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The importance of creating an entrepreneurial university is vital to achieving
sustainable national economic growth. Despite numerous studies conducted
to elaborate an entrepreneurial university conceptualization, framework and
measurement, the results are mostly fragmented and remain at an embryonic
stage. The research reported here proposes a systematic framework for an
entrepreneurial university as the preliminary stage for further development
in research and practice.
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1. Introduction

The concept of an Entrepreneurial University
(EU) plays a key role within a knowledge economy
since considerable learning is developed within a
university through the three core activities of
teaching, research, and community services. A
university is considered to be the vital catalyst of
national economic and social development.
Therefore, for these reasons, many beneficiaries of
this phenomenon are attempting to foster the
development of an entrepreneurial university.
Recently, although several studies have tried to
explore the phenomenon, only limited, evidence-
based and relevant literature exists on the concept
and framework of an entrepreneurial university
(Sooreh et al,, 2011). The research reported here is
the preliminary stage in building a systematic
framework for an entrepreneurial university. Its
focus is that of exploring such an institution’s
conceptualization from ontological, epistemological,
and methodological viewpoints. This stage is very
important in fulfilling the need for a more holistic
view of constructing a systematic framework for this
phenomenon.

2. Literature review
The importance of creating an entrepreneurial

university is vital to achieving sustainable national
economic growth. Despite several studies conducted
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to explore this institutional phenomenon, the
current literature on the subject has been reviewed
in an unsystematic way (Rothaermel et al.,, 2007).
The results of investigation into the concept of the
entrepreneurial university, its framework and
measurement, are mostly fragmented and remain in
their preliminary phase (Guerrero and Urbano,
2012; Salamzadeh et al., 2011). This knowledge gap
requires the adopting of a holistic view in order to
build a systematic framework for an entrepreneurial
university (Zhou, 2008). The purpose of this
research is to better understand the phenomena and
provide some guidance as to its future agenda.

The university must transform its internal culture
in order to provide an environment conducive to
supporting its efforts to become an entrepreneurial
institution. The case study conducted by Philpott et
al. (2011) revealed that an inherent motivation to
undertake entrepreneurial activity is better than a
top-down approach to fostering an entrepreneurial
university. The latter should address the obstacles
regarding an understanding of the concept of the
entrepreneurial university which is represented in
institutional goals and objectives. Zhou (2008) found
that the pathway to an entrepreneurial university
begins with government-industry-university
collaboration. Such collaboration starts with
industry funding of academic research which has the
potential to be commercialized. Sergey et al. (2015)
reviewed the USA’s experience in creating the new
national innovative infrastructure for Russia-the
Proof of Concept Center (POOC), highlighting the
correlation between the establishment of POCC and
the increasing number of innovative companies.
Another study was conducted by Chang et al. (2016)
which highlighted regressions suggesting that both
levels of Research Ambidexterity (RA) facilitate
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departmental and individual commerecial
performance. The paper concludes that the
development of RA in entrepreneurial universities
should be considered as building multi-level
relationships between universities, departments and
individuals. Liu (2012) stated that in China,
universities have always been linked with industry.
Huazhong University of Science and Technology
originated from the demands of industrial
development. Alexandera and Evgeniy (2012) stated
that Russia has built an innovative infrastructure,
engendered an entrepreneurial culture, and actively
promoted the concept an entrepreneurial university.
Indeed, such institutions were the original drivers of
the Triple Helix model which, in brief, describes the
development of innovation involving multiple
relationships between university, industry, and
government.

The EC (2012) proposed guidelines for EUs
consisting of seven elements; Leadership and
Governance, Organizational Capacity, People and

Incentives, Entrepreneurship development in
teaching and learning, Pathways for entrepreneurs,
University - business/external relationships for

knowledge exchange, the Entrepreneurial University
as an internationalized institution and Measuring the
impact of the Entrepreneurial University. This
framework constitutes an assessment tool to identify
the university’s strengths, weaknesses and identify
ways forward to foster the developments of EU
characteristics. Ziyae and Tajpour (2016) proposed
the model of driver factors toward an
entrepreneurial university. The result of their study
has suggested the positive and significant effects of
the organizational, individual, institutional, and

environmental factors on entrepreneurial
universities in science and technology parks.
Another model of entrepreneurial university

proposed by Guerrero et al. (2015) promoted the
three core missions of teaching, research, and
entrepreneurial activities to develop economic and
social aspects. In particular, the outcomes of its
missions are the development of human capital,
knowledge capital, social capital, and
entrepreneurship capital.

