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Abstract: This study examines Adizes’s management model implemented in student enterprise 

teams among undergraduate students at the University of Agder, Norway, exploring factors that 

affect the collaborative process. As Adizes’s model claims four team roles (integrator, 

administrator, producer, entrepreneur) are required for effective and targeted collaboration, the 

researchers hypothesized that student enterprises with four roles present would collaborate better 

than teams with fewer roles present. Prior to commencing the student enterprise, each student 

categorized themselves according to these four roles. Eleven student enterprise teams were 

interviewed regarding their collaborative process. The four roles were represented to different 

extent in each team. Students reported collaborative benefits when having all four roles 

represented in the group. Most students ranked collaboration and ownership to business idea high 

and reported fruitful team discussions with only a few teams experiencing conflicts. Due to limited 

variance, further research is needed to investigate the hypothesis. 
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Collaboration as an Essential Skill in the 

Post Nation State Era 

 

Communities as well as nations are changing 

rapidly these days with globalization being 

one of the main drivers of this global 

evolution. Adapting to new prerequisites and 

collaborating with people from different 

cultural backgrounds is becoming the 

mainstay of everyday life. Teamwork or 

collaboration is an essential 21st century skill 

across all workplaces and organizations 

(Riebe, Girardi & Whitsed, 2016), which is 

highly relevant for future teachers and health 

professionals within food and nutrition both 

in Norway and abroad, for instance in 

multidisciplinary tasks (Fanzo et al., 2015; 

Norwegian Ministry of Education and 

Research [NMER], 2017). One way of 

training for real life scenarios and preparing 

for challenges of tomorrow is by 

implementing entrepreneurship in teaching 

curriculum in higher education, which is in 

focus in Norway (NMER, Ministry of Local 

Government and Regional Development 

[MLGRD] & Ministry of Trade and Industry 

[MTI], 2006; 2009). According to The 

European Parliament & the Council of the 

European Union (2006), entrepreneurship has 

been defined as one of eight key 

competencies required for lifelong learning 

and can be defined as 

[...] a dynamic and social process where 

individuals, alone or in collaboration, 

identify opportunities for innovation and 

act upon these by transforming ideas into 

practical and targeted activities, whether 

in social, cultural or economic context 

(NMER, MTI, & MLGRD, 2006, p. 4). 

 

Implementing entrepreneurship in teaching 

curriculum and pedagogy is essential within 

both teacher education (Haara & Jenssen, 

2016) and the food and nutrition field (Mann 

& Blum, 2004) and has been successful at 

several universities for a number of years, 
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including the University of Agder (UiA) 

(Aarek & Ask, 2012; Ask, Valand & Aarek, 

2019).  

 

A central feature of entrepreneurship is 

collaboration or teamwork involving 

communication between humans. According 

to Vygotsky’s sociocultural theory of 

learning, humans learn in a social process 

involving communication (Vygotsky, 1978). 

This social constructivist way of thinking, 

where knowledge is not reproduced, but 

produced, is essential in pedagogical 

entrepreneurship where the right answer may 

not be known for teacher nor student. 

Similarly, constructivist thinking is used in 

group or team approaches such as 

collaborative and cooperative learning where 

groups as well as individuals are accountable 

for learning and outcome, resulting in 

enhanced social collaboration and 

productivity (Gillies, 2014; Laal, 2003). The 

former mentioned teamwork pedagogy 

approaches have been extensively reviewed 

in the context of higher education by Riebe et 

al. (2016).  

  

Team Collaboration 

  

Working in teams per se in a learning 

environment is not necessarily functional, 

especially in the case of random ad hoc 

groups, as reviewed by Gillies (2014). It is 

known that low-ability students learn more in 

heterogeneous groups with a blend of low, 

medium, and high-ability students, while 

medium-ability students benefit more from 

homogenous ability groups, and finally the 

high-ability students thrive in all sorts of 

groups (Lou et al., 1996). Size matters too, as 

smaller groups rather than somewhat larger 

groups seem to yield higher achievement in 

learning settings (Gillies, 2014). Based on the 

researchers’ experience, an important 

question for many university teachers is how 

to implement effective teamwork, as students 

can be quite vocal about their dislike for 

group assessments (Taylor, 2011). Many 

students tend to collaborate with their friends, 

whom they like and know well, thus avoiding 

conflicts and social loafing (Riebe et al., 

2016). This student response begs the 

question if a more targeted team composition 

process might be more effective in higher 

education situations.  

