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Introduction
Enterprise education is a research area in the fields of entrepreneurship and education. This duality holds significant potential, but also conflicts, prejudices and even misunderstandings, if entrepreneurship education is understood only in the business context (Kyrö, 2015). Existing research suggests that teachers mostly understand and implement entrepreneurship education within a business-related framework by offering opportunities to practice entrepreneurship, for example, as a small-scale kiosk business in schools (Hietanen and Kesälahti, 2016; Ruskovaara and Pihkala, 2013). This business focus is questioned especially by teachers in compulsory education, and can thus act as a barrier to the promotion of entrepreneurship education in schools (Rönkkö and Lepistö, 2015) if and when teachers oppose the business realm entering the classroom. 
In this chapter, we suggest a way forward by maintaining a sharper focus on enterprise education pedagogy, as opposed to business and enterprise education as content. The focus on pedagogy as opposed to content is emphasised when acknowledging that the goal for enterprise education is not supporting venture creation but active citizenship (Jones and Iredale, 2010). It is also pertinent to accept that not all pupils are equally motivated to attend school and learn. Sometimes, enterprise education is suggested as a potential remedy against absenteeism, juvenile delinquency or school dropout (e.g. Smith, 2009; Yamane, 2002). For any enterprise educator this may seem intuitively logical, but few studies have discussed this in practice. One of the reasons for this is because most enterprise education studies have been conducted in higher education with self-selected and highly motivated students, whereas only a few studies, at least those published internationally, have addressed the compulsory primary or secondary school context (Kyrö, 2015).
In this chapter, we address this gap by discussing how enterprise education pedagogy can be implemented in compulsory education and how it can positively affect school motivation and learning. Overall, the entrepreneurship education research has evinced enthusiasm for experimenting with new pedagogic or didactic models, but insufficient effort has gone into describing their rationale or offering significant evidence of whether the models are capable of achieving their aims (Pittaway and Cope, 2007). Thus, we contribute to the discussion about developing new learning outcomes that can be aspired to and measured in enterprise education (Hytti et al., 2010; Scott et al., 2016). 
Entrepreneurship education pedagogy 
Enterprise education has been introduced in the school curricula in many countries (Jones and Iredale, 2010), including Finland. The new school curricula from 2014 emphasises work–life skills and entrepreneurship together as one of the seven broad learning outcomes that are seen as necessary for facing the ever-changing environment and that every pupil in basic education should therefore learn (BoE, 2015). 
In this chapter, we develop the case for entrepreneurship education pedagogy and its ability to influence learning positively by focusing on and developing pupils’ self-regulation skills. We do so by drawing from an entrepreneurship education pedagogy case conducted within a reform school. Reform schools are literally the last resort for pupils often after years of truancy and different unsuccessful interventions from the school and various social authorities. These pupils, in general, do not find school or a degree meaningful. Therefore, the departure for developing enterprise education pedagogy began when the second author of this chapter began teaching at this school in 2007 and soon realised that her learned, customary way of teaching did not work in this context. Thus, she faced a situation where it was necessary to change the pedagogy and approach to teaching, and this offered her an opportunity to research and reflect upon her own work (following an ethnographic action research project; see Carr and Kemmis, 1986) (Koskinen, 2015). These experiences are discussed in this chapter from the perspective of understanding what enterprise education pedagogy means (Jones and Iredale, 2010, 2014; Kyrö, 2008, 2015) and what the potential learning outcomes can be in compulsory education, especially in demanding educational contexts.