There are four classifications of articles on EU-
related issues, namely; the Entrepreneurial
University Framework, Institutional Environment,
Entrepreneurial Activities, and Entrepreneurial
Impacts. Most authors conduct empirical studies
with the main focus on entrepreneurial activities and
the entrepreneurial environment. Few studies
present a conceptualization of EU and even fewer
build on a framework to elaborate on it.

3. Research methodology

This conceptual research is used deductive
method to construct the framework of
Entrepreneurial University. The steps to build the
framework are as follows:

a. Problem statement
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b. Preliminary literature review to find the research
gap

c. Constructing the framework to fill the research
gap

1) Phase 1: Ontological assumptions

2) Phase 2: Epistemological assumptions

3) Phase 3: Methodological assumptions

4) Phase 4: Integrating concept

5) Phase 5: Synthesizing the concept

6) Phase 6: Building the framework of an
Entrepreneurial University
d. Discussion to analyze the contribution of

framework
e. Conclusions to summarize the main findings and
scientific contributions
4. Constructing the
framework

proposed conceptual

A systematic framework constitutes a basic, well-
organized, conceptual structure incorporating the
comprehensive principles within a particular field of
knowledge. It indicates the clearly-structured
responsibilities of key stakeholders and patterns of
interaction between them. The procedures necessary
to follow when building this type of systematic
framework are as follows (Ghina et al.,, 2015).

4.1. Phase 1: Ontological assumptions

Ontological assumptions relate to knowledge of
the way things are, the nature of reality, real
existence, and real action (Jabareen, 2009). Based on
the topic of this research, the ontological questions
focus on the form and nature of reality in the
entrepreneurial university and how we understand
its existence. The answer to these questions is
external to the researcher and can be both captured
by our senses and predicted on the basis of
knowledge of previous causal events.

In effect, the entrepreneurial university is playing
a vital role in the economic development of a range
of countries. Universities, particularly those
entrepreneurial in nature, are important actors in
the "Triple Helix" of University-Industry-
Government relations that promotes science-based
innovative product/services (Etzkowitz and Zhou,
2006). This means the reality of the entrepreneurial
university is assumed to be a vital aspect of overall
economic development. However, in the real world,
some beneficiaries of this phenomenon behave in an
ambiguous manner starting from its
conceptualization through to framework and
measurement. In other words, a holistic view of the
relevant literature that could guide universities to
act entrepreneurially is lacking.

The reality of low entrepreneurial impact, both
locally and globally, leads universities to stimulate
job and wealth creation through excellence in
education, research and by enhancing the third
mission of service, that of being expected to support
the commercializing of research, licensing of
technology, creating of university spin-offs,
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introducing of entrepreneurship programs, and
expanding  of  university-industry  relations.
Universities are being encouraged to take an
entrepreneurial path (Foss and Gibson, 2015). In
turn, entrepreneurial universities take the lead in
developing their economic and social aspects. An
entrepreneurial university is objectively interpreted
and emerges in an ongoing manner through a series
of entrepreneurial processes within higher
education boundaries.

The next task is to map the spectrum of
disciplinary literature regarding the phenomenon of
the entrepreneurial university. This process includes
identifying text types and other sources of data. The
term ‘entrepreneurial university’ can be found in the
discipline of education within an entrepreneurship
context. The term ‘Entrepreneurial University’ is
defined in previous literature on the subject. The
mapping of the definitions adapted from Garcia-
Aracil et al. (2013) can be seen in Table 1.

Table 1: Mapping of the definition of an Entrepreneurial University (Garcia-Aracil et al.,, 2013)

TERM

DEFINITION

“Universities that are considering new sources of funds like patents, research under by contracts and entry into a
partnership with a private enterprise”.
“The entrepreneurial university involves the creation of new business ventures by university professors,
technicians, or students”.

