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1. Introduction

Generally speaking, the EUEREK project pretends to look for connections between university entrepreneurialism and the main traits of the HEIs. In other chapters of this report it has been analysed the connection between funding, teaching, research, etc with the entrepreneurial character of the institutions in our sample. In the chapter we will analyse the organisational structure of HEIs, especially governance and organisational changes, in connection to entrepreneurialism. We will consider not only the internal structure of HEIs but also other environmental characteristics that could be important for this analysis.

In the first part of the chapter we discuss the concept of governance, and we analyse the tendencies in Europe and the recent recommendations for reforming governance coming from the European Commission. In the second part we analyse our sample of 27 universities trying to connect the organisational characteristics of these universities with the idea of entrepreneurialism.

2. University governance: concepts and trends

2.1. Governance: meaning and conflicts.

As Shattock (2006) states: “Organisational Governance has become of much more interest in recent years – in higher education as much as in companies and charitable bodies”. Consequently, there is relevant and recent literature on governance, and specifically on university governance (Bargh, et al., 1996; Braun and Merrien, 1999; Amaral et al., 2002; Weber, 2004; Shattock, 2006; Jansen D., 2006). Nevertheless, in this chapter we are taking a policy orientation and we will discuss practical facts and policy trends in university governance.

University governance is related to collective control towards common institutional goals. It could be defined as the way as public and private actors seek to solve university organisational problems. Governance raises questions about who decides when on what. Governance is also related to the institutional capacity to change and to change properly and timely to institutional needs.

Clark (1983) defined his well-known triangle of coordination with three corners acting as attractive forces for higher education systems. The author named these forces as Market, State and Academic Oligarchy. Each system (or each institution) could be located in some place within the triangle depending on how much these forces are dominating the system. This is a simple but extremely visual way of presenting the position of systems in relation to dominant forces on university governance. In the same sense, but being more sophisticated it can be considered that university governance has five dimensions. These dimensions can be found, in different proportions and with different predominant effects, in most systems or HEIs (Schimank, 2005):

· State regulation concerns the traditional notion of top-down authority vested in the state. This dimension refers to regulation by directives; the government prescribes in detail behaviours under particular circumstances.

· Stakeholder guidance concerns activities that direct institutions through goal setting and advice. In public higher education systems the government is usually an important stakeholder but certainly not the only player in this respect. It may delegate certain powers to guide to other actors, such as intermediary bodies or representatives of industry in university boards. 

· Academic self-governance concerns the role of professional communities within higher education systems. This mechanism is institutionalised in collegial decision-making within universities and the peer review-based self-steering of academic communities, for instance in decisions of funding agencies.

· Managerial self-governance concerns hierarchies within higher education institutions as organisations. Here the role of institutional leadership in internal goal setting, regulation, and decision-making is at stake. 

· Competition for resources within and between universities takes place mostly not on “real” markets but on “quasi-markets” where performance evaluations by peers substitute the demand pull from customers.

To some extent these dimensions are in conflict in each higher education system or in each institution. Weber (2004) points out the following main types of conflicts:

· Relationship with the state. In many countries, the rules imposed by the state, as well as its permanent temptation to politically micro-manage the institution, are putting a serious brake on the willingness and capacity to change. However, emphasis should be placed on convincing the state that the lack of real autonomy is counter-productive in the long run.

· Internal governance. The traditional organisational structures and systems of university governance restrain them from adapting rapidly enough. The great majority of universities have always been governed according to what is referred to as a system of collegial governance; decisions are made collectively, mainly between faculty, directors, deans and rectors. However, this decision-making system now appears to be less and less adequate for the new environment, which requires strong leadership in order to realise future-orientated decisions, which cannot always count on the consensus of all involved. To make the decision process as efficient as possible, it is important to state clearly which body or person is making the decision and is responsible for it, which bodies must be consulted before the decision is made and which body is validating the decision.

· Management tools. One of the main challenges of governance is to find the right means or tools to secure the effective participation of the people concerned by a policy change and to encourage them to spontaneously take initiatives in line with the general policy.

2.2. Organisational changes and governance trends in European universities

A state of flux is the only real common denominator in European higher education along the last decade. There is not a single European higher education system where no significant change has been implemented in the last five to ten years including the structure of higher education, governance, management and control, financing, and quality assurance.
Universities are challenged in all aspects of their activities; the nature of their students, the way they deliver knowledge and do research, the way they interact with the civil society, business, the state and other universities, and the manner in which they manage their human resources. Consequently, universities have to cope with new challenges and many of them are related to governance. 

