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Enterprise Education through Sloyd 

Janne Elo 

For the past few decades, enterprise education has been on the educational agenda. Though it is being 

pushed by EU and the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) policy, as 

well as national policy in the Nordic countries, there are still questions regarding the implementation 

and nature of enterprise education. Since developing students’ enterprise is a cross-curricular goal, in 

educational systems that are based on subject division, a better understanding of enterprise within the 

context of different school subjects is of importance. The school subject sloyd has repeatedly been 

highlighted as being well suited for enterprise education. This article focuses on outlining how 

enterprise education can be understood in the context of sloyd education from a theoretical perspective. 

The article is based on comparison between research literature and policy documents on enterprise on 

the one hand, and sloyd educational theory on the other. The main sloyd theoretical points of departure 

are the principle of areas of interest, the holistic sloyd process and sloyd as a holistic activity system. 

In addition to contributing to the research on enterprise, the article therefore contributes to the 

understanding of educative sloyd in contemporary society from a theoretical perspective, also pointing 

towards implications for teaching practice. Examining sloyd from the perspective of enterprise develops 

an understanding of how sloyd can contribute to solving contemporary challenges in education. The 

results highlight the importance of the holistic sloyd process as a prerequisite for enterprise education 

through sloyd. Basing teaching on areas of interest is a means for enterprise education to unfold in 

sloyd teaching. Paying attention to the forms of decision making pupils are involved in, as well as 

handling uncertainty and risk are also highlighted. 

Keywords: enterprise education, entrepreneurship education, sloyd education, sloyd process, learning  

Introduction 

Entrepreneurship education and enterprise education are current themes in the educational debate that 

have encountered some challenges within educational practice as well as research. Enterprise education 

involves fostering a proactive and self-reliant attitude towards life in general, while entrepreneurship 

education is more clearly targeted at promoting future self-employment, business and economy (Jones 

& Iredale, 2010). On the one hand, basic education has been criticised by the OECD, amongst others, 

for not meeting the challenge of entrepreneurship and enterprise education (Mahieu, 2006). On the other 

hand, entrepreneurship education has been criticised, for instance, for being an expression of neoliberal 

governance (Komulainen, Keskitalo-Foley, Korhonen, & Lappalainen, 2010) or for being educationally 

“empty” and not bringing anything substantially new to education (Berglund & Holmgren, 2013; Elo, 

2015; Leskinen, 1999). There appears to be many interpretations of the nature of enterprise and 

entrepreneurship education, partly due to its cross-disciplinary nature between economy and education. 

Entrepreneurship and enterprise education has been a part of the national core curriculum in Finland 

since 1994 as a cross-curricular theme (National Board of Education 1994, 2004). The implementation 

has, however, varied largely, and different surveys suggest that it has not become a significant part of 

the teaching approach in Finnish basic education (Niemi, 2012; Seikkula-Leino, 2007). Research has 

shown that teachers are not necessarily opposed to enterprise education, but they experience difficulty 
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in transforming what are perceived as abstract and elusive goals into teaching practice, and thus request 

guidance (Backström-Widjeskog, 2008; Elo, 2015). As enterprise education is a cross-curricular theme, 

a deepened understanding of how it can be enacted in different school subjects is needed.  

Sloyd education has repeatedly been mentioned as being especially well suited for entrepreneurship 

education and enterprise education (Johannison & Madsén, 1997; Johannison, Madsén, & Wallentin, 

2000; Johansson, 2002; Lepistö, Tervaselkä-Jalonen & Haapalahti, 2010; Lindfors, 2011; Nygren-

Landgärds, 2003; Sjøvoll, 2011; Suojanen, 1999). The school subject sloyd appears mainly in the Nordic 

counties. Sloyd is described as a goal-oriented and holistic human activity where materials are 

transformed into artefacts based on the vison of a desired result (Hartvik, 2013; Kojonkoski-Rännäli, 

1995). Sloyd covers elements from subjects such as crafts, design and technology and arts, perhaps more 

familiar outside the Nordic context. In the Finnish context, sloyd is generally studied as a compulsory 

subject in grades 1–7 in basic education, and as an optional subject in grades 8–9. In some upper 

secondary schools, sloyd can also be taught as a diploma course. Sloyd activities have long traditions 

and occur in many contexts, in education and in society in general. This article focuses on sloyd in the 

context of basic education. According to Hasselskog (2010), sloyd is characterised by student influence, 

individualisation and tangible “doing”. Hartvik (2013) adds that this “doing” is complemented by 

“thinking”, and sloyd thus covers both doing and thinking in an integrated process. The school subject 

sloyd has, since its introduction, been associated with the potential for personal development and 

character building (Borg, 2009; Hartvik, 2013). The subject is currently associated with goals such as 

developing students’ inventiveness, creativity, initiative taking, self-reliance and risk-taking ability 

(Hasselskog, 2010; Lindström, 2009). Lindström (2009) suggests that these kinds of goals constitute the 

“real” value of sloyd, instead of the subject-technological goals traditionally emphasised.  