Entrepreneurship education is described as having three alternative aims: educating and developing awareness about entrepreneurship; educating for entrepreneurship and working as an entrepreneur; and educating through entrepreneurship in terms of developing learning situations that call for entrepreneurial behaviour (Hytti and O’Gorman, 2004; Kirby, 2004). Whilst acknowledging the diversity of aims that entrepreneurship education may have, and therefore also the methods that it may deploy, its connections to business have remained strong (Blenker et al., 2012; Jones and Ireland, 2010), for example, in terms of pupils engaging in mini-businesses or related projects even in primary school. In this chapter, our focus is on highlighting an enterprise education pedagogy that refuses to regard business as the content, and even as the context, for teaching and learning. Thus, we acknowledge the role of enterprise education in contributing to active citizenship (Fayolle and Toutain, 2013; Jones and Ireland, 2014). This is also linked to the suggestion of Sarasvathy and Venkatamaran (2011: 130) that we understand entrepreneurship as ‘a method of human action, comparable to social forces such as democracy and the scientific method, namely, a powerful way of tackling large and abiding problems at the heart of advancing our species’. In our case, the interest is in understanding how entrepreneurship – or enterprise education pedagogy – can be helpful in combatting existing problems in schools: dropout, truancy, demotivation and the failure to learn and engage in further education and in society. 
Although the discussion on enterprise education began in the 1980s, its ideals of supporting learners in shouldering responsibility and self-initiative belong to a much longer tradition of citizenship education with a focus on supporting the (financial) autonomy and life skills of citizens and their civic responsibilities (Jones and Iredale, 2010). Enterprise education pedagogy emphasises difference from customary didactic learning and therefore from the familiar ways of teaching and learning. Enterprise education pedagogy suggests developing a bridge between entrepreneurship and education science (Kyrö, 2015) and focuses on active learning and learning by doing, and on renegotiating the terms and conditions of the teaching and learning experience (Jones and Iredale, 2010; Seikkula-Leino, 2007). Thus, enterprise education can be seen as a kind of reform pedagogy (Kyrö, 2015) that can help transform our schools. It is not just a marginal add-on or elitist approach targeted for the few interested in entrepreneurship as a career.
Enterprise education pedagogy always includes the human being, and human behaviour is the essential foundation for it. This view also departs from solely cognitive aspects of learning to the affective dimensions (emotions, values, attitudes), as well as to the conative aspects of motivation and volition. In this view, life and knowledge are constructed by action, and the learner is an active agent. Thus, one has a holistic relationship to oneself, one’s own activities and the environment. Learners are actors in the learning process, and their interests guide the process. In enterprise education pedagogy, creative action is a guiding principle. This brings the learners’ experiences to the centre of learning (Kyrö, 2008, 2015). Autonomy is an important element in enterprise education (van Gelderen, 2010). Thus, defining one’s own learning goals and the means to achieve these goals is essential when following enterprise education pedagogy. It further emphasises encouraging the pupils to take responsibility for their own learning, take risks and be innovative. The freedom to decide and choose entails responsibility for learning, and therefore entails risk and insecurity (Kyrö, 2015). 
Adopting enterprise education pedagogy, thus, challenges the role of the teacher in the learning process (Koskinen, 2015; Kyrö, 2015) and calls upon the teacher to exhibit entrepreneurial behaviour (Gibb, 2011; Hietanen, 2012; Jones and Ireland, 2010; Rae and Carswell, 2001; Remes, 2007). The principles – the idea of the human being, action orientation, autonomy and interplay between risk and responsibility – challenge teachers to apply new pedagogies in their teaching (Gibb 2005; Rae 2011; Rae and Carswell, 2001; Ristimäki, 2004; Swierczek and Ha, 2003), adapted for their school environment. Blenker et al. (2012) suggest that enterprise education pedagogy calls for juxtaposing universalistic and idiosyncratic approaches to entrepreneurship education (Figure 1).
[image: ]Figure 1. Juxtaposing universalistic and idiosyncratic approaches to entrepreneurship education (Blenker et al., 2012) 
The idiosyncratic approach calls for understanding entrepreneurship as an everyday practice that is related to the particular cultural context and circumstances of each pupil. The teacher alone cannot decide what is relevant; this decision is made jointly with the pupil, where teacher’s role is to facilitate the process (Blenker et al., 2012). In particular, the teacher has the task of creating a safe and comfortable learning environment to support the pupil’s entrepreneurial behaviour – taking risks and assuming responsibility for their learning – and acting in unconventional ways. In a safe environment, the pupil has the courage to act without the fear of being embarrassed. Restlessness, disturbing others and not learning are often consequences of feelings of insecurity (Lehtonen and Lehkonen, 2008). The teacher is responsible for addressing issues relating to the process rather than the content, and for planning and facilitating a good learning process and developing a personalised learning experience with emancipatory effects for the learner (Blenker et al., 2012). 