In response to these needs, governance of universities is undergoing change in most European countries. The main lines of the current trends are the following:

· More autonomy. Enhancing institutional autonomy has probably been the overarching governance trend in European higher education over the last two decades. The degree of change varies between countries and in all respects. Generally speaking, in the areas of staff management and recruitment, particularly with respect to student selection, further progress seems possible, whereas in funding –lump sum instead of line item budgeting- institutions clearly now have more room to make their own decisions (Haug & Kirstein, 1999).
· Less state regulation. The rearrangement of the public sector as a whole is a central issue for the debate on university governance. There is a switch from traditionally legalistic steering mechanisms of top-down implementation of normative formulae to a more economically driven steering system based on contractual consent on objectives to be achieved. Generally speaking, the state’s new role may be called facilitative as it creates a viable higher education environment in which the state controls the outcomes at the state level without much detailed interference. Keywords like accountability and concepts like New Public Management or network governance (‘state supervision’, ‘the evaluative state’) are gradually replacing the traditional focus on state control and academic collegial governance (Neave and Vught, 1991). State control is giving way to more self-management in the name of efficiency and responsiveness to society’s diverse needs. Institutions are being encouraged to increase their capacity and willingness to become engaged in the production of useful knowledge. New steering devices have been introduced, while output funding and multi-year agreements with the higher education institutions provide illustrative examples. Former state responsibilities have not only been transferred to the institutions but to other intermediate organisations such as research councils. 

Nevertheless, state retains influence on university development. State oversight is evolving into sometimes elaborated systems of incentives and sanctions that allow governments to continue utilising their higher education sectors by ‘steering from a distance’. For this objective, two mechanisms are mostly used: a) Performance-based funding contracts for delivering public funds to universities; and b) quality assurance procedures to guarantee citizens the quality of what universities are offering.

· University leadership is increasing and collegial models are loosing relevance. Enhancing institutional autonomy has meant a strengthening of institutional leadership, particularly in those higher education systems where traditionally the institutional top level was relatively weak. In Europe, the decentralised collegial decision-making within universities is in the process of being replaced by managerial self-governance. As top-down regulation by governments decreases, the university leadership is strengthened. In many cases this has led to a further rationalisation in the institutions and in many cases also implies putting in place new ‘hierarchies’ in which institutional leadership holds a central role. This also places new strains on the institutions’ central administration, including the setting up of new offices in the area of technology transfer, internationalisation, etc. 

In many countries the introduction on new bodies has taken place at the apex of higher education institutions. Supervisory boards or ‘boards of trustees’ have been installed, frequently composed of ‘lay members’ (high profile persons from the community and from industry). These supervisory boards are expected to make the general public more vested in the institutions’ processes. Another trend in this respect is that institutional leaders are in some cases being appointed instead of elected.

On the contrary, collegial self-governance is a loser of all the changes in governing universities across Europe. Traditional notions of collegiality and consensus-based decision-making have increasingly come under pressure, making room for ‘business-like’ management and ‘professionalisation’ of administrative structures. Borrowing instruments from the private sector, institutions have tried to enhance their possibilities to streamline the organisation in order to cope with an increasingly complex environment.
· More market influence. The greater reliance on market signals brings a shift in decision making power not just from government, but also from educational institutions to the consumer or client, whether student, business, or the general public. Through competition, higher education institutions are being driven to become more sensitive to their varied consumers’ demands.
· More co-operation with society. Universities across Europe are more or less responsible towards society for their role in terms of autonomy and accountability. University cooperation with each other and with the private sector (industry) is enhanced (joint research) and supported by governments in all countries (public-private partnerships and/or funding). Knowledge exchange and technology transfer are instruments commonly used to link up with society. 

New actors at the national level are entering the higher education scene, especially given their interest in the emerging knowledge society and technology transfer. In this respect the role of the state has become one of a network manager. From this point of view a new mode of governance has emerged: multi actor, multi level governance.

The greater stakeholder scrutiny is forcing European universities to become more innovative and entrepreneurial. Amidst the rapidly changing European environment, universities are seeking new ways of adapting to the changes they are facing. In some circumstances this involves adopting policies or practices from other systems; in others, it involves developing creative solutions to meet each country’s unique circumstances.

· Accountability. One of the consequences of enhanced institutional autonomy has been higher levels of accountability as well as more stringent and detailed procedures for quality assurance (‘the rise of the evaluative state’). Greater institutional autonomy has meant greater responsibility for higher education institutions. This means that they have to redefine the ways in which they inform their stakeholders about their performances. Additional demands are placed on the academic leadership, which in turn requires new modes of communication with and assistance from the decentralised units (faculties, schools, institutes, departments). New procedures and rules structures are being put in place.
The changes occurring today represent, in part, an effort to redress ‘government failures’ (Wolf, 1993) of the past. At the same time, the pace and reach of the changes now taking place raise the distinct possibility that policymakers are fixing one problem by creating another. Markets breed ‘market failures’ and economists are quick to point out that universities are fundamentally different from the textbook firms that shape standard theories (Winston, 1999). If Europe is to succeed in its efforts to create both a Higher Education and Research Area that will drive its economy in the years ahead then striking a balance between these extremes will be crucial.