“University technology transfer is defined as formal efforts to capitalize upon university research by bringing
research outcomes to fruition as commercial ventures. Formal efforts are in turn defined as organizational units
with explicit responsibility for promoting technology transfer”.

“An entrepreneurial university, on its own, seeks to innovate in how it goes to business. It seeks to work out a
substantial shift in organizational character so as to arrive at a more promising posture for the future.
Entrepreneurial universities seek to become “stand-up” universities that are significant actors in their own terms”.
“An entrepreneurial university can mean three things: the university itself, as an organization becomes
entrepreneurial; the member of the university are turning themselves somehow into entrepreneurs; and the

Entrepreneurial
University

interaction of the university with the environment”.
“The entrepreneurial university is characterized by close university-business partnerships, by greater faculty

responsibility for accessing external sources of funding, and by a managerial ethos in institutional governance,

leadership and planning”.

“As at the heart of any entrepreneurial culture, entrepreneurial universities have the ability to innovate, recognize
and create opportunities, work in teams, take risks and respond to challenges”.
“Just as the university trains individual students and sends them out into the world, the entrepreneurial university is
a natural incubator, providing support structures for teachers and students to initiative new ventures: intellectual,

commercial and conjoint”.

“An entrepreneurial university is based both commercialization (customs made further education courses,
consultancy services and extension activities) and commoditization (patents, licensing or student owned star-ups”.
“....is nothing more than a seller of services in the knowledge industry....”

“Entrepreneurialism is a reflection both of institutional adaptiveness to a changing environment and of the capacity
of universities to produce innovation through research and new ideas”.

Thus, according to the definition contained in
previous literature, the entrepreneurial university
can be understood as a flexible organization that
interacts with its social and economic environment.
This enables it to stimulate job and wealth creation
by excelling in education, research, and enhancing
the third mission of service that the latter is
expected to promote. This mission covers the
commercializing of research, licensing of technology,
creating of university spin-offs, introducing of
entrepreneurship programs, expanding of
university-industry relations, together with other
entrepreneurial activities.

4.2. Phase 2: Epistemological assumptions

Epistemology is also concerned with providing a
philosophical grounding for deciding what kinds of
knowledge are possible and how we can ensure that
they are both adequate and legitimate (Crotty,
2003).

For the epistemological question of how we
know what entrepreneurial universities really are

the answer lies in the knowledge of the
entrepreneurial university being objective and
generated deductively from the theory of

entrepreneurship? The knowledge and concept of
the entrepreneurial university are created through
interaction between people and their environment
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(the learning process) within higher education
boundaries. Within this view, knowledge of the
entrepreneurial university is regarded as an
objective phenomenon. Universities are being
encouraged to take an entrepreneurial turn in
identifying the transition that challenges them as
institutions, beyond their first mission
(education/teaching) and second mission (research)
(Foss and Gibson, 2015).

4.3. Phase 3: Methodological assumptions

Methodology is the strategy, plan of action,
process or design lying behind the choice and use of
particular methods and linking the choice and use of
these methods to the desired outcomes (Crotty,
2003). The methodological aspect explains how a
researcher forms perceptions about a specific
phenomenon being investigated.

The question underlying methodological
assumptions is that of how a researcher forms
perceptions about the phenomenon of the

entrepreneurial university. The transactional nature
of this research topic is acquired through the
deductive method; hence the framework could be
applied in any universities. It is important to review
the previous literature regarding how to develop an
entrepreneurial university, so that it can be
synthesized when building a systematic framework.
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The methodological assumptions of how to develop
an entrepreneurial university is a longitudinal
process of social interaction within higher education
boundaries. Moreover, it should have consequences
for the theoretical framework of such educational
institutions and use of theory in the field of
entrepreneurship.

4.4. Phase 4: Integrating concept

The aim in this phase is to integrate the process
in phases 1, 2 and 3; and to group together the
concept that emerges from the literature. This phase
describes the ontological, epistemological and

methodological assumptions related to
entrepreneurial graduates. The framework path is
illustrated in Fig. 1.

