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Since the inception of the university system, there has been an awareness that leading edge thinking is of value to industry.  In the 1930’s a close collaboration between state government and Stanford university turned a new state highway into the conurbation around MIT. Graduates of MIT were encouraged to create businesses of their own, which led not only to the first venture capital companies and then silicon valley, but global players such as Hewlett Packard. All this just after the second world war, in response to the loss of the US industrial base after the depression of the early 20th century.

A university is an institute of higher learning which undertakes both teaching and research.
The teaching of undergraduates to graduate level, followed by post-graduate and higher research that then feeds back into teaching is the life blood of such an institution. The university’s interaction with the outside world generates impact at many levels: the average level of national education; the wealth brought to a local area; and specifically relevant to this discussion - its relationship with external commercial organisations. This relationship in its many forms is what we will call enterprise.

Why enterprise?
What does enterprise mean to a university and why is it included in the strategy of a modern educational establishment? It is about the interfaces between the university and the private and public institutional environment. When a university undertakes work with external partners who are not its main (student) consumers, that is enterprise. So by its very existence, a university must ‘do’ enterprise. 

How do we recognise or measure the success of enterprise? As the cycle of industrial growth wanes in the UK and Europe, it is inevitable that once more the focus on wealth generation should turn to renewal (Anonymous 2010). New industries, new ideas, new technologies are all likely outputs of an academic research environment. For over a dozen years, the requirement for enterprise has been a key driver for the modern university in the UK (Loder 1999). More than simply a requirement to teach enterprise or to show that technology push from research can create value, the focus is now on impact - the real world value that university led innovation generates. This has been recognised world wide and there are many strategies for growth of this symbiotic ‘triple helix’ of university, government and industry (Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff 1998)( Etzkowitz & Raymond 1996).
[bookmark: h.hlw3347t49ow]How is enterprise conducted?
Within the UK there are several approaches to conducting enterprise, some are more integrated with teaching and learning than others.

Looking to the core of the student experience, it is important for employability that students “show initiative, solve problems, be creative and flexible” (Hansdcombe, Rodriguez-Falcon & Patterson 2008). For the good of the region and/or nation, staff members should be also encouraged to embrace commercial exploitation of the intellectual property (IP) that they create. Further integration of enterprise occurs when this circle is closed and the students instead of being taught, are exposed to the live enterprise going on through their teachers’ work.

These strategies are maturing as learning organisations - both universities and industry - put significant effort into building their relationships through open innovation partnerships and co-creation (Smith & Paton 2011). The effectiveness of a university’s approach to integrating enterprise could be illuminated by looking at what large commercial organisations are doing to create value from their own knowledge base (Prince & Allison 2003). The two scenarios are potentially the mirror image of each other.

The simplest form of external enterprise for a university is the conventional engagement of consultancy, knowledge transfer partnerships and technology push. Often the front-loaded funding does not depend on audited impact, only the application stage story to convince the funders of potential impact and likelihood of success. This method builds income, but without guaranteeing impact. The simplest form of integrating such enterprise is teaching students to behave ‘intrapreneurially’ (entrepreneurially but looking into their own workplace).
[bookmark: h.4nlofh6ai2l]Integrating enterprise - best practice
Enterprise in a university reduces to three types:
· integration of learning about enterprise into curriculum - business skills, intrapreneurialism
· integration of enterprise as value generation from existing staff
· indoctrination of entrepreneurial behaviour into students and staff through exposure to enterprise

The White Rose Centre for Enterprise in Sheffield University has embraced the holistic approach of teaching students “about enterprise … while equipping them for enterprise … [in] a learning environment through which they connect with real enterprise activity” (Handscombe, Rodriguez-Falcon & Patterson 2008 p. 265). This instance of intervention from the UK Science Enterprise Challenge has succeeded in bringing cultural change in favour of enterprise in the mechanical engineering departments, at least.

Smith & Paton (2011) have built a collaborative enterprise approach at Glasgow Caledonian University and the University of Glasgow. Incorporating an experiential knowledge acquisition learning approach creates multidisciplinary, multi-partner global enterprise programmes. Key to their success has been their “willingness to engage in multi-faceted partnership solutions and the ready availability of external funding and management commitment” (Smith & Paton 2011 p. 115). This has resonances of a locally scaled incarnation of the ‘triple helix’.

Programmes described by Rae (2007) at Lincoln and Derby and at Leeds Metropolitan and Nottingham Universities show that an integrated approach including self-awareness, opportunity awareness, decision making, and transition learning  can be applied at all stages of work based learning and for training university enterprise staff.

Where many programmes incorporate an incubation or fast track for commercializing student generated IP, the Michigan Technology University runs a number of student companies on a rolling programme. Set up as real companies with real IP basis, students from a breadth of areas and levels of experience will work together in the company teams to gain enterprise experience (Stone et al. 2005).

Virtual environments can provide research with what-if platforms for modelling. Simultaneously, students can be immersed in working enterprise, albeit fictional, where their entrepreneurial behaviour can be monitored for success and failure without financial risk (Borgese 2011).

How do commercial learning organisations justify their business case for investment in teaching, learning and enterprise? Global organisations with significant know-how in their sector have always looked to maintain and build on that knowledge with, for example, McDonalds, Mini (BMW), HP, IBM and others having internal ‘universities’. Work around the partnerships for this knowledge maintenance can be an alternative to market leadership (Teague 2005). The market is ready to partner with best practice teaching and learning in universities if the offering can be designed around enterprise (Campbell & Dealtry 2003)(Prince & Allison 2003).
[bookmark: h.lf1yzg9b56i4]One, some or all?
[bookmark: _GoBack]To fulfil any of the tasks required of a university, we must allocate resources. The different structures which grow inside an organization by allocating resources in a particular way make each organisation unique. In order to bring a new fusion of function by using existing resources, there must be changes to the existing structures, even if not the number or capabilities of those resources.

What holds back freedom and autonomy of those wishing to be entrepreneurial are the constraints which minimise enterprise risk in an organisation like a university, where due to funding constraints, output figures are more important than commercial agility (Bridgman 2007).

Should enterprise be based only on the student output and their innovative solutions? Success levels for spin-outs from universities would suggest not, since only one in thousands ever covers the inward investment.

Should enterprise only be conducted as a business development activity in which case who knows enough about the technical specialities to market them as commercial offerings? Might we let the technical managers manage and provide enough free reign to do investigative work with an enterprise support structure to enable them?

None of the models discussed so far solve all issues for all areas of enterprise function. There are pockets of success, but no ‘one size fits all’ solution. It is apparent that success is as dependent on the programme’s fit with the legacy processes of the university as with the aspirations of those driving its implementation.
[bookmark: h.dz8lpmmw2t4p]Conclusion
Enterprise already occurs. The employability agenda covers much of what is required by enterprise and entrepreneurship teaching. Further learning from problem based work can only be provided if more hands-on enterprise is being conducted by those who are providing the teaching and the research that feeds the teaching. 

A common theme for success in integrating enterprise is a strong vision from a supportive legislative layer, combined with open frameworks for autonomous behaviour of the knowledge creators. This was true in the embryonic silicon valley and here, now. The truth is that no process of change has a 100% conversion rate, neither should it. Some operations do need change, but some which do not currently exist need design and implementation.

All we need is a framework which promotes and actively enables the internal / external relationships for commercial partnership to flourish. This is true in teaching and research. An inwardly reflective learning organisation should offer its best lessons to its own staff in order to maximize performance.

Whatever models are chosen for whatever strategic drives, success in enterprise can only emerge from a freedom to enterprise.
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