The implementation of enterprise education requires knowledge of how it can be enacted in individual 

school subjects, and sloyd has been pointed out as suitable for this aim. Therefore, a closer examination 

of the connections between enterprise and sloyd is justified. The research question for this article is as 

follows: How can enterprise education be outlined in the context of sloyd education? Enterprise is 

approached from three sloyd educational points of departure; the principle of areas of interest, the 

holistic sloyd process and sloyd as a holistic activity system. 

While this article outlines enterprise education in a sloyd educational context and points to the 

similarities and connections between the two, it does not attempt to prove that sloyd education in fact 

develops an enterprising mind-set. Making such a claim would be mere assumption. However, by 

discussing the aspects of sloyd education that are relevant for enterprise, this article can contribute to 

the discussion on enterprise in sloyd, and contribute to further the empirical research on sloyd’s potential 

for enterprise education. This approach also illuminates the role of sloyd education in dealing with 

contemporary societal challenges.  

The article consists of five chapters. After the introduction, chapter two focuses on the background for 

the study. Chapter three discusses entrepreneurship education and enterprise education. In chapter four, 

enterprise education is outlined in the context of sloyd education, and the article is concluded in chapter 

five.  

Background 

The concepts enterprise education and entrepreneurship education have been present in national as well 

as international policy documents on education over the last few decades. According to Jones and Iredale 

(2010), entrepreneurship education is most appropriately used when referring to educational activities 

directly aiming at promoting self-employment and small business ownership. When referring to basic 

education’s mission to foster an enterprising and proactive mind-set, enterprise education is suggested 
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as the appropriate concept. Enterprise education therefore does not necessarily have any connections 

with business or economy. It is rather a question of fostering a proactive attitude towards life, regardless 

of context. In the Finnish context, the concept entrepreneurship education is used in national policy 

documents and emerges in the current core curriculum as a cross-curricular theme called Participatory 

Citizenship and Entrepreneurship (National Board of Education, 2004). Entrepreneurship education was 

introduced in the curriculum in 1994, and according to the Finnish Ministry of Education (2009), all 

levels of education are expected to realise entrepreneurship education in a way suitable to the level in 

question. In the most recent core curriculum from 2014, to be implemented in the fall of 2016, 

entrepreneurship education is not explicitly mentioned. Goals associated with it can, however, be found 

in numerous chapters, most apparently in the description of the overall competence “working-life 

competence and entrepreneurship” (National Board of Education, 2014). Despite entrepreneurship 

education being the dominant concept in Finnish policy, the majority of the learning goals associated 

with it in the core curriculum from 2004 (National Board of Education, 2004) focus on developing a 

proactive and enterprising mind-set that can be expressed and utilised in a variety of contexts beyond 

just business and the wider economy. The goals are thus more consistent with enterprise education. 

According to the Ministry of Education (2009), it is the fostering of an enterprising spirit that should be 

the focus in basic education, with the focus shifting towards business and economy higher in the 

educational system. In the Finnish context, entrepreneurship education is often used as an umbrella 

concept covering the development of the enterprising and proactive mind-set of students, as well as the 

promotion of a future career as a self-employed entrepreneur. However, the concept enterprise education 

appears as a more suitable concept in basic education, especially in the lower grades, whereas 

entrepreneurship education becomes increasingly relevant at higher educational levels. This exemplifies 

the conceptual ambiguity that characterises the entire research field; the concepts enterprise and 

entrepreneurship are used interchangeably (Jones & Iredale, 2010).  

This conceptual ambiguity certainly contributes to the difficulties teachers face when trying to grasp and 

implement enterprise education in general as well as in individual school subjects. On the school level, 

teachers have experienced difficulties in transforming the concept into educationally meaningful 

content, partly due to the varying interpretations. Teachers in basic education perceive the fostering of 

an enterprising and self-reliant attitude as a core goal for basic education, but they simultaneously 

experience difficulties in connecting these goals with specific educational practices (Elo, 2015). 

Enterprise education is, on the one hand, seen as important, but on the other hand, it is seen as elusive 

and challenging to implement. In comparison, subject goals are more easily understood and turned into 

teaching practice. Research on the connections between specific subjects and enterprise education is 

thus needed to bridge the gap between goal and practice. 

Enterprise education 

Enterprise education refers to the development and fostering of a personal attitude and personal 

attributes characterised by proactivity, creativity, initiative taking and an ability to translate ideas into 

action (Jones & Iredale, 2010). However, the concept of entrepreneurship education is used in the 

Finnish context as an umbrella concept, thus including enterprise education. The definition of 

entrepreneurship by the Finnish Ministry of Education (2009) is clearly influenced by the definition of 

entrepreneurship provided by the Commission of the European Communities (2005):  

Entrepreneurship is the individual’s ability to translate ideas into action. It encompasses creativity, 

innovativeness and risk-taking, as well as an ability to plan and direct action towards the achievement of 

goals. These qualities support everyday life in education, at work, in leisure activities and in other societal 

activities. These qualities are needed in entrepreneurship, but they also enhance workers’ awareness of their 

work and help them seize opportunities. (Ministry of Education, 2009, p.11.) 