2.3. University governance reforms in Europe: the Lisbon Strategy approach

Europe needs excellence in its universities, to optimise the processes which underpin the knowledge society and meet the target, set out by the European Council in Lisbon, of becoming ‘the most competitive and dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world, capable of sustainable economic growth with more and better jobs and greater social cohesion’. European universities are crucial in achieving the Lisbon goals, but across the EU they are not yet in a position to deliver their full potential contribution. “Knowledge and innovation are the engines of sustainable growth in Europe today, and universities are crucial for achieving the goals set out by the […] European Council. However, […] there are important weaknesses in the performance of European higher education institutions compared to those of our main competitors, notably the USA. Although the average quality of European universities is rather good, they are not in a position to deliver their full potential to boost economic growth, social cohesion and more and better jobs. The European Commission invites national decision makers to set out measures that would enable universities to play a full role in the Lisbon strategy” (Figel, 2005).
The Lisbon Strategy’s call for curricula, governance and funding reforms not only reflects the growing recognition of how important higher education is to economic and cultural prosperity but also that maintaining the status quo threatens Europe’s dominance as a global higher education competitor. Policymakers express concern that gaps in key indicators like participation rates, gross enrolment ratios and employed researchers are not closing and in some cases even widening.

European universities are the heart of the Europe of knowledge. Future growth and social welfare will rely increasingly on knowledge-intensive industries and services, and ever more jobs will require higher qualified personnel. Europe’s universities face formidable challenges and ever-growing global competition. Far-reaching reforms are needed to enable European universities to meet the challenges of the knowledge society and of globalisation. Without a change in the governance and leadership of their institutions and systems, the European universities will not be able to deal with all the current technological, economic and demographic challenges. Universities need not only to be responsive (to adapt to the changing environment) but also to be responsible for the common long term interest of society (outside and inside the institutions). 

The European Commission urged for prioritising the modernisation of the European universities (EC, 2005). This document emphasises the need of: 

· Less regulation: 

“The over-regulation of university life hinders modernisation and efficiency”.

· More autonomy: 

“In an open, competitive and moving environment, autonomy is a pre-condition for universities to be able to respond to society’s changing needs and to take full account for those responses”.

· More funding for innovation:

“Additional funding should primarily provide incentives and means to those universities (they exist in every system) and to those groups/individuals (they exist in each university) that are willing and able to innovate, reform and deliver high quality in teaching, research and services. This requires more competition-based funding in research and more output-related funding in education”.

· Better leadership: 

“Empowering universities effectively to take and implement decisions by way of a leadership team with sufficient authority and management capacity, enough time in office and ample European/international experience. This is all the more important given the positive link between the quality of universities’ leadership and output”.

In 2006, a new document of the EC (EC, 2006) reinforces the same objectives: 

“Without real autonomy and accountability, universities will be neither really responsive nor innovative. In return for being freed from dysfunctional over-regulation and micro-management, universities need to recognise the importance of accountability and more professional management. 
The EC therefore suggests that: 

“Managing a university is as complex and socially as important as managing an enterprise with thousands of staff and an annual turnover in the hundreds of millions of euros. Member States should build up and reward management and leadership capacities within universities”. 

Consequently, the EC recommends to universities: 

· Take on greater responsibility for their own long-term financial sustainability and be more pro-active in diversifying their research funding portfolios by securing financial resources from a variety of sources, including those beyond the public sector;

· Establish stronger and sustainable partnerships with the business community through collaboration with industry on university-based research and technology initiatives; 

· Exploit knowledge by sharing it with the business community and society at large and better communicate the relevance of their research activities and identify and implement models that allow co-funding of researchers’ basic salary from other sources;

To member states, the EC recommends: 

· Adapt their legal frameworks at national and regional levels to allow universities to develop new models for governing their research activities, including a higher degree of autonomy and new ways of ensuring internal and external accountability;

· Adapt, if necessary, their legal frameworks at national and regional levels to allow universities to diversify their funding sources, including in the domains of procurement policies; to use offset funds for research; to enjoy tax breaks for endowment funding; to encourage researchers to create university research spin-offs and to apply their research results and patents;

· Allow and support universities to develop incentive mechanisms for a better exploitation of knowledge and wider sharing of research results and activities with society and SMEs;

In summary, a more entrepreneurial attitude of universities is considered a necessary way for being responsive to knowledge society demand. It is supposed that this entrepreneurial attitude requires a deep organisational change and, for making it possible, new way of governance.

3. Governance and organisation: Empirical results.

The tendencies in university governance we have described above are present in the sample of universities we are considering. In our data set of 27 universities drawn from six countries, we can identify different types of universities depending on the dimension we consider: ownership, autonomy, governance model, organisational change and some other characteristics of the universities (size, age, location and so on) which to some extent influence both, governance styles and entrepreneurialism. Our purpose is to analyse these dimensions in each institution of our sample, and to find out the possible connections between these dimensions and their entrepreneurial behaviour. The aim of this analysis would be to find out the “entrepreneurial framework” or the “entrepreneurial characteristics” that will allow us to predict the entrepreneurial attitude of one institution.