 

Setting of Current Practice-Based 

Research 

 

The research reported in this article was 

situated in an undergraduate applied science 

course in food and nutrition and teacher 

education in home economics respectively at 

UiA, spring 2017. These two courses are 

relatively new program initiatives that assess 

groups of students’ abilities to plan and 

operate a student enterprise (SE) during one 

semester of their degree program. The two 

courses comprise the regular 

entrepreneurship education offered at the 

researchers’ institute, and they have not been 

research evaluated previously. The primary 

aim of the SE is to develop and market a 

product or service for the food, nutrition, 

and/or sports industry. A main purpose of the 

courses was for students to learn to 

collaborate effectively in their SE teams, and 

this process was an important aspect of the 

SE. Each SE team had a supervisor at UiA, 

and a mentor from the practice field besides 

access to a local branch of a national 

entrepreneurship organisation; Ungt 

Entreprenørskap (Young Entrepreneurship; 

www.ue.no).  

  

Team Roles in Enterprises 

   

New enterprises are often wrongly associated 

with being formed by one person, the creative 

entrepreneur, and rather often, a team is 

behind such enterprises (Aldrich, Carter, & 

Reynolds, 2004; Davidsson & Honig, 2003). 

As in SEs, different tasks and roles need to be 

fulfilled. In theory, collaboration can be 
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productive, but in practice, different goals 

among team members may induce conflicts 

(Halfhill, Sundstrom, Lahner, Calderone, & 

Nielsen, 2005; Zhou, Hu, & Zay, 2015). 

These conflicts may be attributed to the fact 

that human personality is varied. While there 

are different personality models like the Big 

Five (Saucier & Goldberg, 1998), the fields 

of psychology and personalities are beyond 

the scope of the present study. In the 

previously mentioned courses at UiA, they 

have for some years used a team management 

style model based on Adizes (1976; 2004) in 

a setting of targeted SE teams. 

 

Adizes’s (1976; 2004) classical management 

style classification is a research-based model, 

which describes four main roles of 

management that must be performed to 

prevent mismanagement in organisations or 

companies. A general description of the four 

roles—integrator, administrator, producer, 

and entrepreneur—are as follows: the 

integrator is good at communicating, 

dedicated to creating a pleasant and team-

oriented working environment, listens to the 

individual’s opinion, but avoids conflicts; the 

administrator is analytical, accurate, likes 

planning and routines, yet can forget to 

involve other people; the producer is clear, 

resolute, result- and action-oriented, but can 

ignore good training prior to action; and the 

entrepreneur is enthusiastic, flexible, 

solution- and action-oriented, however their 

ideas and solutions can often be unrealistic. 

Adizes concluded that a person rarely excels 

at all four roles in a good way as a business 

manager, and at some point, starts to 

mismanage. Thus, the organization or 

company will suffer detrimentally over time, 

implying that the managerial role is too 

difficult for one person to perform alone. In 

SEs at UiA, the researchers’ experience was 

that students almost always decide on issues 

in a joint manner, even though one student 

may be the group leader. In this respect, a 

team could potentially possess all four roles 

according to Adizes and thus work effectively 

and goal-oriented, which is a concept used in 

SEs at UiA. Based on the researchers’ general 

experience and Adizes’s (1976; 2004) work, 

students typically identify themselves with 

one or two main roles, but it can occur that all 

the above four roles are present in one 

student. The Adizes’s model has been 

implemented at UiA for students to reflect 

upon how they contribute in a SE team. When 

choosing their own team, they may thus 

possibly not only work with friends they 

know well but think of other students’ roles 

or attributes according to the model of Adizes 

as well, before deciding the team 

composition.  

 

The first author of this article convened the 

SE course for nutrition students, and the 

authors primarily wanted to understand how 

the four roles, used as a basis in teaching, 

impact collaboration in SE teams. 

Secondarily, the authors were interested in 

student ownership to business idea, 

occurrence of conflicts or disagreements, and 

SE success. To the researchers’ knowledge 

the Adizes’s model has not been used in this 

respect previously, and the rationale was to 

possibly better understand and improve 

teaching practice with an eye on the students’ 

perspectives on collaboration in SE teams. 

