall & Selander, 2002). Subject didactics is also regarded as a 
third area of knowledge, between general didactics and the subject. In addition to their 
subject knowledge teachers should have general knowledge of education and teaching and 
have subject didactic knowledge (Schüllerqvist & Osbeck, 2009). Subject didactics is 
regarded as a “meeting place for reflection on the conditions of knowledge /…/ on the 
subject’s traditions but also on the prerequisites and conditions of learning” (p. 7). There are 
also thoughts of whether subject didactics may be a mixture of general didactics and subjects, 
or a mixture of pedagogy and the subject. Subject didactics is then described as a “bridge” 
that is about didactic considerations that are connected to the content of a subject (Sjøberg, 
2001). Some other researchers emphasise instead the holistic perspective and point out the 
importance of being able to reflect on one’s practice and make conscious choices based on a 
whole (Bronäs & Runebou, 2010; Tornberg, 2009). What links the subject discourses together 
are however issues concerning the subject’s content and the basic didactic questions What? 
How? and Why? 

4. Results  

The results are presented in three steps. The first step relates to teachers’ understanding and 
interpretation of enterprise learning. The next step is teachers’ thoughts about enterprise 
learning in relation to school subjects. Finally some challenges that teachers have identified 
while working with enterprise learning are presented.  

4.1 Teachers’ interpretation of enterprise learning 

What understanding did teachers have of enterprise learning and what interpretation did they 
make, i.e. how do these teachers talk about enterprise learning? This emerged from the 
interviews: 

FT1:  I don’t know if there’s any direct definition of it. I’ve felt… you can interpret 
it a bit like what you yourself… there are some things that are supposed to 
be included, but you interpret it yourself to some extent: How? What is it? I 
think we all have somewhat different ideas about what it is, but I don’t think 
it’s wrong. (Science subjects/Mathematics) 

FT2:  But, you know, enterprise learning is, I suppose, when the pupil, or 
whoever it is, takes responsibility for their own learning. (Textile craft) 

FT3:  I was just going to say the opposite of passive … enterprise learning is the 
same as meaningful teaching and learning. (Social subjects/Swedish) 

MT4:  I lot of what was done was such that it could be subsumed under the 
concept of enterprise teaching and learning. (Swedish/Swedish2/English) 
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MT1:  It depends on what it means, but I have caught onto this thing about 
creating meaning, and that’s about doing some real thing, writing a letter to 
the editor of a newspaper/…/ a real product. (Swedish/Swedish2/English) 

In spite of in-service training there are uncertainty and divided opinions about how the 
concept of enterprise learning may be understood by the teachers and hence what it may 
imply in the practical activities. Each of the teachers has made her/his own interpretation and 
built up her/his own conception and picture of what enterprise learning may imply. Some 
teachers think that they themselves can make their own interpretations and then choose 
something familiar or recognisable or make reinterpretations in order for it to fit into the 
prevailing practice. Others take as their starting-point that it should be about something 
meaningful and that it is about something active, is meaning creating and is about something 
genuine and for real. 

It is possible to see a certain difference in the teachers’ interpretations. For some of them the 
starting-point is that they are already working enterprisingly in the school and that it is about 
doing something concrete and genuine in the teaching, something that must be for real and 
meaning creating. Other talk about pupils’ own responsibility and think that it is about 
something that is the opposite of passivity and that it must be meaningful. 

4.2 … In relation to different school subjects 

When we got on to specific school subjects in the discussion, the teachers associated the 
concept of ‘enterprise learning’ to connection with reality and meaning creating activities. 
This also included external contacts and cross-disciplinary teaching. These concepts are 
central in the discourse on enterprise learning that the teachers have developed. The teachers’ 
pictures of individual school subjects’ connection to enterprise learning proved to vary, 
however. The teaching of science subjects is in itself regarded as enterprising, since the 
teachers of science subjects think that they are creative, that there often is a product or 
something that is to be made. The science teachers also think that in the science subjects they 
work with open tasks, since the pupils can first write a hypothesis and then test it. The pupils 
are also allowed to be active and are encouraged to think for themselves. 