Trust and safety, which form the basis of entrepreneurship education pedagogy, are important for supporting active learning and for the pupil to embrace the new situations and activities together with familiar people in the learning environment. These activities foster the pupils’ confidence that they can influence things which will support their future orientation and strengthen their beliefs in their own abilities. In compulsory education – with the aim of supporting active citizenship – the pupils need to be encouraged to envision alternative options for the future and alternative ways of behaving, should obstacles appear. Their dreams and persistence create the foundation for enterprising behaviour (Lehtonen and Lehkonen, 2008). Thus, the overall aim of the enterprise education pedagogy is fostering such enterprising behaviour and helping the person be an enterprising individual – at school, in the community, at home and in the workplace (Jones and Iredale, 2010). However, as Blenker et al. (2012: 426) articulate, the ‘real challenge is to translate this general idea [of entrepreneurship education pedagogy] into the particular demands of the classroom and translate the ideals into a specific pedagogical practice’. 
Redesigning learning outcomes: Self-regulation skills 
The entrepreneurship education research has evinced enthusiasm for describing new entrepreneurship education models, but limited attention has been paid to the outcomes (Pittaway and Cope, 2007; Jones and Iredale, 2010). Most impact studies have focused on either changes in entrepreneurial attitudes or intentions and/or actual venturing behaviour, or related skills (Duval-Couetil, 2013; Hytti et al., 2010). We argue that these outcomes have little relevance if entrepreneurship is understood as a process and when implementing enterprise education pedagogy in compulsory education. Several authors have suggested that the goals and aims of enterprise education programmes should be aligned with the expected learning outcomes and that this match should form the basis for the course- and programme-level assessments and in evaluating the broader social outcomes (Duval-Couetil, 2013; Hytti and O’Gorman, 2014; Scott et al., 2016). 
Existing reviews (e.g. Duval-Couetil, 2013; Scott et al., 2016) offer limited guidance on what kind of learning outcomes we can and should expect from applying enterprise education pedagogy in compulsory education. In this chapter, we aim to fill this gap by suggesting that enterprise education pedagogy can be particularly beneficial in supporting the self-regulation skills of the pupils (Zimmerman, 1998, 2000) because they are connected to their motivation, self-efficacy and future orientation. These skills are particularly important in the case of special education, such as in reform schools, where neglecting school is often the primary reason why the pupils are placed in this environment, and hence they are not motivated by attending school or learning. In this context, most pupils have a long history of failing in school and have developed a view of themselves as poor learners (Koskinen, 2015). 
We have established that enterprise education pedagogy emphasises the idea of a holistic human being, action orientation, autonomy and interplay between risk and responsibility (Kyrö, 2015). Thus, entrepreneurship education pedagogy pays particular attention to a personalised and engaged approach that is connected to the context and circumstances surrounding the learner. The teacher facilitates the process, focuses on creating a safe and comfortable learning environment and is in charge of ‘how’ to learn (Blenker et al., 2012; Lehkonen and Lehtonen, 2008). 
Self-regulation refers to self-generated thoughts, feelings and behaviours that are oriented towards attaining goals (Zimmerman, 2000). The development of self-regulation skills can be presented as a three-phase cyclical model (Cleary et al., 2012; Zimmerman and Campillo, 2003) including forethought, performance and self-reflection. Next, we will discuss how enterprise education pedagogy supports learners and their development of self-regulation skills as the learning outcome.
The forethought phase focuses on task analysis and self-motivation beliefs. The task analysis is about goal setting – dividing the task into smaller, more specific tasks that are integrated and appropriately challenging for the learner – and about strategic planning – choosing the best strategy to achieve the goal(s) (Carver and Scheier, 2000; Locke and Latham, 1990, 2002; Schunk, 2001). In the reform school context, most pupils are reactive learners who lack self-regulation skills. They set very imprecise goals or none at all, and even refute the idea of setting goals. 