Based on Adizes’s model (1976; 2004), the 

researchers hypothesized that SEs with four 

team roles present would collaborate well and 

thus excel compared to SEs containing only 

one, two or three roles.  

 

Research Methodology 

  

Either teacher education students in home 

economics or nutrition students from UiA 

comprised the SEs. They initially received 

written and oral information about the study 

by the first author. All 12 SEs from the two 

courses were asked to participate, and if 

willing, each student filled out a 

questionnaire regarding how they would 
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classify themselves according to the Adizes’s 

(1976; 2004) four roles. At the beginning of 

the courses (January), the students attended a 

lecture on the four roles and their qualities of 

collaboration as described above. At the end 

of the courses, a written project report of their 

work was delivered as an exam and given 

grades. At the start of the study (January), the 

students classified themselves from 0 to 100 

percent for each role with 10 percent cut-off 

levels (i.e. 0%, 10% etc.). The total sum of the 

four roles should be 100% for each student. 

This classification was the basis for a group 

interview, performed in the early stages of SE 

team collaboration (February-March). At the 

end of the courses (May, main sampling), a 

similar group interview and team role 

classification was performed. The SE teams 

were interviewed to get a thorough 

understanding of the collaboration, 

ownership to business idea, occurrence of 

disagreements, conflicts, and successes that 

occurred. When appropriate, the students 

provided a quantitative measure of variables 

(i.e. evaluation of collaboration, ownership to 

business idea and success) during the 

interview. This quantification was 

implemented in order to detect possible 

differences between both students in each SE 

and the different SEs respectively.   

 

In this project, a combination of qualitative 

and quantitative methods was used to 

investigate the impact of team roles on 

collaboration, disagreements or potential 

conflicts, and successes. As mixed methods 

increase the width and depth to which the 

research questions may be examined, the 

credibility of the research findings may be 

strengthened (Hesse-Bieber, 2010, p. 3–6).  

 

Interviews  

 

The SE team interviews were performed in a 

private room and lasted 25 to 40 minutes. The 

students were informed about the purpose of 

the interviews, and that their participation in 

the study would not affect their grades. The 

participants were granted confidentiality and 

could withdraw from the study at any time 

without having to give a reason. It was 

underlined that the goal was merely to 

investigate the impact of team roles on SE 

team collaboration, not to search for potential 

bad collaboration or conflicts. A semi- 

structured interview guide, mostly with open-

ended questions, was used. The interview 

guide consisted of individual and team 

questions, and follow-up questions were 

asked when appropriate. Individual and group 

questions were sampled simultaneously due 

to practical issues (e.g. time constraint). 

Questions in the first interview guide sought 

information on the current situation, while 

questions in the later (main) interview guide 

investigated the possible changes from the 

first interviews and the whole SE 

collaboration process. Individual questions 

focused on SE team roles, ownership to 

business idea (a sense of belonging; being 

passionate about it), personal goal with SE, 

expectations for own and other students work 

input in SE, and collaboration issues. 

Students’ goals and expectations were 

investigated regarding possible impact on 

collaboration. Team questions focused on 

disagreements and potential conflicts and 

what solutions were made in case of the latter. 

Furthermore, the impact of each role on SE 

team collaboration was investigated by 

means of a focus discussion in the last 

interviews.  

 

Ownership to business idea and team 

collaboration were also individually graded 

by the students at both interviews from 0 to 

100%, with a 5 percent cut-off points (50%, 

55% etc.). In the last interviews, success rate 

(e.g. number of products sold) was evaluated 

with each SE ranging 100% as the initial goal 

of the SE with a 10 percent cut-off points 

(50%, 60% etc.). The interviews were 

recorded digitally using a tape recorder. 

Students were given identification letters (A, 
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B, C etc.) as well as the SEs (1, 2 etc.), and 

they were asked not to reveal sensitive 

information. During team interviews, one of 

the authors referred the conversation in real 

time, and afterwards, a written summary of 

each interview was discussed between the 

researchers. The interview recordings were 

listened to afterwards to secure full coverage 

of data before the recording was deleted.  