MT3:  I think that they [pupils] should be allowed to test and find out things, so 
that I don’t just stand there talking all the time myself, but that they find out 
things themselves. (Science subjects/Mathematics) 

There are also reflections on which items in the science subjects are best suited to working 
enterprisingly in: 

MT5:  I experience that if you want to do something simple, close to everyday life, 
then it’s easy to refer to, but if you talk about atomic physics and such 
heavier stuff, then I think it’s very difficult, such as the properties of light. 
How can you make that enterprising? (Science subjects/Mathematics) 

Some items are considered more difficult and more complicated, which causes uncertainty 
about whether all teaching can be conducted enterprisingly. But it also turns out that the 
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teachers have different ideas about what subjects are easier or more difficult to conduct 
enterprise learning in. One language teacher assumes for example that teaching science 
subjects is difficult to conduct enterprisingly. Some of the teachers of science subjects 
partially agree with him. They certainly think that they work in connection with reality in the 
science subjects, but that it might not be the same reality as the pupils’ experience, since 
some of the items may be considered abstract. Other teachers also have conceptions of which 
subjects are enterprising per se and mention handicraft and music as well as social subjects. 
Handicraft is a school subject where the teachers naturally claim that they work 
enterprisingly and that they have always done so, whereas this picture is not equally natural 
for teachers representing other school subjects. This may be understood by means of Bager 
and Løwe Nielsen (2009), who argue that the teachers’ division of the knowledge mission in 
school subjects aggravates their understanding of enterprise learning. 

The social studies subjects are also regarded as enterprising subjects. One of the social 
subjects teachers thinks that social subjects are worthwhile to develop, since they can easily 
be related to what is happening around the pupils and hence create motivation among them. 
She also thinks that social subjects teachers often have the privilege of meeting their groups 
of pupils several times a week, which facilitates creating a relation to them. In the social 
studies teaching they also work with current news that has a bearing on reality. 

Whereas some subjects were considered easier to relate to enterprise learning, there were also 
subjects that the teachers considered more difficult to take an enterprise approach to. The 
mathematic teachers demonstrate greater uncertainty about their mathematics teaching, as 
expressed by one teacher: 

FT1:  I find it easier to think of tasks in science subjects. I can think of as many as 
you like here, while I have to sit down and think a bit more about math. You 
can take things easier in math and use teaching media more and things like 
that. It is more difficult to find many practical tasks… but the question is if 
they learn anything from it. (Science subjects/Mathematics) 

The mathematics teacher thus thinks that it is easier to use the tasks of the book than to create 
meaningful situations where mathematics is put to use. There is also a tendency to regard 
mathematics as a subject where the pupils are satisfied with sitting and doing sums 
themselves and for this reason there is no need for thinking enterprisingly in the teaching of 
mathematics. This is stated above all by teachers who do not teach mathematics themselves, 
which is however denied by one of the mathematics teachers, as shown by the following 
statements: 

MT1:  Those who really love math love so sit with their book and continue 
working and maybe reach the book of the next form level. 
(Swedish/Swedish2/English) 

MT4:  I think that if you have an amount, then you you’ll feel secure about 
everything, and then everything will be automated in a way that may 
actually be quite good. (Swedish/Swedish2/ English) 
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MT5:  I don’t quite agree… what sticks in my memory is what I have really 
understood, why is it like this and why is it like that. (Science 
subjects/Mathematics) 

According to these teachers there are conceptions of mathematics resting on a tradition that 
emphasises proficiency training at the individual level, without connection to either reality or 
meaningful activity. There also occur assumptions that enterprise learning is about the pupils 
being allowed to perform practical tasks. Foreign languages are a further area that is regarded 
as a less suitable for enterprise learning, which the principal expresses in the following way: 

Principal:  It’s obviously difficult to … for example with Spanish, German and French. 
They are in a great hurry there to reach a certain level, but otherwise I 
can’t see any limitations in it. It’s rather a matter of will. It’s possible in 
these subjects too, but it’s a lot trickier because it’s difficult to make the 
pupils understand what they are doing in those subjects. 

The principal says that the teachers’ approach to the teaching is to be in a hurry, but also that 
it is a matter of will. In addition the principal has a notion that teaching in these subjects is 
not about the pupils being expected to understand what they do and why. Hence not all school 
subjects neither are included in the enterprising discourse that emphasises meaning creation 
and connection with reality, nor are they based on the collective aspect. 