Enterprise education pedagogy engages the pupil in goal setting; for example, the pupil may have the freedom to choose what subjects to study and in which order, whether to study alone or with someone else, where to study and if they will study one subject or several subjects at the same time. The plan may also be altered during the day. The teacher and pupil discuss the study plan for the day, and then the teacher provides instant feedback on the accomplished tasks. The plan includes all the accomplishments that are considered necessary for passing the subject satisfactorily. These may include computer-aided assignments, watching videos and other recordings, tasks that involve retrieving information from the Internet and other sources as well as completing assignments in the textbooks. This contributes to the creation of a safe learning environment. Long-term plans are also important, as the benefits of self-regulation accumulate over time. These practices differ considerably from traditional pedagogy in primary schools, where the pupils normally follow the same curriculum designed by the teacher following the national guidelines, and where the teacher decides if the studying is done alone or in groups. The teacher is also normally in charge of the place of study.
Self-motivation beliefs influence the learner’s commitment; self-efficacy beliefs motivate a commitment to self-regulation (Ruohotie, 2008); outcome expectations become positive if the learner is rewarded; the task value and goal orientation are connected to the goal setting; and all motivational beliefs can influence the learner’s commitment to reaching the goals, but the goals also influence the learning methods (Schunck, 1984; Zimmerman, 2008). Thus, in order for the learners to engage in action following the enterprise education pedagogy, it is important that they find the task in question motivating and valuable and believe in their own ability and skills to accomplish the task. 
If the pupil’s motivation to study is low and his/her self-efficacy beliefs are weak due to previous poor experiences of school and learning, it will be insufficient to only offer autonomy. The teacher’s role is pivotal in guiding the pupil. Autonomy and freedom cannot be taken literally as suggesting that the pupils can always decide what they will do; on the contrary, the use of individualised and detailed learning plans, for example, may be a necessary condition. The plans can support self-regulation in time management and using the physical learning environment and methods as flexibly as possible. 
Without guidance, the pupils would resort only to doing, without using any strategic planning. Feelings guide their actions, and previous experiences and their acquired reputation as poor learners hinder them from setting sufficiently high goals. Setting inspiring goals for themselves contributes to their self-satisfaction and fosters their self-efficacy beliefs. Although the pupil is in a key role and participates in setting the goals, which contributes positively to his/her experience of being able to influence things, the teacher has a crucial role in facilitating and guiding this process, for example, in making sure that the outcome expectations are realistic (Bandura, 1986; Zimmerman, 2008). 
The performance phase is divided into two main categories: self-control and self-observation. Task strategies as part of self-control enable the learner to avoid entities that are too broad or too complex and optimise their performance through appropriate task strategies. By removing external disturbances it is possible to increase concentration. Self-instruction facilitates thinking and activity; for example, written strategies, thinking aloud and self-appraisal are all part of self-instruction (Boekaerts and Niemivirta, 2000; Schunk, 2001). Self-observation is first about metacognitive self-monitoring, which refers to the awareness and knowledge of one’s own thinking. Without specific goals, metacognition becomes impossible. Second, self-observation is about self-recording one’s learning, for instance, in learning diaries or portfolios that foster self-regulation and learning (Zimmerman and Kitsantas, 1997). Thus, while engaging in action, the learners should be able to monitor themselves in terms of their concentration, for example, and then they can identify learning environments that support concentration. To sustain performance, recording learning to make the accomplishment visible is important. 