Enterprise Education through Sloyd 

37 
Techne Series A: 23(2), 2016, 34–49 

 

The definition above uses the concept of entrepreneurship, even though it largely defines the attributes 

of an enterprising individual. The definition states that enterprising qualities support everyday life, as 

well as entrepreneurship. The enterprising individual is described as having the ability to manage and 

coordinate goal-oriented processes where creative ideas are transformed into action. The Commission 

(2005) continues to define the skills and attitudes associated with enterprising individuals, that enterprise 

education is meant to develop: 

Skills relate to proactive project management (involving skills such as planning, organizing, managing, 

leadership and delegation, analyzing, communicating, de-briefing and evaluating and recording), and the 

ability to work both as an individual and collaboratively in teams. The judgment to identify one’s strengths 

and weaknesses, and to assess and take risks as and when warranted is essential.  

An entrepreneurial attitude is characterised by initiative, pro-activity, independence and innovation in 

personal and social life, as much as at work. It also includes motivation and determination to meet 

objectives, whether personal goals or aims held in common with others, and/or at work. (Commission of 

the European Communities, 2005, p. 17.) 

The Commission stresses proactive project work and the ability to plan, organise and carry out goal-

oriented activities. This includes teamwork as well as individual work. The ability to identify strengths 

and weaknesses and the ability to take risks are stressed. Berglund and Holmgren (2013) state that the 

individual and the individual’s characteristics often are in focus in the discourse on enterprise and 

entrepreneurship, although both enterprise and entrepreneurship have a strong social dimension and 

occur in social contexts. The Commission’s (2005) definition can, however, be seen as covering both 

dimensions, highlighting both the individual and collaborative teamwork. Based on the definitions 

above, an enterprising individual appears to have a proactive attitude and the ability to turn ideas into 

action, which involves the ability to set goals and set up a strategy for reaching these goals, the ability 

to coordinate actions in accordance with the goals and strategy and the ability to continuously evaluate 

the outcome of the actions.  

Enterprise education is concerned with the ways of working and the learning culture in school, rather 

than the subject-content. Despite an alleged lack of educational perspective on this research field, 

numerous sources have described the principles, characteristics, and features, as well as the educational 

practices, of enterprise education. Enterprise education is generally described as resting on a learner-

centred and real-world oriented view on learning and social constructivism has been suggested as its 

pedagogical foundation (Rytkölä, Kesler, & Karhuvirta, 2011; Seikkula-Leino, 2007). Enterprise 

education has been defined by attempting to contrast it with “traditional teaching”. Traditional teaching 

is portrayed as teacher centred, subject focused, uninspiring and obsolete, while enterprise education is 

presented as real-world oriented, authentic and inspiring. Stereotypical dichotomies or generalisations, 

however, do not necessarily increase the understanding of what a teaching practice focusing on 

enterprise might be in different school subjects, or what its theoretical foundations might be. 

Enterprise education is often characterised as relying on problem-based projects that concern pupils’ 

life-worlds. These projects employ investigation, experimentation and research using different ways of 

working, and they are based on authentic questions or authentic problems. In this context, authenticity 

refers to tasks or questions that the learner experiences as authentically interesting and intriguing. These 

projects give pupils the opportunity to be proactive and are described as the opposite of “the pedagogy 

of correct answers” (Kupferberg, 2014; Røe-Ødegård, 2003). Enterprise education builds on an 

interaction between convergent and divergent thinking and is grounded in pupils’ ideas and thoughts 

and the transformation of those ideas into action (Falk-Lundqvist, Hallberg, Leffler, & Svedberg, 2011; 

Kupferberg, 2014). This practice supports decision making in situations where both questions and 
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answers are ambiguous and no self-evident solution exists (Elo, 2015). Making the process of learning 

in school oriented towards situations relevant to real life is emphasised in this approach, as is the 

interaction between schools and the surrounding society (Falk-Lundqvist et al., 2011; Røe-Ødegård, 

2003).  

Encouraging pupils to take risks and view mistakes as learning opportunities rather than failures have 

been pointed to as characteristics of enterprise education, along with the importance of a cross-curricular 

approach (Røe-Ødegård, 2003; Seikkula-Leino, 2007). Involving pupils in the planning, realisation and 

evaluation of teaching and emphasising their own responsibility for their learning have also been 

highlighted (Falk-Lundqvist et al., 2011; Røe-Ødegård, 2003). Pupils’ inner motivation, intentional 

learning and desire to learn are emphasised in this scholarship, as is the development of a culture of 

doing things in manifold ways, as opposed to monotonous practice (Einarsson, 2014). Longer co-

operative learning processes are seen as preferable to short and individual exercises (Falk-Lundqvist et 

al., 2011; Johannison, Madsén, & Wallentin, 2000). Finally, Dahlbeck (2014) points out that the goals 

associated with enterprise education differ from subject goals with regard to the duration of time it takes 

to achieve them. Goals associated with enterprise are long-term goals that cannot be evaluated, nor 

strived for, in a short timeframe. 