How do the teachers then describe what is enterprising in their teaching? The practical and 
artistic teachers in textile craft and music emphasise power of initiative at both the individual 
and the collective level: 

 
FT5:  If you look at the heading, I think that handicraft is very enterprising 

learning. It’s based you know, on you yourself taking initiatives and doing 
something. It’s not as if I often stand teaching the whole group; I start the 
group and then there are very many individual projects, so a lot is up to the 
individual. In order to achieve something you have to take your own 
initiatives and do something, otherwise it will sort of come to a standstill. 
(Textile craft) 

FT2:  I’ve got the same thing but it’s collective instead. It’s also based on 
creativity and ability to take initiatives yourself, but you are always a part 
of the group, since we do a lot of choir work and play music together. 
(Music) 

The teacher of physical education and health bases her approach on the working party and an 
ambition to do something in common in the working party, thus a collective level that chiefly 
concerns the teachers: 

FT6:  We decided to do something together /…/ and then we had the theme of 
Health. (Physical education/Health) 

Meaning creation and connection with reality are however not central aspects of the practical 
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and artistic teachers’ talk of their teaching. However, the teachers seldom talked about what a 
theme or pupils’ own “doing” would contribute to the “learning. Thoughts about different 
activities often came up, which other studies of entrepreneurship in education also show. The 
pupils are supposed to do something, but there are seldom reflections on what they should do 
and why (Leffler, 2006). 

During the talks we also got on to the strengths and weaknesses that the teachers experience 
in their work. The organization is felt to be a great obstacle, since the size of the school 
makes sensible timetabling difficult, according to the teachers. This is also an obstacle that 
researcher point out (cf. Bager & Löwe Nielsen, 2009; Deuchar, 2006). Several teachers work 
with pupils from several working parties and therefore feel enormously controlled by the 
timetabling.  

As regards their view of knowledge, they are agreed that there is no shared view of 
knowledge, neither in the working parties, nor in the school as a whole. Some teachers 
experience this as a weakness, while others think that it is a strength. Multiplicity enriches 
school life, according to some of the teachers. Different subjects are thought to be more or 
less similar from a pedagogical point of view. The subject of mathematics are according to 
the math teachers, somewhat special, like the practical subjects, while the social and science 
subjects are regarded as more combinable, as regards both consensus about pedagogical 
issues and assessment bases. The social and sciences subjects cooperate with the subject of 
Swedish, above all in written assignments. 

The representatives of the practical-aesthetic subjects think that they have difficulties in 
cooperation in education development, partly because they are considered to teach 
unimportant subjects, and partly they think that they do not have the legitimacy to influence 
and offer opinions concerning the theoretical subjects. Yet another reason is that they think 
that educational development is often based on theoretical subjects. 

4.3 Challenges 

The point of departure of developing the teaching towards enterprise learning at the studied 
school was that the principal thought that a great deal of what was done at the school could be 
regarded as enterprise learning at the same time as enterprise learning would contributed to 
school improvement. The principal expressed this in the following way: 

Principal:  We found out that enterprise learning was actually very much in line with 
our own goals, that is to say with subject integration and the contact with 
the community outside the school etcetera. 

An explicit goal for the school is thus subject integration and contact with the surrounding 
world, which is a goal that the teachers also state that they need to develop: 

MT4:  We must try to have considerably more contacts with the surrounding 
community. (Swedish/Swedish as a Second Language/English) 

Based on the teachers’ pictures of enterprise learning implying meaningful learning, 
cross-disciplinary teaching and contact with the surrounding world, the talks get on to what 
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changes the in-service course has led to and what challenges they think they are facing: 

FT4:  We have worked a lot with our views of knowledge /…/ and we have 
discussed how to formulate questions. That’s what I feel is most concrete in 
what is called enterprise learning /…/ not to start by thinking that you must 
have some basic knowledge to be able to go on to the trickier questions, but 
let them begin with open tricky tasks and if they don’t know, they will have 
to find out to be able to find out more. (Social subjects) 

FT8:  I find this cross-disciplinary teaching difficult. I have difficulties getting 
into it /…/ We had the ’Theme of food’, then they drew vegetables in my 
classes /…/ and that’s no fun, I don’t like my teaching to be like that (Art) 

FT7:  I think that cooperation with the surrounding community /…/ it takes so 
much time and energy /…/ I don’t think it is great fun. Though when they 
[the pupils] come back and have got all this, then it’s fun. 
(Swedish/Swedish2) 