  

Data Analysis  

 

The quantitative data from the role 

classification were plotted in Microsoft 

Excel. When a student classified him-/herself 

as mostly an integrator for instance, such a 

term was used for this student. To simplify 

and clarify the presentation of the distribution 

of SE team roles, mean team roles were 

calculated for all SEs, as each student’s role 

was reported in quantitative numbers. Also, 

the skewness of the distribution of mean team 

roles in each SE was calculated by finding the 

difference between mean value and 25 for 

each team role and summarizing these 

numbers. The SE closest to 25% of each role 

had the most even mean role distribution. To 

compare SEs, mean evaluation of 

collaboration, success rate, and ownership to 

business idea were also calculated and plotted 

in Microsoft Excel. Interview data were 

processed manually by both authors, based on 

the semi-structured interview guide, and all 

findings were categorised, analysed, and 

interpreted in the urge to understand the SE 

team collaboration phenomena and team 

processes. Relevant quotes were translated 

from Norwegian to English. The aim of the 

presentation of results is to represent the 

students’ thoughts and experiences.  

  

Results and Discussion 

 

All invited students (n=51) classified 

themselves according to the four team roles, 

and 11 SEs (n=47; 92 %) were interviewed in 

groups at the initial sampling. SE5 did not 

attend any interviews and was excluded from 

the data analyses. Four SEs (n=19) dropped 

out before the last interview, mainly due to 

exams and time constraint. A few students 

from some groups were prevented from 

attending interviews, but the researchers 

chose to conduct the interviews, nevertheless. 

In these cases, remaining members of the SE 

were asked whether they believed other 

opinions might appear if all members were 

present, but they all answered no. As only two 

of five students in SE4 were represented at 

the last interview, quantitative data from the 

first interview are shown. Emphasis has been 

put on data from the later phase interviews 

due to more collaboration experience, and 

SEs with particularly interesting results 

concerning the research questions have been 

highlighted.  

 

The main agenda of this practice-based 

research was to investigate the impact of SE 

team composition regarding Adizes’s (1976; 

2004) four roles on collaboration, 

disagreements and success, thus distribution 

of team roles in all SEs will be presented. As 

the hypothesis was that team composition 

affects team collaboration and SE success 

based on Adizes’s work, it was important to 

investigate potential differences in team role 

distribution among SEs. To compare SEs, a 

list of the most to the least even team role 

distribution will be presented. Further, mean 

evaluation of ownership to business idea, 

collaboration, success, and occurrence of 

conflicts or disagreements for each SE will be 

listed. Because all SEs contained four team 

roles and the variance is limited, data will 

mainly be presented for each SE team rather 

than individual students. 

 

Distribution of Team Roles in Student 

Enterprises  

 

The SEs consisted of 3-6 students, mostly 4 

students (Table 1, Column 1). According to 

Lou et al. (1996), groups of 3-4 students may 
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achieve better outcomes compared to larger 

groups of 5-7 students. The mean distribution 

of team roles in each SE with minimum and 

maximum values is presented in Table 1. 

 

Table 1  

Mean Distribution of Team Roles (percent) in Student Enterprises 
 

 Integrator Administrator Producer Entrepreneur 

SE1 (n=3) 30 (10-50) 40 (30-50) 20 (10-40) 10 (0-20) 
SE2 (n=4) 18 (10-30) 28 (10-60) 25 (10-40) 30 (10-50) 
SE3 (n=5) 22 (0-40) 38 (10-80) 36 (20-50) 4 (0-10) 
SE4 (n=5) 34 (20-50) 20 (0-30) 20 (10-30) 26 (10-70) 
SE6 (n=4) 15 (0-30) 43 (20-60) 35 (10-80) 8 (0-20) 
SE7 (n=4) 18 (10-30) 28 (10-50) 40 (20-50) 15 (10-30) 
SE8 (n=4) 28 (0-80) 15 (0-40) 33 (20-60) 25 (0-50) 
SE9 (n=4) 23 (10-40) 30 (20-60) 38 (20-50) 10 (0-20) 
SE10 (n=4) 38 (10-50) 23 (0-30) 13 (0-30) 28 (10-60) 
SE11 (n=4) 30 (10-50) 20 (10-40) 25 (0-60) 25 (0-50) 
SE12 (n=6) 23 (0-40) 33 (20-50) 25 (10-60) 18 (0-30) 
Mean, all SEs (n=47) 25 (0-80) 29 (0-80) 28 (0-80) 18 (0-70) 

Note: SE2-4, SE9, SE12: Data from the first interview. SE1, SE6-8, SE10-11: Data from the last (main) interview. 