The short description above is not intended to be interpreted as a complete description of enterprise 

education, but rather it should be seen as a comprehensive view of how enterprise education is described 

in Nordic research. An examination of these characteristics provides an understanding of what kind of 

learning culture and learning activities are associated with enterprise education, and it helps to outline 

enterprise education in the context of sloyd education. The description however also raises an important 

question. If the characteristics mentioned above se are specific to enterprise education, then what sets it 

apart from other contemporary understandings of “good education”? For instance, Illeris (2007) 

describes learning in very similar ways without mentioning enterprise. Thus enterprise education 

appears to be merely one perspective on a contemporary understanding of best practice in learning, 

rather than a pedagogical phenomenon with entirely unique characteristics. 

Sloyd and enterprise 

In the research on enterprise education and entrepreneurship education, practice-focused and creative 

school subjects, such as sloyd, are highlighted as being especially suitable for developing students’ 

enterprising mind-set and traits. The connections between sloyd and entrepreneurship education have 

been discussed previously by Lepistö, Tervaselkä-Jalonen & Haapalahti (2010), among others. Lindfors 

(2011), however, points towards a need for more research on the connections between enterprise 

education and school subjects where concrete and project-oriented ways of working are utilised. In a 

sloyd educational context, Johansson (2002) states that the development of enterprise, initiative-taking 

ability and creativity are examples of the immaterial value connected to sloyd education. It would thus 

appear that researchers within the fields of sloyd education and enterprise education suggest that sloyd 

has the potential for developing personal characteristics and traits, such as creativity, problem-solving 

skills and an enterprising mind-set. Lindström (2006) adds that although sloyd has the potential to 

develop creativity, this potential is not automatically realised in all sloyd teaching. Hasselskog (2010) 

also claims that sloyd has been criticised for its excessive focus on the “doing” at the expense of 

“thinking” and reflection. The subject’s potential to develop creativity or an enterprising mind-set does 

not mean that all teachers will realise this potential in their teaching. For instance, the teachers’ diary 

entries in Johansson’s (2002) dissertation show that teacher reflections, to a large degree, revolved 

around subject-technological issues or commenting on students’ motivation, cooperation or 

independence. This would suggest that reflection on, for instance, the development of enterprise or 
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creativity was not in the foreground for the teachers. According to Hasselskog (2010), the identity of 

sloyd in contemporary education is vague. Additionally, the different backgrounds of teachers and their 

individual teaching philosophies lead to varying degrees of awareness of the potential that research has 

ascribed to sloyd. There appears to be a discrepancy between the immaterial values associated with 

sloyd in research or curricula and the concrete goals that are the foundation for teachers and actions and 

teaching. If teachers’ main focus is on subject-technological goals, the potential to develop enterprise is 

not necessarily realised.  

In the following the connections between sloyd education and enterprise education will be approached 

from three sloyd educational points of departure. Firstly from the perspective of the principle of areas 

of interest, secondly from the perspective of the holistic sloyd process, and thirdly from the perspective 

of sloyd as a holistic activity system. The choice of these three perspectives is based on their role as 

relevant theoretical perspectives on sloyd education practice. Viewing enterprise through these 

perspectives therefore not only adds to the theoretical understanding of enterprise through sloyd, but 

also adds to the understanding of what the practice of enterprise education through educative sloyd can 

be.  

The principle of areas of interest 

Since the introduction of the first curriculum for Finnish basic education in 1970, the didactical starting 

point for sloyd education has been the principle of “areas of interest” [swe: arbetsområde] (Hartvik, 

2013). The principle means that students in sloyd education are not given a specific task to solve or 

presented with a specific product to manufacture, as was the case with the model series previously 

utilised. Instead, the area of interest defines the boundaries and limitations within which the student can 

freely design and plan an individual product and process, which is a product of the students’ own visions, 

needs and values (Hartvik, 2013; Lindfors, 1993; Suojanen, 1999). The areas of interest are a means to 

enable holistic sloyd processes for the students, simultaneously enabling the teacher to guarantee subject 

content and individual variation. The areas of interest result in student projects that are unique and 

individual and build on a problem-solving approach.  