Before starting this analysis we need to define the concept of entrepreneurialism that we are going to use. Entrepreneurialism is a relatively elusive concept and many definitions are possible (in other chapters of this report this is discussed in more detail). For practical reasons, the following definitions will be considered along this chapter: 

1. Entrepreneurialism broad sense. An institution able to adapt with flexibility to the changing environment. It is able to respond fast to the needs of the society offering the services that this society is demanding. Flexibility and rapid response are the key words to define entrepreneurialism in this broad sense. 
2. Entrepreneurialism strict sense. Institutions which are able to be flexible and to adapt rapidly to the environment but, in addition, are able to transform this environment establishing permanent links mutually beneficial to society at large and to the business sector in particular. Capacity for acting in the environment is the additional key word for entrepreneurial universities in this stricter sense.

3.1. Defining universities in aspects related to entrepreneurialism
3.1.1. Ownership

There are 4 private universities in our sample: University of Buckingham, Cardenal Herrera University, University of Pereslavl and the Academy of Hotel Management and Catering Industry. In spite of the private character, they are completely different in their basic traits, and consequently in their approach to entrepreneurialism.

· The University of Buckingham is a very small teaching oriented institution established two decades ago as the first non public funded British university. In principle, typical criteria of entrepreneurialism do not fit for this institution. They do not pretend to be entrepreneurial in a strict sense, but they need to be (and they probably are) entrepreneurial in the sense of making efforts to attract students, many from abroad, able to pay the high fees of this university. 

“You can’t run an independent university on fees alone. Buckingham has no other source of income, no endowment income, and it tries to survive on fees alone. The University does not have enough income and it is desperately struggling to survive. There is no money to do research.”

· The Cardenal Herrera University is basically a teaching university owned by a religious association. Religious motivations are behind the creation of this university. The lack of diversity in the Spanish model of higher education impels this university (and other similar institutions) to try to be active in research, but the lack of resources, both human and financial, makes it difficult to develop research entrepreneurial activities in strict sense. Nevertheless, the complete dependence on fees makes this university “entrepreneurial” in attracting paying students.

“The strategy is changing constantly. Some of the influential factors are: competition with public universities, the academic authorisations required by government bodies, and the uncertainty about the number of prospective students. The factors which affect private universities are based on the amount of resources, i.e. it is the students themselves who guarantee the minimum amount of revenue required to survive”.

· The Academy of Hotel Management and Catering Industry is a completely different case. It is basically a personal project of an individual trying to cover an important social demand, in this case training in tourism related activities. This is without doubts an entrepreneurial project which does not fit well in the typical idea of entrepreneurial university.

· The University of Pereslavl is also quite different from the rest of private universities. In this case, the idea of founding a new university comes from an advanced research institute in the field of ICT. The university is also placed in an area of high technology industries. It is too young and it is probably early to assess the results, but probably if they are successful, the university could become an active centre of entrepreneurialism in all senses.

The rest of universities are public institutions, although there is a partial exception, the Trade Cooperative University of Moldova which is something like a”joint venture” between the State and the association of consumer cooperatives: “The Trade Cooperative University of Moldova is an institution with collective form of organization of private type of propriety. All its patrimony is public and indivisible; it belongs to the Consumer Cooperatives of Moldova. TCUM is a departmental institution with double subordination: in administration and management of the patrimony is under the authority of the Central Union of Consumer Cooperatives of Moldova, but in questions of organizing the educational process is under the authority of the Ministry of Education, Youth and Sports”.

The first conclusion we can draw from this sample is that the type of ownership, in Europe, is not related to entrepreneurialism in the strict generally understood sense. On the contrary, universities in the private sector are even less entrepreneurial than the public ones, mainly due to the scarce resources for developing research and for establishing connections with the business sector. They have a strong dependence on fees for surviving. Nevertheless, as a consequence of this dependence, all private universities in our sample (and probably all of them in Europe) are also entrepreneurial in the sense of being educationally innovative and in offering attractive courses in order to increase or maintain their only source of resources.

3.1.2. Autonomy

Obviously, the 4 private universities in our sample are fully autonomous, but the situation of public universities in regard to autonomy is quite different. The level of autonomy basically depends on state regulations, but this is not the only factor as we will see later. 

Among the public universities, the British ones have the more developed level of autonomy. On one hand, British universities have a long tradition of independence. At the beginning of the XIX century, State traditional university systems changed around Europe and institutions became in most countries “State institutions”. This did not happen in the United Kingdom and, consequently, British universities are still institutions ruled by private laws contrary to the rest of public universities in most European countries which are under public laws. One exception, in our sample, is the University of Jonkoping in Sweden. This university is owned by a public foundation instead of being directly ruled by the state. It could be said that University of Jonkoping is a private institution owned by the State, although it could be considered a public institution with a special legal status. In any case, this makes the difference compared with the rest of Swedish universities: “There is no set order for how and by whom decisions are to be made as it is in other Swedish state HEIs. Instead it is corporate law which is the guiding principle. There of course exist instructions to faculty boards, boards of admission and examination but they are much simpler than in other HEIs”.