FT3: I tried in the social subjects to make them [the pupils] more enterprising 
when we were studying law and I thought: Now I’ll start at the wrong end 
and give them the task of inventing a crime and who are involved and then 
it’s up to them to find out: What things have we got? Who can 
blah-blah-blah? And what might be the punishment and things like that. But 
nothing happened. (Social subjects/Swedish) 

According to the above quotations, cooperation with the surrounding community, 
cross-disciplinary teaching and changes in the implementation or the teaching are challenges 
that the teachers are facing. It is also evident that different subjects have different ‘status’ or 
importance for the teaching. The art teacher, who had to use her art lessons in order for the 
pupils to draw vegetables, although she thought it was neither creative nor developing for her 
subject, also shows that some subjects risk being regarded more as padding and not as an 
important and integrated part of the pupils’ learning. Based on a Foucault perspective we can 
thus talk here of a power relation between different subjects and subject teachers. There is 
thus a certain hierarchy between different subjects. 

In the social subjects and Swedish the teachers have tried to think of other lines when it 
comes to avoiding linear thinking, to starting all the time from a basis that the pupils are 
supposed to know before they can proceed. The linear thinking is however obvious in a 
statement made by another social subjects teacher when illustrating how she tried to work 
enterprisingly in her teaching and thereby failed to make her teaching work. 

The social subjects teachers have tried more than the others to initiate cross-disciplinary 
fields, and the social subjects are also regarded by the other teachers as most easily 
developable and being able to cooperate naturally with the surrounding community. Although 
cross-disciplinary work and cooperation with the surrounding community are explicit 
objectives in the curriculum, this may be a high threshold for the teachers to pass. Several of 
the teachers talk about meaningless constructions in connection with cross-disciplinary 
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teaching. One teacher says that there are far too many attempts to create a unity although it is 
not natural. The teachers themselves seem to find it difficult to see the connection among 
different subjects, which is likely to contribute to the pupils’ understanding of the purpose of 
doing cross-disciplinary work. On the one hand they want to develop a cross-disciplinary 
working method. On the other hand they want to develop their own subjects, which a teacher 
expressed in this way:  

MT1:  It’s almost a collision in itself, the subject integration and then I’m 
supposed to strive as far as I can in my own subject. 
Swedish/Swedish2/English) 

For the teachers there is a state of opposition between working in a cross-disciplinary way 
and developing their subjects, since they experience that the cross-disciplinary element is 
conducted at the expense of developing their subject knowledge (cf. Bager & Løwe Nielsen, 
2009). On the whole the concept of ’teaching and learning’ seldom occurs during the 
teachers’ talks. There is more of “we must have subject integration because we have decided 
to have it”, than of wondering how cross-disciplinary working methods will enrich not only 
the pupils’ learning but also their own learning. The teachers think, however, that assessment 
and marking constitute a hindering factor for the development of teaching methods. The 
pupils’ fixation on marks in combination with questions of how they should be assessed and 
what should be assessed is a great obstacle, according to the teachers, as is also how the 
pupils should be motivated to think on other lines when it is the mark that is the goal, as 
exemplified by the following statement: 

FT3:  When we had our brainstorming sessions, what we wanted was that the 
pupils would become enterprising, and in this case it was we who told them 
that you must do like this, because otherwise you will not pass, and then the 
question is: Do we make them [the pupils] enterprising in this way? (Social 
subjects/Swedish) 

The teacher’s conception of how an open task is constructed is visualised in this statement. It 
is marks and assessment that create the task, and then it is a school task and not a genuine 
task. On several occasions the talks in the focus groups passed on to pointing out obstacles 
more than on focusing on the opportunities that enterprise learning might lead to. 

5. Discussion  

In this article I have accounted for how teachers in the focus group interviews talk about their 
school subjects and enterprise learning. What enterprise learning can thereby contribute to the 
teaching is not clear to the teachers in this study. One reason for this might be that there is no 
shared interpretation and understanding of the concept, which is in line with the existing 
definition problem but also with the staff’s discussions being on a “doing level” and not on 
teaching and learning level. This is like the discussions of subject didactics that are conducted. 
How subject didactics is interpreted and understood affects the orientation and quality of the 
teaching, i.e. the practical activities. 