Applying the areas of interest is relevant for enterprise education in sloyd since it creates the 

preconditions for many of the characteristics of enterprise education mentioned earlier. Firstly, it means 

that the process is rooted in the students’ visons and ideas, giving room for their own planning and 

influence over the process. The whole process is focused on students turning their own ideas into action, 

thus being in line with the definition by the European Commission (2005). Since the processes in sloyd 

teaching based on areas of interest emanate from the students’ own ideas and own planning, the process 

itself is perceived as authentic, and the students will thus encounter authentic problems, challenges and 

situations where the student has to transcend his or her current understanding in order to develop a 

solution. Compared to the criticised “traditional teaching”, sloyd education based on areas of interest is 

rooted in learner proactivity and meets the demands of being real-world oriented. The role of the teacher 

is that of a coach and facilitator rather than that of a “traditional” teacher. The teacher gives room for 

the students’ planning, strategical thinking and decision making in situations where both questions and 

answers are ambiguous, and no self-evident solution exists. Basing sloyd teaching on areas of interest 

means that there are no clearly defined questions, nor correct answers. Instead, each process is individual 

and the problems encountered are unique and individual. Therefore, no pre-defined correct answers 

exist, and the potential for developing problem-solving skills and for using investigating, experimenting 

and researching ways of working, applying previously acquired knowledge, are present. The processes 

in sloyd education are generally of a longer duration and span over several weeks or months, leading to 

the potential for involving different kinds of co-operation and interaction between pupils. 
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The sloyd process 

Process models for the sloyd process have been developed by several researchers within different fields 

of science. Peltonen (1988, 2009) and Lindfors (1991) have described the process from a sloyd 

educational perspective, while Anttila (1993) has studied the process from a sloyd scientific perspective. 

The difference in perspective lies mainly in sloyd education’s focus on the educational and fostering the 

dimensions of sloyd, while sloyd science focuses mainly on the subject-technological dimensions 

(Nygren-Landgärds, 1997; Peltonen, 1995). Regarding the structure and the dimensions of the sloyd 

process, the different models all have a common denominator in describing the sloyd process as a 

process in which an individual turns a creative idea into action by designing and manufacturing an 

artefact. The sloyd process is thus described as a holistic process covering all stages from the creation 

of the idea to its design, planning and manufacturing, as well as the evaluation of the result and the 

process itself (Hartvik, 2013). Sloyd would thus exemplify an entrepreneurial process, as defined by the 

Commission (2005). According to Peltonen (2009), the sloyd process is always focused on causing 

changes in the lifeworld of the sloyd actor through sloyd actions. Peltonen (1988), however, states that 

though the sloyd process is holistic in nature, this does not necessarily emerge in the teaching of sloyd 

in school. Sloyd teaching does not automatically consider the holistic character and can easily focus on, 

for instance, only subject-technological issues. Instead of being holistic, the process can thus be partial, 

meaning that all stages are not included in the process. For instance, the stages of idea creation and 

planning can be excluded, leaving only the stage of manufacturing to the students (Harvik, 2013; 

Pöllänen, 2009). This reduces the students’ role to executing readymade plans, and the sloyd process is 

reduced to tooling different materials into artefacts. In this context the areas of interest are a means to 

guarantee a holistic process.  

A holistic process is not per definition an “instruction-free” process. The use of, for instance, working 

instructions does not necessarily endanger the holistic character of the process. Working instructions 

may concern only a small phase in the entire process, for instance, instructions on how to sew a zipper 

onto a garment. The instruction in this case can be seen mainly as a complement to the teacher’s subject-

technological teaching, not conflicting or interfering with the holistic character of the process at large 

and not limiting the students’ influence over the process.  

The potential of sloyd to develop enterprising attributes, behaviours or attitudes can be outlined further 

by examining descriptions of the sloyd process. Of the above mentioned models, this article focuses on 

the process model by Anttila (1993, appendix 1). Though having its roots in sloyd science, and thus not 

being specifically targeted at an educational context, according to Anttila (1993), the model is applicable 

in an educational context as well. The model has also been previously used in educational research by, 

for instance, Suojanen (1993) and Sjöberg (2009). The model describes the process of transforming 

creative ideas into action through different stages, from the creation of the idea to the finished artefact. 

Since both enterprise and the sloyd process are described as the process of transforming ideas into action, 

an examination of the sloyd process can help outline how enterprise can be understood in a sloyd 

education context and provide a theoretical perspective on the previously mentioned positive views on 

sloyd’s potential in enterprise education. A basis for the model is that one or a few individuals are 

responsible for the entire process, i.e. the process is holistic (Anttila, 1993). 

The model illustrates how the process proceeds through several action cycles. Anttila (1993) points out 

that the sloyd actor has to master both the phase of idea creation and the phase of idea realisation, giving 

the process its holistic character. The process begins with a phase of reflection where the individual 

strives to create a vision of the desired result of the process based on both internal and external input. 

The result of this phase is an ideal picture, or vision, of what the sloyd actor wants to achieve through 

the process. Anttila (1993) points out that this vision can be very vague in the beginning and that the 

end result may differ significantly from the original vision. In relation to the areas of interest, it would 
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be in this phase where the student is presented with the theme and framework of the area. The student’s 

task is to ponder what possibilities the area of interest gives and what kind of an artefact he or she would 

like to manufacture. The emphasis in this stage is on creativity and coming up with ideas that are both 

in line with the area of interest and with one’s own ideas, desires and ambitions. The process is thus 

rooted in the student’s lifeworld, ideas and thoughts and is focused on turning these ideas into action, 

thus being an example of an enterprising process. 