In a second level, we found the rest of Swedish universities which also enjoy a high level of autonomy. “The major change, affecting all HEIs in Sweden, which has influenced university operations and organisation, was the reform in 1993. This reform opened up for more freedom of universities to decide about their own business, internal structure, decision-making bodies etc”. Nevertheless, Swedish universities have a higher dependence on state than the British ones. Tradition, more than legal status, is probably the reason of still having important ties with the State.
In a third level, we have most of the other public universities. Finnish, Spanish and Polish universities have equivalent levels of autonomy. In principle, universities are granted with formal autonomy but states interfere in many details of the university working. In Finland, a rector says:”After all, it is the government that deals with the issues of Finnish universities and their legal aspects, the number of their degrees, their funding and rules and so on. So in a commercial sense the strategic latitude that a single university has is very small”. And a Head of the Finance Office from Finland adds: “Now of course there’s also the fact that funding can be used more freely. But the framework, quite a tight not to mention, does still exist. So I don’t know whether autonomy has really increased. Sometimes it even seems like it has decreased”. Moldovan public universities probably have even a slightly lower level of autonomy than the previous ones (rectors or vice-rectors are elected but they have to be approved by the Ministry of Education). A similar situation is perceived in public Russian universities, where: “Being a state institution, the SU-HSE is subordinated to the policies of the central Ministry of Education”.
Nevertheless, in countries with limited university autonomy, the real autonomy of each institution is to some extent dependent on the ability of the internal governing teams to take the lead. This is the case, for example, of the University of Lapland and the Technical University of Valencia, where strong leadership was able to provide to these universities a higher level of real autonomy than the rest of universities in their countries. The Technical University of Valencia report says: “The general opinion of the interviewees was that national and regional policies have some influence on the mission and strategy (for example, new study plans, research financing, etc.), but it is not a key factor. This means that these policies establish frameworks for action, but that the university has a great deal of room for manoeuvre when making decisions. Many people think that the university is reasonably independent from government policies”. 
There is no question about the relationship between level of autonomy and capacity of universities to be entrepreneurial. Nevertheless, relationships are not linear. In principle autonomy could be considered a necessary condition for entrepreneurialism. This is basically true, but some universities, as the above mentioned of Lapland and Technical of Valencia, seem to be able to take “shortcuts” and to behave as relatively entrepreneurial universities in spite of legal restrictions. In the first case, a young, small, relatively isolated and regional institution uses these limitations to have a proactive behaviour. As the rector of the University of Lapland says: “We’ve always been quite quick to react and change, we’ve been able to meet the needs of the external system and our internal objectives. So, we’ve always tried to act in such a way that our organization maximally supports the achievement of these objectives... And how this organization can also have an impact on this national negotiation system in such way that it actually has some influence. And we’ve carried out these changes quite flexibly on several occasions. This just goes to show that we’re not stuck to any single model”. The case of the State University – Higher School of Economics in Moscow is an example of one institution trying to be entrepreneurial where the lack of autonomy is perceived as an important inhibitor. 
On the other hand, some universities enjoying a great level of autonomy are not fully entrepreneurial in strict sense. In some cases, traditional structures do not allow them to be more entrepreneurial as it could be the case of the University of Lund. “..[some centres] could be considered as being entrepreneurial, certain individuals in particular as well, but not really the whole university”. In other cases, it is the very special characteristics of the institution. This could be the case of the London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine where the high level of specialisation and the strong research orientation do not generate the need of being entrepreneurial in the strict sense. As the report on this institution says: “The School is hardly entrepreneurial at all, however, in commercial matters. Staff are not interested in exploiting their research commercially; they see the outcomes of their research as producing social good; and they reject the opportunities to undertake well financed drug trialling for pharmaceutical companies preferring instead to do development screening of drugs for neglected diseases where poverty is a major factor. Consultancy, which was once a growing component of the School’s budget, has been withdrawn to concentrate on research”. A third case of lack of entrepreneurialism strict sense, in spite of the high level of autonomy, is the University of Plymouth (on the other hand, an institution quite entrepreneurial in the broad sense). In this case, the strong teaching approach, the high size of the institution, and the location in a less developed area refrain the development of stronger links with the business sector. 
3.1.3. Governance style

At least three basic governance styles can be recognised in our sample of 27 universities:

1. The collegial model: this model is represented by universities with different level of autonomy (and consequently, different levels of State interference) but where internal decisions are mainly taken by academics. The public universities of Finland, Spain, Poland, Russia and Moldova fit in this model. In Finland or Spain there are external bodies as the Consultative Committee in Finland (“a dozen local influential persons: representatives of municipalities, firms and local public organisations. They assemble twice a year to discuss current cooperation schemes and developing plans. The interviewees do not think that it would have major influence on the action of the university”) or the Social Council in Spain (“which is partly made up of external members, approves university budgets but otherwise plays a very weak role”) but they have no real power. 