4.5. Phase 5: Synthesizing the concept

This phase is iterative and includes repetitive
synthesis until the general theoretical framework
plausible. It is explained through an in-depth
discussion of how to develop an entrepreneurial
university. The conceptual framework starts from
three core missions within the university consisting
of Teaching Activities, Research Activities, and
Service Activities.

ONTOLOGICAL ASSUMPTIONS:

What is the form and nature of reality in an entrepreneurial university? How can we understand the existence of an
entrepreneurial university?

The reality of low entrepreneurial impact, both locally and globally, leads universities to stimulate both job and wealth creation by
excelling in education, research, and enhancing the third mission of service. These steps are expected to promote the
commercializing of research, licensing of technology, creating of university spin-offs, introducing of entrepreneurship programs,
and expanding of university-industry relations. The Entrepreneurial University is objectively interpreted and emerges
progressively through a series of entrepreneurial processes within higher education boundaries.

EPISTEMOLOGICAL ASSUMPTIONS:

How do we know what the nature of the entrepreneurial university really is?
Knowledge is objective and generated deductively from theory: The knowledge and concept of entrepreneurial university are
created through interaction between people and their interpreted environment within higher education boundaries.

METHODOLOGICAL ASSUMPTIONS:

How does a researcher form perceptions about the phenomenon of the entrepreneurial university?
Deductive method: Developing the entrepreneurial university is a longitudinal process of social interaction within higher
education boundaries and should have consequences for the theoretical framework of this form of higher education
institution and use of theory in the entrepreneurship field.

Fig. 1: The framework path of Entrepreneurial University

4.51. The first mission: Teaching activities

Universities educate and train students who
become professionals or entrepreneurs after
graduation. Hence, entrepreneurial universities
could have an impact on economic concepts about
human capital. The latter term refers to the stock of
competencies, knowledge, abilities, and skills gained
through education and training. Therefore,
entrepreneurial universities could contribute to
economic impact through the generation, attraction,
and retention of talented human capital and
entrepreneurs (Guerrero et al,, 2015). The outcomes
of the first mission are entrepreneurial mindsets and
skills which promote a wide range of career
opportunities  including intrapreneurs, self-
employment, and entrepreneurs (ACEEU, 2016), a
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process referred to as human investment (Guerrero
et al, 2015). Entrepreneurship education within a
university has the goal of developing entrepreneurial
graduates as human capital who attain a high
standard of competence, either as professionals or
entrepreneurs. An entrepreneurial graduate is a
person who has successfully completed a course of
study and demonstrates the spirit or mindset,
behavior, attitude, and skills of an entrepreneur.
Such  behavior includes; opportunity-seeking,
initiative-taking, = ownership of development,
commitment to seeing things through to a successful
conclusion, personal locus of control (autonomy),
intuitive decision-making with limited information,
networking capacity, strategic thinking, negotiation
capacity, selling/persuasive capacity, achievement
orientation, and the willingness to take risks in order
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to make a profit, and addressing economic and social
needs (Ghina et al,, 2015).

Institutional goals can be placed on the input side
as a trigger to develop graduates’ competencies. In
order to support their goals, universities create
course content, incorporating this into curricula
related to its specific goals and target audiences, and
an appropriate learning approach is required to
deliver it effectively. To achieve goals, there are
three key actors involved within a university setting,
namely students, staff, and institution. They have
their own attributes within the education process,
such as ability, opportunity and incentive aspects
(Piper, 1993). This framework is used as a guideline
for effective learning within a university (Ghina et al,,
2015).

4.5.2. The second mission: Research activities

Research activities such as copyrights, patents,
licenses, and trademarks are identified to generate,
transfer and commercialize new knowledge. Expert
researchers who facilitate both internal and external
innovation and knowledge transfer at an institution
will have an impact on economic and social aspects
(Guerrero et al., 2015). The outcomes of the second
mission consist of income and intellectual
contributions with a high potential for
commercialization (ACEEU, 2016). This is referred to
as knowledge investment (Guerrero et al., 2015).