In this performance phase, self-control and self-observation are generally difficult for the pupils in reform school. This is particularly so for the pupils with neurological disorders and learning problems, as these disorders contribute negatively to self-regulation. Creating a peaceful work environment is essential to both comfort and safety. Reducing the uncertainty related to studying is part of the pupils’ feeling of security. The detailed working plan for each day described earlier, developed jointly with the pupil, is one of the means. Having this plan and allowing studying in a quiet space, such as in one’s own room, contributes positively to the pupil’s learning. The individualised approach is also necessary in extracurricular activities, as the health conditions of some pupils may inhibit their participation in excursions; instead, the trips could be done through searching information on the Internet and familiarising oneself with the places. With the individualised approach, it is necessary to acknowledge, however, that the use of computers and the Internet could strengthen gaming addictions, and in such high-risk situations, these kinds of assignments need to be avoided.
The plan also includes follow-up on progress. The accomplished tasks form part of the evaluation together with other written exams, essays or project work. Furthermore, the plan includes excursions and visits to sites that relate to the subject or overall teaching. The detailed recording of accomplishments has proved to be a key element of the plan. If only written assignments are recorded, the pupils are not motivated by the visits and excursions, for example, even if they are seen as beneficial for learning and personal development from the outside. The individualised approach means that the plans are also amended to fit the pupil’s personal preferences or to reflect the actual skills of the pupil, for example. Flexibility is important in that the plans are further elaborated to fit the personal circumstances. For example, if the pupil is about to go on a trip or an excursion, this will be included in the plan. It is also necessary to incorporate the pupil’s history, and particularly the reasons for previously poor school attendance, into the plan. 
In traditional compulsory education, the pupils study as a yearly cohort, and failing to reach the learning goals for the 8th grade, for example, means that the pupil must fall back and redo the whole 8th grade, and any achievements in the failed class are lost. Adopting enterprise education pedagogy also means that teaching is carried out individually and not tied to the particular year class. This flexibility is important due to the pupils’ low study motivation. Class failure including the lapse of all study accomplishments from that year creates enormous barriers for pupils to even dreaming about obtaining a leaving certificate. Compulsory education and placement in reform school end when the pupil turns 18 years old. The individualised teaching allows pupils who are nearing their 18th birthday to complete their remaining studies on a faster schedule than normal in the compulsory education schools. 
The role of the teacher is important in sustaining the performance, for example, by guiding the pupil in finding a quiet work environment and in recording the pupil’s accomplishments. The teacher also facilitates group work, for example in pairing together pupils with similar learning styles and constructing assignments that are suitable for the group, so the interest is kept alive and working peace is sustained. 
The self-reflection phase can be divided into self-judgement (evaluation) and self-reaction. A self-regulated learner is capable of self-evaluating his/her learning outcomes against the set goals (Zimmerman and Kitsantas, 2005). Causal attributions are interpretations of one’s learning outcomes, and failures are seen to be related either to external consequences, insufficient skills or inefficient learning strategies (Zimmerman and Kitsantas, 1997). Self-reaction includes both self-satisfaction and adaptiveness. Satisfaction or dissatisfaction relates to feelings about one’s own activity: either joy from achievement or depression due to failure. If the learner feels that he/she has failed and is dissatisfied with him/herself, he/she will start avoiding the tasks that are connected to failure (Zimmerman and Bandura, 1994). Adaptiveness becomes a problem for the defensive learner if it leads to avoiding failure that appears in the form of learned helplessness, delaying and avoiding tasks, cognitive withdrawal or even apathy (Boekaerts and Niemivirta, 2000; Garcia and Pintrich, 1994). Hence, the ability to realistically reflect on one’s learning and the reasons behind both the successes and failures in learning is important. 
In the reflection phase, many pupils in the reform school context seek external reasons for their problems or are of the opinion that their capabilities are insufficient. If he/she has poor self-regulation skills, the pupil may avoid self-evaluation in order to avoid ‘bad news’. Due to a lack of successful experiences in the past, a pupil is not always able to derive joy from his/her successful learning experiences. Hence, the evaluations are often unrealistic (too positive/negative). The role of the teacher is to guide the evaluation on a realistic path and provide helpful feedback and realistic interpretations. It is also about matching the task difficulty with each pupil so that he/she has sufficiently challenging tasks that he/she will not try to avoid because of the fear of failure. The ability to influence tasks and complete them successfully generates satisfaction with learning. 