In the shared discourse that the teachers have developed on enterprise learning the concepts 
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of ‘meaning creation’, ‘connection with reality’, ‘contacts with the surrounding world’ and 
‘cross-disciplinary’ occur. In the discourse oppositions have however arisen. A common 
aspect is that the teaching must be meaningful to the pupils and be connected with reality. 
Not all subjects are however included in this discourse. Some subjects are accepted as not 
being possible to conduct enterprisingly, e.g. languages. The language teaching is hence 
excluded from the meaningful and reality-oriented aspects of the discussions. The same is 
true of mathematics. The textbook’s tasks are not considered meaningful but still constitute 
the basis of the teaching. Both languages and mathematics are also subjects that are not 
naturally a part of cross-disciplinary teaching and contacts with the surrounding world. With 
the aid of Bager and Løwe Nielsen (2009) we can understand that subject identities connected 
with conceptions of how teaching should be conducted in different subjects are a hindering 
factor for the teachers to think entrepreneurially about precisely these subjects. 

It is also possible to find out that a lot of things are expected of the pupils. It is the pupils that 
should take responsibility and initiatives, but in what way and what this might imply and why 
the pupils should learn this are not included in the teachers’ discussions. Pupils’ participation 
in what should be meaning creating and connected with reality is an aspect that is not 
included in the teachers’ talk about enterprise learning. 

Even if the discourse about enterprise learning includes meaningful learning, which also 
includes cooperation and cross-disciplinary teaching, according to the teachers, this is 
described as a challenge. Cooperation with the surrounding community and working life or 
between different subjects is still not regarded as a natural part of the teaching, which may be 
due to the lack of a connection to how this cooperation might contribute to pupils’ learning. 
There is no discussion of why cooperation should be included in the teaching. Teachers’ 
attitude to knowledge and learning is thereby neglected, what they themselves need to change 
at the individual level in order to reach a shared collective level. What needs to be changed in 
the teaching of the different subjects and why, are still questions that the teachers are 
wrestling with. On the other hand individual teachers, above all in social subjects, show how 
they have worked in various ways with developing co-assessment of pupils’ works and how 
they have tried to change their way of asking questions in order to develop pupils’ own 
thinking. Different traditions in different subjects seem to be of importance for how a 
development of the content and form of the teaching might be implemented. Mathematics is 
the subject in which it is most difficult to work enterprisingly, according to the teachers, but 
also that which is called more complicated knowledge in science subjects. Hierarchical 
thinking among school subjects also became apparent in the practical and artistic teachers’ 
opinion that they conduct enterprise learning but lack legitimacy for contributing to other 
subjects working more enterprisingly. Discussions between different subject teachers about 
development issues seem thus not to be a common way to go when it is a matter of 
exchanging experiences that might be of importance for changes concerning teaching in 
general. 

The results show that entrepreneurial teaching and learning cannot self-evidently be 
transformed by the teachers into teaching and learning in their own school subjects. The 
teachers’ interpretation that the enterprising discourse includes teaching that is characterised 
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by connection with reality and meaning creation is the basis of an idea of an altered approach 
to teaching. In order to concretise the questions of how and what, the teachers emphasise 
contacts with the surrounding world and subject integration as a method, while the question 
of why is excluded. The dilemma that the teachers in this study are facing is combining 
rhetoric and practice and incorporating the didactic questions of what, how and why in their 
work. The focus of the how and why questions is placed not on the pupils and their learning 
but on the teachers themselves, who want to experience meaningfulness and have “fun” in 
their teaching. For whom is a central question here. It is pupils’ reality and meaningfulness in 
learning that schools should base their teaching on. By means of cooperation with the 
surrounding world and cross-disciplinary teaching the parts can be combined into meaningful 
wholes. Thereby the didactic issues have to be brought to the fore in order for the teaching to 
be meaningful, connected with reality, related to the surrounding world and 
cross-disciplinary.  
Research on enterprise learning is in its early stage and the sample in this study is too small to 
allow any far-reaching conclusions. There is a need for further research, both longitudinal and 
comparative research. However, like all other teaching and learning projects, the study 
indicates that enterprise learning is a part of a didactic consciousness and can hence not be 
neglected neither in policy nor in strategies if the ambition is that “entrepreneurship should 
run like a common thread through the entire education system”.  
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Note:  
Swedish 2: Teaching of Swedish to pupils with other mother tongues than Swedish. 

 

Copyright Disclaimer 

Copyright reserved by the author(s). 

This article is an open-access article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative 
Commons Attribution license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/3.0/). 



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