4.5.3. The third mission: Third stream activities

The Third Mission complements the two missions
of teaching and research. Alongside these more
traditional roles, universities and public sector
research establishments need to play a greater role
as stimulators and facilitators of knowledge transfer
to business and society. This Third Mission supports
the structures, processes and outcomes of
interaction between universities and the wider
community. Via such Third Mission activities,
universities seek to generate, apply and use
knowledge and capabilities outside academic
environments. The Third Mission covers not only the
commercialization of academic knowledge through
collaboration with industry, patenting and licensing,
creation of spin-off companies, but also includes
participation in policy-making and involvement in
social and cultural life. The complexity of this issue
reflects the richness of the bounds linking HEIs to
society at large (Molas-Gallart et al, 2002). The
Third Mission is interpreted as a university’s social
and entrepreneurial activities within the wider
community. Entrepreneurial activities can take a
variety of forms, joint ventures, spin-offs, start-ups,
incubators and science parks being some of the tools
used by universities to promote the development of
new businesses. Universities also set up business
competitions and funding facilities to support
entrepreneurial activities (Molas-Gallart et al,
2002).
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Entrepreneurial activities also focus on the
creation of new companies that involve stakeholders
across all university levels; university management,

academicians, researchers, and potential
entrepreneurs among under- and postgraduate
students. An entrepreneurial university could

generate new start-ups that address the needs of
industry and society (Guerrero et al, 2015). The
goals of the Third Mission include social and
entrepreneurial investment (Guerrero et al.,, 2015;
Molas-Gallart et al., 2002).

4.6. Phase 6: Building the framework of an
Entrepreneurial University

This phase is a re-synthesis comprising several
concepts necessary to build the systematic
framework of an EU. The form of that framework
covers the differences between what universities
have (abilities), what they support (opportunity),
and what they provide (incentive) in each of three
basic activities (Teaching, Research, and Service).
For each basic activity, the framework includes a trio
of important stakeholders (student, lecturer, and
institution) each with their own respective roles
within the university. The effective conditions
necessary for fulfilling the three missions of a
university are the internal stakeholder’s ability to
identify appropriate opportunities and experience
adequate incentive if the activities are carried out.
This process is known as engagement. A systematic
framework for an entrepreneurial university can be
seen in Fig. 2. The outcome of the first mission is
engagement with learning which can be
characterized by the creation of entrepreneurial
students / graduates as a form of human investment.
The means of measuring the output of the first
mission is students or graduates’ level of
entrepreneurial competence. The outcome of the
second mission is engagement with research which
can be characterized by the promotion of science /
technology = commercialization as knowledge
investment. Measuring the output of second
mission's centers on the number and quality of
publications, Intellectual Property Right (IPR), and
start-ups. The outcome of the Third Mission is
community engagement which can be characterized
as the applicability and exploitation of
science/technology commercialization as social
investment. Numbers of contracts, contract fees, and
the impact on industry, society, and the environment
are used to quantify Third Mission output.

Universities can provide the appropriate
environments for student and lecturer/ academic
staff to execute their respective roles effectively.
These environments should be conducive to
transforming institutions into entrepreneurial
universities and should possess clarity of vision and
strategy, effective leadership and governance,
relevant policy and practice in order to develop an
entrepreneurial culture and mindset. The
entrepreneurial university builds on co-innovation
and co-creation within the three institutional
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missions regarding sustainability. The university
must have an “Assurance of Learning” to guarantee
the quality of its three core activities. The
entrepreneurial university’s goals and objectives
must be stated clearly and understood by all key
stakeholders (student, lecturer, institution).
Furthermore, the university has to use the outcome-

based approach to conducting three core activities
(teaching, research, and community service). The
important elements are the regular checking of
outputs/outcomes  with  systematic evidence
gathering from measurements taken in order to
achieve continuous improvement.

v

STUDENTS

‘What makes three core missions
effective for students?

LECTURER

‘What makes three core missions
effective for lecturer?