Discussion 
This chapter contributes to entrepreneurship education by emphasising entrepreneurship education pedagogy as a way forward from viewing entrepreneurship education as content (Jones and Iredale, 2010, 2014; Kyrö, 2008, 2015). Thus, contrary to most entrepreneurship education approaches, we suggest that the business focus, such as organising pupils to run mini-businesses, is not the only approach in entrepreneurship education. In this chapter, we have also discussed what the potential learning outcomes can be in compulsory education, especially in demanding educational contexts, such as in reform schools. Entrepreneurship education has been suggested as a remedy for many problems which schools face, such as absenteeism or school dropout (e.g. Smith, 2009; Yamane, 2002). In this chapter, we have provided one account of one school following the principles of enterprise education pedagogy (Blenker et al., 2012; Jones and Iredale, 2010; Kyrö, 2008; Lehkonen and Lehtonen, 2008). 
The chapter has demonstrated how entrepreneurship education pedagogy that applies a personalised and engaged approach, contextualised in the particular circumstances of the learner, assumes responsibility for the pupils and views them and their lives holistically in the learning environment, contributing to their learning in the reform school context. The chapter was aimed at meeting the challenge of translating the general idea of entrepreneurship education pedagogy in the classroom (Blenker et al., 2012), and has given concrete examples that were developed in the class on the basis of such pedagogy. 
By relying on Zimmerman’s (1998) theory of self-regulation, the chapter contributes to making sense of why entrepreneurship education pedagogy is efficient in supporting learning. We have argued that enterprise education pedagogy supports the development of self-regulation skills, and that through their improvement, the learning is also enhanced. The entrepreneurship education pedagogy interventions that were developed in the action research project (Koskinen, 2015) – personal learning plans, teaching that was not tied to a particular year class, making use of extracurricular activities and flexible weekly and daily organisation of study subjects – contributed positively to the self-regulation skills of the pupils and thus enabled them to learn and finish their schooling with a leaving certificate, allowing them to continue on their educational path. In this sense, this educational pedagogy seems to support social inclusion and prevent exclusion, which is one of the main challenges facing many young people seeking to understand their place in the world and in their society. Interestingly, when adapted to the pupils’ personalised needs in particular, the pedagogy showed promise also in the case of pupils with diagnosed neurological and learning disorders. Thus, a personalised and contextualised approach that was connected to the particular circumstances of the learner supported the development of self-regulation skills and the learning (Blenker et al., 2012). 
While most researchers of enterprise education have adopted an unreflexively positive view of enterprise education, some critical voices in the field are questioning the approach and its benefits (Komulainen et al., 2009). We wish to take their suggestion seriously and reflect on whether enterprise education pedagogy is the cure for all illnesses and solution to all problems in enterprise education. We warn against such a view. Even in reform schools, the pupils are not homogeneous; they can be divided into different groups that benefit from the entrepreneurship education pedagogy to different degrees (Koskinen, 2015). First, it is possible to distinguish a group of independent learners who do not have any diagnosed learning disorders, and they may have generally better self-regulation skills than others. They are motivated by the leaving certificate and not only by getting out of the reform school, and they can also complete their studies relatively fast, even if they have previously faced problems in finishing school work. Second, we can distinguish a group of pupils in need of strong guidance from the teacher; for example, they benefit especially from having a very detailed learning calendar before being left to work independently. In this group, the pupils generally have diagnosed learning or neurological disorders, such as ADHD or autism spectrum disorder, that impede their concentration. This group benefits from carefully recording their learning accomplishments, as its members are generally convinced that they will not be able to finish the tasks. Finally, the third group consists of pupils who have multiple problems, including substance abuse or mental health problems, and thus need other kinds of care and support before coming back to school. They do not benefit from entrepreneurship education pedagogy in their current life phase. In the first two groups, we believe benefits can be shown, although setbacks are not uncommon. Thus, adopting enterprise education pedagogy does not automatically solve all the problems in the school, if pupils have low motivation and poor school history. The pedagogy is not a quick fix or a one-size-fits-all solution, since some of the pupils facing mental health problems or suffering from addiction need to work with those problems before they can return to school. 