2. The shared model: this model is represented by universities with a high level of autonomy which have a strong governing board with lay membership running the institutions but, at the same time, where academics have a relevant role mostly for academic matters. This is the dominant model in British and Swedish universities. University of Lund, for instance: “is governed by a university board which is made up of representatives of the academic faculty, students and a majority of external members from public society or working life. The chairperson is an external member. The Rector is responsible for the management of university activities and directly responsible to the board”. This is also the model in the private University of Buckingham in the UK, following the British tradition, and in the private University of Pereslavl in Russia where: “Operational management of the University is accomplished by the Rector. The Board of Trustees can delegate part of its authority to the Rector. Decision making on the main managerial issues of the University is done by Academic Council of the University chaired by the Rector. The Academic Council is elected by a general meeting of the University staff for a term of 5 years”. 

3. The leadership model: this model is represented by universities, all of them private, where the governing board (Cardenal Herrera in Spain) or just the rector (Academy of Hotel Management and Catering Industry, WSHIG) have a dominant position in the university governance. The report on the WSHIG says: “The Academy has a stable organizational and management structure: the founder and the owner (Professor Roman Dawid Tauber) has been its rector in the whole period. All key decisions concerning WSHIG are taken by rector”. 
Obviously, the previous classification is to some extent simplistic. All kind of mixed situations can be found depending on the legal status, traditions or just the ability of governing boards or rectors to take the lead. Let’s consider some variations of the previous classification.

In countries where the collegial model is still dominant, as it was mentioned in the first part of this chapter, there is a tendency towards increasing the individual power of rectors. In our sample, an example of tension between collegial bodies and leaders can be observed in the University of Tampere: “The role of the rector is changing although there was no fully clear conception of that. It was stated that the power of the rector has increased in the last five to ten years. At the same time the Board has lost its significance. It is seen that the Board handles too much routine issues”. Although, not everybody agrees: “On the other hand, the Chancellor sees that because the leadership system at the university is based on assent and the rector is chosen inside of the university and he has as much authority as the faculties allow, his authority can not be that strong”.
This tendency towards stronger leadership starts to be visible in Spanish universities. In spite of having strong collegial legal structures, the growing complexity of institutions and the day to day reality are transforming the role of rectors and governing teams. While they are taking a more active role, collegial bodies are becoming less active. This transformation is happening in a quite natural way because most people in both sides understand that this is the only way of running institutions which are becoming increasingly too complex. In some cases, the rector behaves as a real leader as it happened in the Technical University of Valencia: “…what best defines the university is the mark its previous Rector left on it during his 18-year term of office. During his term of office, the University changed from being a selective centre of higher education to an entrepreneurial university of regional, and to a certain extent international, prestige and influence. However, this change took place without a defined plan or strategy approved by the university community. The plan was the brainchild of a rector with an entrepreneurial vision which was gradually implemented via an incentive system thanks to mechanisms which allowed the plan to be created. Against a backdrop of rigid governance systems which exist in all Spanish universities, more formal mechanisms to achieve the same goals would possibly have been much less effective in transforming the university”.

This trend is perceived neither in Polish universities nor in Moldovan ones where collegiality seems to be still very strong. For instance, the Adam Mickiewicz University “has been ruled by the traditional spirit of collegiality rather than by any forms of corporatization. The managerial style of running the University at any level is virtually unknown; the idea of chief executive officers is absolutely alien to the university today. The vast majority of decisions are taken in a collegial and consensual manner. The culture of collegiality involves directly each senior faculty member; it consumes a huge amount of time, in most cases a few hours a week”. In the Moldovan State University: “The highest governing body of the is the Senate, which elects the candidature of the Rector of the University to be approved by the Ministry of Education and confirmed by the Government for a five year period. The Rector is also the chairman of the Senate and is entitled to appoint Vice-Rectors”.
Other exception is the University of Jonkoping in Sweden (public but with a special legal status) which has a governance model that can be considered as “shared” but with a certain bias towards “leadership” (“The collegial influence is exercised through the Faculty board, which carries out quality control tasks but which is not involved in resource allocation as in other Swedish HEIs. This is in line with the foundation-corporation model”).