HAVE ABILITY TO DO HAVE ABILITY TO DO
THREE CORE MISSIONS: THREE CORE MISSIONS:
Recruitment and selection of Recruitment and selection of
students staff/lecturer;

Direct Assessment

Performance evaluation

HAVE OPPORTUNITY TO DO HAVE OPPORTUNITY TO DO
THREE CORE MISSIONS: THREE CORE MISSIONS:
Course contract; Workload;

Program supports:
Integrated Curriculum (Research

and Entrepreneurship embedded in

Program supports:
Fund allocation for three core

missions;

curriculum); Knowledge sharing;
Fund allocation for three core Guest lecture invitation;
missions; Company visit
Delivery methods; Visiting professor;

Academic and business mentoring;
Student’s exchange;

Company visit;
Student’s internship
Guest lecture;
Competition;
Exhibition;

Investor day;
Students activity unit

Facilities supports:

Learning material;
Entrepreneurship center /
Incubator;

Research center / Science park;
Intellectual Property Rights (IPR)
center;

Community service center

V

Lecturer/Staff flow to industry
(Internship) and vice versa;
Expertise group

Facilities supports:

Learning material;
Entrepreneurship center /
Incubator;

Research center / Science park;
Intellectual Property Rights (IPR)
center;

Community service center

HAVE INCENTIVE TODO HAVE INCENTIVE TO DO
THREE CORE MISSIONS: THREE CORE MISSIONS:
Scholarship; Pay and incentive schema;
Grading system; Life and health insurance;

Peer Review for teamwork;
Rewards system for students;
Intellectual Property Rights (IPR)

Rewards system for lecturer;
Intellectual Property Rights (IPR)

v

T

INSTITUTION

‘What makes entrepreneurial
university effective?

IMPROVING ABILITY TO DO
THREE CORE MISSIONS:
Seminar;

Training / Workshop

IMPROVING OPPORTUNITY
TO DO THREE CORE
MISSIONS:

Leadership and governance;
Research contract with industry;
Joint research with another
institutions;

Collaboration between students and
lecturer to do community service
(business consultancy to miero/
small business enterprise);
Product Commercialization
(Start-up) by students and lecturer;
Join ventures;

Spin-offs;

Social networking with alumni,
industry, government, and
community;

Sharing of facilities utilization
inside and outside institution;
Commercialization of facilities

IMPROVING INCENTIVE TO
DO THREE CORE MISSIONS:
Career planning;

Sabbatical leave;

Partnering with industry (trainer /
facilitator);

Advisory work / consultancy to
industry

)

improvement.

ASSURANCE OF LEARNING

* Desirable entrepreneurial university goals and objectives must be stated explicitly.
= Use an outcome-based approach to gain the key area of learning process.

Systematically gather evidence from measurement.
* Analyze and interpret evidence to ensure goals are met and to get

continuous

\2

OUTPUT OF FIRST MISSION
Entrepreneurial Graduates
(Human Investment)

W

OUTPUT MEASUREMENT
Level of entrepreneurial
competence

OUTPUT OF SECOND MISSION
Science/Technology Commercialization
(Knowledge Investment)

\

v

OUTPUT OF THIRD MISSION
Expertise Service to Community
(Social & Entrepreneurship Investment)

OUTPUT MEASUREMENT
Numbers and quality of publication,
Intellectual Property Right (IPR), start-up

v

OUTPUT MEASUREMENT
Numbers of contract, contract fee,
impacts (to industry, society,
environment)

Fig. 2: The framework of Entrepreneurial University (EU)
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5. Discussion

The main finding of this research is the
conceptual model analysis of a systematic
framework for EU as a means of developing an
entrepreneurial university. This framework covers
all key actors within the university. Each actor has
his/her own role in creating effective teaching,
research, and third stream activities. The scientific
contribution of this research is the use of the
proposed systematic framework in pursuit of several
goals: (a) to understand the priorities for effective
teaching in order to create better human investment,
(b) to identify areas of opportunity for learning
improvement, (c) to understand the priorities for
effective research as a means of promoting better
knowledge investment, (d) to identify areas of
opportunity for research improvement, (e) to
understand the priorities for effective third stream
activities, thereby encouraging social and
entrepreneurship investment, (f) to identify areas of
opportunity for third stream activities improvement,
(g) to help university management understand the
key stakeholders’ needs to develop entrepreneurial
university, (h) to give better understanding of how
to measure the output from three core activities
within a university.