Data are presented as means with minimum and maximum values. SE, student enterprise. 

 

As Table 1 illustrates, all four roles are 

represented in all SEs, thus limiting the 

variance, although SE3 and SE6 have very 

little entrepreneur characteristics (4% and 

8%, respectively). To the researchers’ 

knowledge, no other studies have reported 

such data using Adizes’s (1976; 2004) model 

before. SE6 is the SE with the least even 

mean distribution of roles with an overweight 

of administrator characteristics (43%). In 

SE11, however, the role distribution is 

relatively even. Overall, the administrator 

and producer roles are most commonly 

represented (29% and 28%, respectively) 

among all SEs, and the entrepreneur is the 

least represented role (18%).  

 

To better illustrate the variation in mean team 

role distribution among SEs, a graphical 

presentation of the mean distribution of roles 

is presented in Figure 1. Whereas, Figure 2 

shows the ranking of the SEs from most to 

least even mean distribution of roles.  
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Figure 1. Mean distribution of team roles (percent) for all 11 SEs. SE2-4, SE9, SE12: Data from 

the first interview. SE1, SE6-8, SE10-11: Data from the last (main) interview. Roles are 

identified as I‒integrator; A‒ administrator; P‒producer; E‒entrepreneur.  

 

 

 Figure 2. Ranking of SEs from most to least even mean distribution of team roles. 

 

Evaluation of and Reflections about 

Ownership to Business Idea, 

Collaboration, and Success Rate in SEs  

 

In Table 2, mean evaluation of ownership to 

business idea, team collaboration, and 

success rate in percentage are presented. 

Table 2 shows that most SEs ranked both 

ownership to business idea and team 

collaboration relatively high, and overall, 

collaboration was ranked higher than 

ownership to business idea. Although mean 

distribution of team roles varied among the 

SEs, all four team roles were represented in 

all SEs to some extent (Table 1). During 

interviews, many students pointed out that all 

team roles were important in the SE team. For 

example, student C in SE4 said 

It was the entrepreneur (student D) who 

came up with the idea at all, so without 

him/her we would probably have done 

something completely different today. 

So, in that respect, I would say that we 

have been very dependent on this person. 

We could always have thought of 

something else, but probably not as 
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creative. But in general, I would say that 

all roles are very important for 

collaboration – e.g. without the producer, 

little would be done. We have also 

depended on the structured one 

[administrator] to set up plans etc. The 

integrator is the glue of the team...; all of 

them have been important contributors. 

 

SE6 also expressed that all four roles were 

important, and despite being the SE with the 

least even mean role distribution, they had not 

missed more entrepreneur characteristics as 

they came up with the right business idea very 

early in the SE process. They admitted 

however that all of them probably have more 

entrepreneur characteristics than they “dared” 

to report. All of them had been creative in 

their own way. SE8 told that none of the roles 

excelled, and that all four roles had been 

important for wellbeing, collaboration, and 

progress in the SE.

 

Table 2  

Mean Evaluation of Ownership to Business Idea, Collaboration, and Success  

 

Student 

Enterprise 
Means Success 

Ownership to Business Idea Collaboration 

SE1 83 (80-90) 65 (60-70) 75 

SE2* 77 (50-100) 88 (85-90)  

SE3 70 (60-80) 87 (85-90)  

SE4* 75 (70-80) 76 (75-80) 600** 

SE6 99 (95-100) 95 (95) 200 

SE7 48 (40-50) 75 (60-80) 60 

SE8 96 (90-100) 100 (100) 200 

SE9 75 (65-85) 93 (90-100)  

SE10 80 (60-90) 96 (95-100) 70 

SE11 100 (100) 86 (80-90) 150 

SE12* 92 (80-100) 100 (100)  

Note. Data are presented as means with minimum/maximum values and are presented in percent (0-100%). The 

evaluation of success is also in percent (100%, as expected). SEs 2, 3, 4, 9, 12: Data from the first interview. SEs 1, 

6, 7, 8, 10, 11: Data from the last (main) interview.  

*Data from one student in the SE is missing 

** Data from the last interview; only two of five students represented in interview 

 

Discussion. The fact that all SEs contained all 

roles may possibly explain the high 

evaluation of collaboration in most SEs based 

on Adizes’s (1976; 2004) model suggesting 

all roles are important to reach a common 

goal. This result corresponds to the students’ 

reflections in interviews and a Norwegian 

study by Brattbakk and Martinsen (2014). 