On the other hand, the British private University of Buckingham follows the model of shared governance instead of the leadership model. In this case, the role of tradition is more important than ownership. “Essentially, Buckingham has a very traditional UK constitutional structure – a Council as its governing body, a Senate and three Schools. The Council has been very traditional in its approach and has contributed little in terms of strategy (other than a natural concern about the financial state of the University) or, as would have been the case in a comparable private US college/university, to fundraising. The Senate is similarly a traditional academic body”.
The strongest case of leadership model in our sample is found in WSHIG, where rector, founder and owner are the same person. Nevertheless, even in this institution there is a very special kind of collegiality based on close personal relations: “The management team is small and very effective; it comprises rector and three vice-rectors. All senior administrative staff, including vice-rectors, has been working for WSHIG for a decade or more. There is no Senate as the Academy is too small – but key academic decisions are confirmed by WSHIG’s Scientific Board, meeting 3-4 times a year. The key for the success of WSHIG is the loyalty of its staff, both administrative and academic. Staff happens to complain but keeps working for WSHIG usually for many years, sometimes changing academic or administrative units every few years. Also senior academic staff, especially core full-time professors, have been employed for many years now”.

Conclusions in regard to governance models are quite similar to those mentioned in regard to autonomy. At least in our sample, there are almost full concordance between high level of autonomy and shared model of governance. It could be stated that, entrepreneurial universities (in broad or strict sense) have a shared or leadership model of governance. Again, this is a necessary but not sufficient condition for being fully entrepreneurial. The same cases mentioned in the previous section (Lund, Plymouth or LSHTM) can be mentioned here and for the same reasons. On the other hand, some universities with a collegial model have entrepreneurial traits (Lapland, Technical of Valencia, Higher School of Economics in Moscow) but opinions confirm that this governance model is an inhibitor of entrepreneurialism. 
3.1.4. Organisational change

Most European universities have strongly changed in the last decade. Ten out of the 27 universities in our sample have been created in the last decade and obviously changes have been part of the daily life in these institutions. In addition, six universities are public universities in countries (Poland, Russia and Moldova) where political and sociological changes have been so important that they have deeply affected universities in practically everything. Excluding these universities, only 12 universities have not been under “special circumstances” and the pace of changes has been mostly motivated by internal decisions. This is the case of the no-recent universities in Finland, Sweden, Spain or United Kingdom. We will concentrate just on this last group of universities trying to analyse to what extent changes has been motivated with the objective of becoming more adapted to the new environment. 

Finnish universities are in generals trying to adapt to a new situation but they seem not able of overcome some of the organisational conflicts. They move between the vision of becoming leading universities as it is the case in the Helsinki Economic School (“The “next strategic leap” is to be a “leading research based school of economics in Europe”) and the structural difficulties to make changes (“in the current university administration system the possibilities to develop management system are limited. Critique towards management system is quite harsh especially among the top administration. The system is seen incoherent. The attitude becomes quite clear: leadership and administration should be strengthened, clarified and rationalized”). Similar problems are found in the University of Tampere: “it is seen that the administration system and culture at the university as a whole is too heavy, bureaucratic and controlling of formal processes. But it was also noticed that the administration system is from an era of teaching university and there are plans and intentions to create a more flexible system also for the research task”.
The situation in Swedish universities is not too different in regard to the will for changing as it is the case of the University of Umeå: “The University is self-determined, and competing in an international arena. There is emphasis on strategic positioning. There is competition for student recruitment”. But, on the other hand there are still “many bureaucratic and managerial obstacles”, and cultural conflicts (“Culture is an inhibitor. There is too much comfort. There is a rigid academic culture in the humanities”).
Other Swedish universities have a more traditional and stable structure such as the Royal Institute of Technology (KTH). KTH is “often seen as grey, technical, and predominantly male with a strong relationship to large Swedish industries. While this relationship is good, it contrasts with a less developed interaction between the university and SMEs and spin-off firms. This is important because the university itself wishes to be entrepreneurial, to be more than "a hotel for faculty," and to be an active participant in both national and regional innovation systems. Some at KTH expect that this will involve new types of competition and incentives.

The University of Lund had traditionally a decentralised model (“The organization of Lund University is decentralised. In many ways, the separate schools or faculties function like several small universities under the umbrella of the Lund University brand”). Nevertheless, it is trying to build a stronger core in order to become more responsive as institution (“There are indications, however that some kind of "mild centralisation" is attempted at present in the effort to profile and position the university further as one organisation”)
Changes have been more frequent in British universities in recent years. To some extent they have been the avant-garde in Europe in taking the lead of adapting to new context. This capacity for a faster response is a consequence of the higher levels of autonomy and more flexible ways of governance in British universities. The three public universities in our sample have strongly changed in the last years. It is remarkable that the only private university is an exception to this tendency and not relevant changes have occurred. 

The structure of the University of Plymouth “was overhauled in 2002, a process driven by a new Vice-Chancellor”. In this teaching oriented university re-organisation has provoked some complains (“There are complaints from schools that the faculties appear to add little value, as the centre involves itself in relatively minor decisions.”) and the managerial model is also criticised (“Sometimes there are too many layers and bureaucracy: proposals have to go through the Deans and then to the VC. The middle level sometimes gets muddled up in unnecessary bureaucracy. This makes decision-making slow. It also gets in the way of responding to client need: you might lose your clients if you are responding too slowly”). 