The process proceeds through several action cycles consisting of internal and external activities. The 

focus in the early action cycles is on design and product planning by processing the initial vision and 

setting up a strategy for its realisation. At this stage, the sloyd actor has to relate to the available 

resources, both in the form of material resources, available tools and time constraints and the personal 

resources consisting of, for example, knowledge and skills. In this stage, it is crucial that that sloyd actor 

surveys what resources the context provides that could be useful for reaching the desired vision, at the 

same time staying within the framework of the area of interest. This can be seen as an example of the 

kind of goal oriented project work the Commission (2005) highlights as characterising for enterprise. 

The vision is affected by surrounding values and is clarified alongside the development of the strategy 

for the manufacturing phase. Continuously through the process the sloyd actor has to assess his or her 

strengths and weaknesses and assess to what degree his or her current knowledge and skills are sufficient 

for reaching the desired result. This involves assessing the need for learning, new knowledge and 

development of one’s own skills. This assessment is influenced by the context since it limits what is 

possible to do. The process as a whole is characterised by problem solving, which is repeatedly 

highlighted as crucial for enterprise education (Backström-Widjeskog, 2008; Elo, 2015; Kupferberg, 

2014). 

In due course, the process proceeds from planning to realisation. During the process, the vision is revised 

continuously, as is the strategy for realisation as a result of the oscillation between the internal visions 

and thoughts and the information and impressions from the surrounding context and from the 

manufacturing itself. The sloyd actor is thus influenced by both internal and external feedback (Anttila, 

1993). External feedback might consist of comparing ideas with others, small scale testing and responses 

from working with the materials, tools or other artefacts. It can also consist of comparing the results of 

the process with the values and opinions in the surrounding social context. Internal feedback can consist 

of reflecting on one’s own actions and the achieved results with the vision of the desired result and one’s 

own values, opinions and attitudes. This means that the coordination of the process to achieve the 

envisioned result is continuous. The strategy and the vision are in constant transformation as new 

information, experiences or insights alter them. The sloyd actor must continuously assess whether the 

actions taken are appropriate and lead to the desired result, or whether there is a need to revise the vision 

or strategy. The process is thus iterative, and the sloyd actor constantly shifts between planning, 

realisation and evaluation. Anttila (1993) states that the evaluation takes place both forward and back in 

time. During the process, the sloyd actor encounters unexpected problems and challenges. This calls for 

decision making in situations where no single correct decision is at hand and where the question or 

problem itself might be ambiguous as well—a characteristic of enterprise education according to several 

scholars (Elo, 2015; Falk-Lundqvist et al., 2011; Kupferberg, 2014; Røe-Ødegård, 2003). This can be 

seen as a contrast to a learning process with well-defined questions and equally well-defined, correct 

answers.  

The individual continually has to assess whether the decisions made and the course of action taken 

appear to coincide with the vision of the result and the strategy for reaching it. In the context of 

neuropsychology, Goldberg (2003) calls this kind of decision making adaptive and sees it as crucial for 

the executive function, i.e. an individual’s ability to coordinate processes where ideas are transformed 
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into action. Goldberg (2003) divides decision making into adaptive and veridical. Veridical decision 

making consists of making a decision between well-defined choices as a response to a well-defined 

problem or situation. This type of decision making is, according to Goldberg (2003), the predominant 

one in education, but it is not associated with the development of a person’s executive function and 

ability to transform ideas to action. Characterising for adaptive decision making is that both the problem 

itself and the decision alternatives are ambiguous. In other words, a “correct answer” does not exist, and 

the individual has to both define the problem and strive to find the most suitable alternative under the 

current conditions. Goldberg (2003) claims that this kind of decision making is the dominant one in 

contemporary society and that it is crucial for a person’s ability to transform ideas to action. From this 

viewpoint, the sloyd process appears to be well suited for developing this ability since decision making 

during this process is predominantly adaptive.  

Adaptive decisions occur in all stages of the sloyd process regarding design, choice of materials, strategy 

planning, choice of techniques, choice of tools, etc. In these situations, several different options are 

available and the sloyd actor has to assess what course of action is most likely to produce the desired 

result under the current circumstances, taking into account one’s own skills and competence, as well as 

the surrounding context. Joining a corner in woodworking can serve as an example of this. From the 

available options, such as nails, screws, glue, dowel centres, biscuit joints, mortise and tenon joints or 

dovetail joints, the sloyd actor has to choose the one most appropriate for the situation in question. All 

methods may result in a functional solution but differ largely regarding their aesthetical qualities, their 

degree of difficulty and the time needed and considering the tools and machines needed. These kinds of 

decisions can be seen as adaptive since no single correct answer exists and several different factors, 

individual as well as contextual, influence the decision and have to be taken into account.  