The study conducted by Salamzadeh et al. (2011)
proposed a systematic framework for an
entrepreneurial university using the Input-Process-
Output-Outcome (IPOO) Model. The framework
covers all vital elements of learning for an
entrepreneurial university such as input, process,
output, and outcome. However, there is unclear
structured responsibility of key stakeholders within
the university (students, staff, institution) related to
those main valuable aspects. The IPOO model does
not show the pattern of interaction among its key
stakeholders and the assurance of learning.
Meanwhile, Salamzadeh et al., (2011) considered the
entrepreneurial university to be an Entrepreneur
Organization that emphasizes three defining
characteristics: the university has to implement an
entrepreneurial management style (institution); the
members should act entrepreneurially (student and
staff); and the institution has a clear entrepreneurial
pattern to interact with its environment (student,
staff, and institution). The guiding framework
proposed by the EC (2012) covered seven factors
likely to be typical of an EU. These include helping
universities to identify their current situation and
find opportunities to foster the characteristics of an
EU. However, there is unclear structured
responsibility regarding the key stakeholders within
the university (students, staff, institution) related to
those factors. Besides, the questionnaires devised by
the EC (2012) covered general, rather than detailed,
statements to measure these seven EU
characteristics. The EU framework proposed by
them does not categorize the characteristics into the
three core missions of teaching, research, and
service. Nor does it clearly classify which factors are
related to each aspect of these three core missions.
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Ultimately, this framework’s output and the means
of measuring it if the university does succeed in
fostering those seven EU factors are unclear.

The systematic framework proposed by this
study covers three important key stakeholders
within a university, namely; student, lecturer, and
institution. All key stakeholders have their own role
and responsibility regarding the three core activities
within university; teaching activities, research
activities, and third stream activities. The effective
process toward developing an entrepreneurial
university involves engagement with the three core
activities within the educational institution
concerned. This systematic framework can be used
as the guidelines to identify the priorities for making
continuous improvement towards sustainability
when developing an entrepreneurial university. The
limitation of this framework is not divided the
assurance of learning for each core mission, it needs
further exploration if the student, lecturer, and
institution aspect has the same or different
assurance of learning.

6. Conclusion

The main findings of this conceptual research
comprise; the need for a systematic framework as a
guideline for effective teaching, research, and third
stream activities to develop an entrepreneurial
university, the institution’s need to manage three
key stakeholders, namely students, staff, and the
institution itself in order to achieve these goals, and
the assurance of learning so as to guarantee the
effectiveness of the three core missions that also has
to be well-managed by the institution. Previous
studies discussed the driver factors of an
entrepreneurial university only partially, focusing
their research mainly on entrepreneurial activities
and institutional environment. Few explored the
collaborative work between several elements within
an entrepreneurial university and the means of
developing such an entity. This research offers a fully
systematic approach to exploring abilities,
opportunities and incentives in order to foster the
engagement of key university stakeholders. This
systematic framework is expected to review the
roles of students, lecturers and the institution in
creating satisfactorily three core mission activities
within the university.

The scientific contribution of this research is a
building process of the proposed systematic
framework as a guideline when investigating the
phenomenon of the EU. It can be used to describe

successful practices in managing university
capabilities and activities to develop truly
entrepreneurial educational institutions. This

approach is expected to enable the exploration of all,
rather than only some aspects which are necessary
for effective core mission activities to occur within a
university.

It is expected that this conceptual research will
provide a guideline for practitioners such as policy-
makers, lecturers, researchers, and curriculum
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developers for the development of a systematic EU
framework useful to developing an entrepreneurial
university. This creates both more knowledge and
technology commercialization that could increase
job creation and sustainable economic growth. The
future research suggested consists of conduct-
mapping and evaluation to gain a Dbetter
understanding of a university’s core mission
effectiveness in order to further its development as
an entrepreneurial entity. This mapping and
evaluation should be applied to several universities
as a means of gaining useful insight into the
optimum learning practices. Cross-case analysis can

be conducted to discover patterns useful to
formulating a theory of the entrepreneurial
university.
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