Way forward: Enterprise education pedagogy as a reform pedagogy 
In this example, we have used one case from a reform school that can be seen as an extreme context. However, we suggest that enterprise education pedagogy can be seen as a reform pedagogy (Kyrö, 2015) that is applicable to all schools. Rather than being experimentation by some of the more adventurous entrepreneurship education enthusiasts and something that is radically different from a traditional school with a teacher-centred approach, and fixed and mutual curricula for the pupils, we argue that enterprise education pedagogy has the potential to become the ‘new normal’. Departing from the learner-centred approach that views the individual in his/her context with his/her history and current experiences and interests, engaging the individual in designing his/her own learning path and propelling him/her into action and allowing freedom and autonomy in the process, in our view, benefits all pupils (Kyrö, 2015), not just those with particular challenges in their study and learning paths. For example, the flexibility included in enterprise education pedagogy may help prevent minor school problems from escalating into bigger problems. When the teaching progresses at the same pace for the whole year cohort, pupils who skip classes for one month may find it impossible to catch up or be discouraged from trying to catch up even if they decide to return to school. This perceived impossibility may decrease their motivation to study and they may decide to skip even more classes. After a longer period of absence, the threshold for returning to school may be considerably high. Thus, if the pupils could return to class and be reassured that they could pick up where the left off, this might be helpful throughout the school system. In addition, the individualised pace for learning will probably work well for high-achievers wishing to progress faster than the cohort or concentrate more closely on one particular subject. In addition, pupils who are active in sports or in other activities might benefit from going away to training camps, as this will place more focus on learning from extracurricular activities. 
We also argue that supporting the development of self-regulation skills is an appropriate new metric – learning outcome – for enterprise education pedagogy and related assessments. Thus, enterprise education pedagogy should enable pupils to get involved in setting motivating, challenging, yet appropriate, goals for learning and in choosing the best strategies for achieving those goals. It should strengthen their belief in their own abilities and skills to accomplish the tasks, and provide the tools they require, for example, by identifying practices and environments that support concentration and learning. Finally, enterprise education pedagogy should help pupils to realistically reflect on their learning and the reasons for their successes and failures (Zimmerman, 2000; Zimmerman and Campillo, 2003).
Making the pupils more responsible for their learning does not make the teacher’s role futile. On the contrary, as our case demonstrates, the teacher needs to be very active in facilitating the process and in making sure that the pupil gets, and stays, on the right track. This case also illustrates that it is not possible to change the pedagogy and assume that the pupils will automatically follow it. They soon develop ideas about what the school is about and what they are like as learners. If they dislike and are not motivated by the school, do not trust their own ability to learn and have low self-regulation skills, the teacher must be persistent. The teacher is in a pivotal role, first, in explaining the new pedagogy and in guiding the pupils to set realistic goals for their learning both in terms of allocating the tasks and establishing the expectations and in supporting their belief that they can learn. The teacher also has a very important role in sustaining the pupils’ performance, helping them find environments that allow them to learn and keeping records of their learning, especially if the intrinsic motivation to learn is weak. Finally, the teacher is needed to encourage and guide the pupils in carrying out realistic self-evaluations, and to support the pupils in identifying successful experiences and expressing joy from them. Thus, in line with the idiosyncratic approach to entrepreneurship education and entrepreneurship education pedagogy, the role of the teacher is to focus on how the learning takes place (Blenker et al., 2012). This calls for the teacher to exhibit entrepreneurial behaviour to depart from the customary ways, to start investigating and experimenting with ways that might work better than the current ways. Furthermore, entrepreneurial persistence is required from the teacher, as the pupils’ ability to design their day and possibility choose to do ‘nothing’ means that there is no constant progress, and setbacks can occur. Therefore, the teacher must persist with the pedagogy and continuously develop new approaches in order to overcome any challenges that arise. 
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