Anttila (1993) points out that the character of the different action cycles in the process can be very 

diverse; the model should be understood only as a schematic representation of the sloyd process. The 

cycles can be parallel, overlapping and of different scope and duration and their execution may require 

a good ability to coordinate. As the process proceeds, evaluation takes on a more prominent role as the 

sloyd actor evaluates to what extent the result of the process and strategy coincides with the vision of 

the desired result. At the end of the sloyd process, the processes of designing, product planning, strategy 

planning and manufacturing all come to an end and are evaluated.  

Risk and uncertainty from the perspective of sloyd as a holistic activity system 

Encouraging pupils to take risks and see mistakes as opportunities for learning instead of failures are 

two aspects of enterprise education often mentioned (Falk-Lundqvist et al., 2011; Johannison, Madsén, 

& Wallentin, 2000; Røe-Ødegård, 2003; Seikkula-Leino, 2007), and the ability to handle risk is pivotal 

for an enterprising individual as well as for the entrepreneur (Carlsrud & Brännback, 2009). Uncertainty 

and risk are prominent factors in a sloyd process when a student sets forth to tackle a creative and 

problem-solving process without knowing what challenges lie ahead and whether his or her own 

competence is sufficient for the task (Hasselskog, 2010; Kallio, 2014; Lepistö, Tervaselkä-Jalonen & 

Haapalahti, 2010). Kallio (2014) points out that the more creative and innovative the process is, the 

greater is the risk of failure. Therefore, the minimising of risk simultaneously minimises the creative 

space and risk is thus always an element in a creative, holistic sloyd process. Risk can be calculated and 

is dependent on the person’s competence, while uncertainty is constantly present but not as controllable. 

In the sloyd process, uncertainty appears as the sloyd actor has to manage the constantly transforming 

process and the uncertainty of not knowing exactly what the end result will be like, by what means it 

can be achieved or if previously made adaptive decisions were the most appropriate. The uncertainty 

embedded in the process also has an emotional dimension, especially in the context of basic education, 

since failures and unexpected challenges are prone to influence the sloyd actor’s self-view and 
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confidence. Exposing one’s personal ideas and visions also poses a social risk since the reactions from 

peers cannot be predicted. 

Lindfors’s (1999) theory of sloyd as a holistic activity system can serve as a theoretical outset for further 

elaboration on enterprise, risk and uncertainty in sloyd education. Lindfors (1999) describes sloyd as an 

activity system where the sloyd actor strives to turn his or her ideas into action in dialogue with materials, 

tools and the context. The activity system consists of four worlds: the world of the actor, the 

technological-aesthetic world, the world of social interaction and the surrounding world. The sloyd 

actor’s actions are constantly reflected against these worlds. According to Lindfors (1999), the world of 

the actor consists of the sloyd actor’s own visions and desires. Reflection within the world of the actor 

involves reflection on the goals of the sloyd process as well as the extent to which one’s own skills and 

competence are sufficient for reaching the desired goals. Reflection within the world of the actor thus 

involves assessing one’s own strengths and weaknesses and a kind of risk assessment where one’s own 

perceived competence in relation to the task or challenge is assessed. The world of the actor also involves 

assessing the need for further learning to complete the task.  

The process of turning ideas into action is affected by the surrounding resources, and an ability to assess 

these resources is needed. This assessment occurs within the technological-aesthetic world (Lindfors, 

1999). Reflection within the technological-aesthetic world involves taking into account the surrounding 

resources in the form of materials, tools, equipment, possible manufacturing techniques, time constraints 

etc. It also involves reflection on the prevailing aesthetic norms and values and taking these into account 

throughout the process. As a result of this reflection, the sloyd actor makes the best possible use of the 

existing resources in relation to the aesthetic norms. Making decisions in relation to the technological-

aesthetic world involves uncertainty, especially in a school sloyd context since the novice sloyd actor 

does not have the sufficient experience or knowledge to judge the possibilities or limitations that the 

technological context poses. The technological aim of sloyd is that the students learn to understand this 

context through action, which inevitably involves the risk of misjudgement and failure, as well as the 

potential uncertainty of venturing into previously unfamiliar territory. Kallio (2014) points out that the 

assessment of risk is always subjective. 

The reflection within the world of social interaction involves reflecting on one’s own actions and ideas 

in relation to the prevailing social norms. In the course of the process, the sloyd actor’s ideas and visions 

become visible to the surrounding social context and the values of the peers influence the process 

through comments and feedback. In the context of enterprise and entrepreneurship, the social dimension 

of risk is highlighted (Ristimäki, 2004), and the relation between the sloyd actor and the world of social 

interaction can exemplify this risk taking. By making his or her own ideas visible in the process of 

turning them into action, the sloyd actor is inevitably exposed to the possible criticism of the social 

context, as well as the possible praise. Social risk taking thus occurs primarily in relation to the world 

of social interaction. 