Interestingly, according to Main (2010) and 

Sturner, Bishop, and Lenhart (2016), SE 

teams where students have divergent goals 

and expectations show lack of good 

collaboration. In our study however, most 

team members had rather similar goals and 

expectations. Most students’ main goal was to 

learn from the SE process, and they 

anticipated that both themselves and the 

others would contribute and put down an 

effort, which may indicate a focus on 

collaboration and distribution of tasks.  
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Another factor of note may be the specific 

presence of integrator characteristics in all 

groups, which Adizes (1976; 2004) highlights 

as significant for achieving collaboration and 

thus goals. SE7 had the lowest evaluation of 

ownership to business idea and success and 

among the lowest evaluation of collaboration. 

This team did not prioritise the SE very high, 

and during the last interview, two of the 

students mentioned that motivation and thus 

collaboration probably could have increased 

if they had focused more upon doing nice 

things together. Most students in this team 

expressed that they identified themselves 

more with the integrator role in their spare 

time but less in the SE setting. One student 

suggested that the collaboration could have 

been more effective if the integrator was more 

present in the team; however, the overall data 

are not conclusive in this respect. 

Importantly, most groups were friend groups, 

and the fact that collaboration difficulties 

could potentially lead to less SE success and 

lower grades may have contributed to the 

good collaboration in most SEs. 

 

It seems that most SEs distributed tasks 

according to each students’ strengths and 

abilities, which may correspond to the 

Adizes’s (1976, 2004) four team roles. 

Furthermore, several students expressed that 

their role adapted to what was needed in the 

SE. A student in SE1, for example, noticed 

the lack of team progress and started 

automatically to take the lead and became 

more resolute, despite being an administrator. 

This SE lacked a clear producer, thus the 

student adapted to the situation, as this 

student was the one with the most producer 

characteristics in this team. 

 

No obvious trends regarding team roles and 

success rate of SEs can be seen. Out of the six 

SEs with complete datasets, a trend may 

however be observed regarding ownership to 

business idea, collaboration, and success 

(Table 2). SE1 and SE7 ranked both 

ownership, collaboration and success rate 

relatively low when compared to other SEs. 

SE10 had high collaboration, yet a relatively 

low ownership and the success rate is below 

expectations (< 100%). Ownership to 

business idea may affect the success rate in 

SEs because students with high ownership to 

business idea prioritise the SE and work hard, 

which is essential to achieve success. Earlier 

studies indicate that focusing on teamwork 

rather than finding the best business idea 

might actually obstruct success (Carson, 

Tesluk, & Marrone, 2007; Prewitt, Walvoord, 

Stilson, Rossi, & Brannick, 2009). After all, 

the goal in the entrepreneurship education is 

not primarily to achieve success but to learn 

from the SE process. 

  

Occurrence of Disagreements and 

Conflicts in Student Enterprises  

 

It is not surprising that the evaluation of team 

collaboration varies among SEs as working 

together may present challenges both 

professionally and relationally (Halfhill et al., 

2005; Taylor, 2011; Zhou et al., 2015). SEs 7, 

8, and 10 did not report any conflicts or 

disagreements, but SEs 1, 2, 3, 6, 9 and 12 

expressed that small disagreements had 

occurred. Students in SE4 communicated that 

disagreements did occur in the beginning, and 

in the later phase, even loud discussions 

arose. Collaboration had been difficult over 

time, but they were still friends. SE11 

reported conflicts at start, but the 

collaboration improved when they decided 

upon the business idea.  

 

In some SEs, e.g. SE8 and SE11, the 

individual team role distribution was 

scattered, while other SEs, such as SE6 and 

SE7, were more aligned. To exemplify, in 

SE8, a dominant integrator, administrator, 

producer, and entrepreneur was found, while 

SE6 consisted of many administrators and 

one producer (see Figure 3).
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Figure 3. Individual distribution of team roles (percent) for student enterprise 8 and 6. 

Data from the last (main) interview. Roles are identified as I‒integrator; A‒ administrator; P‒

producer; E‒entrepreneur. 
 
 

Discussion. Halfhill et al. (2005) showed that 

a great variance of personality composition in 

groups (roughly equivalent to different team 

roles in this study) affects the effectiveness 

negatively. In our study, no clear correlation 

between variance between team roles and 

evaluation of collaboration was observed, but 

it may seem that some of the SEs with very 

different roles or where one student stands out 

from the rest, experienced more conflicts. 