Finally, the surrounding world, consisting of the norms, attitudes and values of contemporary society, 

influences the process both directly and indirectly (Lindfors, 1999). An indirect influence may occur 

through curriculum and policy documents influencing the educational activities in the school. A direct 

influence may occur through the influence that contemporary values have on the sloyd actor in assessing 

his or her ideas and visions. By reflecting on these actions or visions within the surrounding world, the 

sloyd actor can position them in a contemporary societal context and thereby give them value. From an 

enterprising point of view, the potential of reflection within the surrounding world is a topic for further 

development. Reflecting on one’s own actions and ideas in a wide societal context may be fruitful in 

attempting to develop the kind of proactive and future-oriented approach associated with enterprise. 
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This kind of reflection could be a means to connect the educational activities in schools to wider society, 

from the students’ perspective, and may contribute to a sense of relevance for school learning. 

Enterprise in sloyd education has been outlined above mainly from an individual perspective. However, 

educative sloyd has a communicative character, consisting of verbal and non-verbal communication 

(Hartvik, 2013; Johansson, 2002). Johansson’s (2002) study shows how rich and diverse communication 

is during sloyd lessons, involving verbal and non-verbal communication through mediating artefacts. In 

the context of sloyd education, students co-operate and use peers as a crucial resource for realising the 

vision of the desired result. Thus, sloyd education is characterised by the kind of reciprocal action and 

co-operation that the Commission’s (2005) definition of enterprising skills highlights. An elaboration 

of the communicative aspect of sloyd from the perspective of enterprise is justified but not pursued 

further in this article. 

Conclusions 

Sloyd has been pointed out as suitable for enterprise education since the 1990s´, simultaneously, several 

scholars claim that the immaterial values associated with sloyd in research and curricula are not 

necessarily realised in the practice of sloyd teaching. The potential of sloyd to develop enterprise is not 

automatically realised, teachers have to make appropriate decisions in order for this potential to unfold. 

This article therefore tackles the challenge of elaborating how the potential to develop enterprise can be 

understood from specific sloyd theoretical points of departure. In this concluding chapter, I will present 

the main results in a practice oriented fashion, pointing to the theoretical discussion´s implications for 

teaching practice. 

From the discussion, it can be concluded that a key to enterprise education through sloyd is the character 

of the sloyd process as a holistic process that covers all the stages from the creation of the idea, planning 

and the creation of a strategy to the manufacturing and constant evaluation of the progress in relation to 

the vision of the desired result. The educative sloyd process is thus an example of a learning process in 

an educational context that focuses on translating ideas into action, in line with the European 

Commission’s (2005) definition of entrepreneurship. The implication for the practice of sloyd teaching 

is therefore to ensure the holistic character of the pupils´ processes. This means ensuring that the pupils 

are actively involved in, and responsible for, all stages of the process. However, as a holistic process is 

not an instruction free process, the teacher has to direct careful attention to elements of instruction and 

guidance in the process not endangering it´s holistic character.    

In order to ensure that the students’ processes are of a holistic character, the principle of areas of interest 

plays a key role as the foundation for sloyd teaching. The implication of this conclusion is therefore to 

direct careful attention to the planning of the teaching and the areas of interest in order for them to allow 

as many of the above discussed elements of enterprise education as possible to unfold, simultaneously 

guaranteeing a relevant and sufficient subject content. Basing teaching on areas of interest is thus a 

means to realise sloyd teachings potential for enterprise education that has to be consciously utilised.  

Furthermore, the discussion highlights the importance of the character of the decision making processes 

that pupils are involved in. Involving in predominantly adaptive decision making is seen as crucial for 

an individual’s ability to manage and execute processes where ideas are turned into action. The 

implication is that setting up learning activities in a way where adaptive decisions are dominant, and 

taking the forms of decision making into account when guiding pupils, can be means to realising sloyd’s 

potential for enterprise education. Focusing on adaptive decisions can also be seen as a contrast to 

“traditional teaching”, which is characterised by veridical decision making. 
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The discussion also focused on risk and uncertainty being naturally present in a holistic sloyd process. 

This implicates that allowing risk and uncertainty to be present is of importance. An ambition to avoid 

risk or shield pupils from uncertainty is thus not desirable from the perspective of enterprise education. 

As Kallio (2014) stated, risk and uncertainty are ever present in a creative and innovative process. 

However, claiming that the presence of risk automatically would develop students’ ability to handle risk 

and uncertainty is not necessarily a consistent argument. It could also be argued that an excessive amount 

of uncertainty could have negative effects on the students’ self-view or view of self-efficacy. Risk and 

uncertainty is thus present but needs to be handled appropriately and is an aspect of enterprise education 

through sloyd in need of further research. 

Overall, this article illustrates how enterprise education can be outlined in the context of sloyd education 

and contributes to the understanding of enterprise in sloyd. However, it does not attempt to argue that 

sloyd in fact develops enterprising abilities among students. It merely highlights areas that can be of 

interest for future empirical research with the aim of better understanding enterprise education in the 

practice of sloyd education. For these kinds of ambitions, action research could be a fruitful way to move 

ahead.   
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Appendix 1:1 The sloyd process by Anttila (1993, p. 111); translated to English in Seitamaa-

Hakkarainen (2000, p. 43).  

 