This result was observed in some but not all 

SEs with scattered individual roles. Yet sober 

discussions occurred in all SEs, and most of 

them reached solutions as a team rather than 

creating conflicts. Several students 

appreciated these discussions because they 

represented a possibility to find the best 

solutions. This illustrates a positive 

perception of discussions rather than a focus 

on disagreement. Students in SE6, for 

example, expressed that it was not negative 

that some students stood out from the others. 

It was more important to be different, and this 

reflects the general opinion of most SE teams.  

 

 

 

 

Strengths and Weaknesses of the Study 

 

In this study, a low drop-out rate increased 

validity of results. Data from the late phase 

interviews were more valid than the early 

interviews, but missing data limited our 

study. One of the strengths of this study was 

the use of mixed methods (Hesse-Bieber, 

2010, p. 3–6). The researchers’ role as 

interviewers was clarified at the start of the 

interviews; although, it may potentially affect 

the results that one of them was the students’ 

teacher. 

 

Defining oneself in different team roles may 

be challenging especially for young students 

who potentially do not know themselves very 

well as their personality is developing. Other 

aspects are that students may choose a role 

they want to emphasize and try to live up to, 

or that the interviewees wanted to appear 

more collaborative or team oriented than they 

were, as shown earlier (Srivastava & Banaji, 

2011). Furthermore, many variables in the 

study may be difficult to estimate objectively, 

especially the degree of success. SEs were 

asked to estimate the success according to 

their initial expectations; hence, it may be 
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easier for SEs with low ambitions to achieve 

success. Finally, the fact that the SE provided 

material for an exam paper in which poor 

collaboration may result in a bad grade and 

that the evaluation of team collaboration is 

subjective, combined with little variance of 

team role data, implies caution about the 

generalisability of the results. 

 

Conclusion 
 

In this article, the influence of team 

composition regarding four team roles— 

integrator, administrator, producer, and 

entrepreneur—on collaboration in SEs has 

been investigated. One finding was that most 

SEs collaborated well, possibly related to the 

fact that all SEs contained all four team roles 

previously described as important in 

enterprise teams. However, limited variance 

among SEs restricts the extent to which we 

can focus on the importance of individual 

team roles for SE team collaboration. The 

hypothesis that SEs with four roles present 

would excel compared to teams with only 

one, two, or three roles, cannot be properly 

accepted based on findings in this study, as 

none of the SEs lacked one or more roles 

completely.  

 

Overall, few disagreements and conflicts 

occurred in the SEs. Disagreements or 

potentially conflicts may, however, not 

necessarily diminish success because fruitful 

discussions may appear and increase the 

opportunity to reach the best solutions. Strong 

ownership to business idea may seem to 

increase the SEs’ success more than high 

evaluation of collaboration; although, 

evaluation of success was highly individual.   

Future Perspectives  

 
Although achieving success is not the main 

focus of the curriculum initiative in SE, the 

finding that a strong ownership to business 

idea may increase success was interesting in 

a teaching perspective. Encouraging students 

to team up around a business idea that they 

like, believe in, and belong to, may encourage 

them into making a collaborative effort. 

Hence, students may possibly work better as 

a team, according to Adizes’s (1976; 2004) 

model, and learn from their team members, 

which is a hallmark of cooperative learning 

(Laal, 2013). This effort may prevent loss of 

motivation and possibly secure a good team 

spirit and thus collaboration. In their future 

working life, candidates (e.g., in food and 

nutrition) will have to collaborate and work 

towards common goals and targets set by 

themselves or others (Fanzo et al., 2015). 

Although variance among students in a SE in 

some cases increased the conflict rate, this 

variance did not seem to affect rate of 

success. Indeed, students seemed to enjoy 

discussions and giving and getting input 

suggesting the pros outweigh the cons of a 

teaching practice where diversity among SE 

groups was encouraged. As many students 

pointed out that all Adizes’s four roles were 

important in the SE team, further education 

should continue to encourage students to 

create SE teams according to these team 

roles, rather than teaming with their friends. 

Yet more research is needed to further 

investigate the impact of team roles on 

collaboration, disagreements and success in 

SE teams with a more varied role distribution.
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