Key changes to the management of the London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine (LSHTM) “were introduced in the late 1980s by a Dean who operated very much in a chief executive mode. He introduced the concept of a Senior Management Team (SMT), which has continued to be the decision-making body in the School”. These changes allowed the LSHTM to be flexible and pro-active in responding to a changing external environment, and to respond effectively to external pressures. The role of the Senior Management Team has been a key aspect in implementing changes: “The SMT is the major strategic driver in the School though it consults widely. The SMT generally works in a strongly consensual way. Above the SMT is a Board of Management, a primarily lay body which stops us becoming too introverted and instead looks at changes that might be coming up externally”.
Extended reforms in British higher education and the appointment of a new vice-chancellor in 1988 were the spark which initiated a profound process of transformation in the University of Nottingham “from being a middle of the road, slightly unambitious institution and drive it up the then emerging university ‘league tables’ by increasing its size and scope and national and international visibility. The first step was to create an internal organisational structure that would enable the university to meet the challenges of increasing stringency in core funding from the HEFCE and to respond positively to the opportunities being created in the national higher education system. In 1995 a new streamlined committee and management structure was introduced. Day to day management issues at the University are the responsibility of the Management Board, which meets weekly. The Management Board is a sub-committee of the Strategy and Planning Committee. The University planning processes aim to strike a balance between consultation, bottom-up initiative and top-down strategic guidance, with emphasis on a team approach. Once the central management group has set policies and budgets, a high degree of discretionary authority is devolved to local managers to deliver their aims within available resources and University policies and quality control procedures”. Another key for the success was the policy of “grouping together of members of academic staff from different disciplines but with shared research interests has been a major feature and key aim of Nottingham’s research development”.

In regard to recent changes, the situation of Spanish universities is to some extent comparable to the situation of universities in Finland. In both countries there were important changes and improvements in higher education, universities are in the right track towards more independence, autonomy and entrepreneurialism but they have still strong links with old governance models which avoid universities to take off. Complains are also similar in both countries. 

The Technical University of Valencia considers itself as a modern university with an entrepreneurial attitude and very dynamic in its relationships with the external world. Generally speaking this is true, but as an example of “the old links”, people in the university made statements such as: “There is a lot of bureaucracy within the system, it is an important obstacle”. Or this one: “The governing team cannot take decisions. It has always to convince everybody, but people always ask for something in exchange. Everything could be speeded up if this situation changed”. And this one: “The university has many rules but no procedures”. Somebody claims with the academic staff status asking for “modifications in the civil servant status of the academic staff.” Graduates claim against the old fashioned pedagogical model: “Teaching is very theoretically oriented and out of touch with the real world. Teaching should be more oriented to the labour market, especially in the long-cycle studies”. Obviously, opinions in other less dynamic universities are in the same sense but they are even more critical. In conclusion, changes occur in the right direction but links to inadequate traditions are still too strong.
3.1.5. Other institutional specificities
In the previous pages we have considered some factors that could be related to the entrepreneurial attitude of one institution. Nevertheless, reviewing the reports of the 27 universities of our sample we detect some specific characteristics of some universities that, to some extent, are the spark or the inhibitor of developing an entrepreneurial behaviour. Let’s review some of them:

Size and Age: In some cases it seems that these factors, to some extent connected, could be relevant in defining the institutional attitude. For instance, the universities of Lapland, Jonkoping, Jaume I, Miguel Hernandez, Pereslavl and the Academy of Hotel Management and Catering Industries have a very proactive attitude. They are new universities, with a relatively small size and with the imperious necessity of finding a niche. 

On the other hand, old and big universities have more problems in having a dynamic behaviour. The University of Valencia and the University of Lund are the oldest universities in our sample. This character is an inhibitor of entrepreneurialism in both institutions. In the case of the University of Valencia, together with the Adam Mickiewicz University, the size (around 50,000 students) is probably an additional reason for being slower in responding to the changing environment. 
Location: Universities in our sample are very diverse in location. There are two interesting cases in this sense: the universities of Lapland and Umeå. Both are universities located in the very north of these Nordic countries. Isolation has provoked in these universities a special strength in looking for a niche, and it seems that both have found this niche. “Umeå University perhaps has been more entrepreneurial than many of its fellow Swedish universities due in part to its geographic isolation. On the northern frontier of Europe, they need to work hard or they will be forgotten”.

Other cases are perhaps no so extreme, but location also plays an important role. Young universities in middle-size towns as is the case of the universities Jaume I (in Castellón, Spain), Miguel Hernandez (in Elche, Spain) or Jonkoping probably receive a special impulse from the local environment which facilitates them to take a proactive attitude as regional development engines. A different case is the University of Pereslavl. In this case, a high-tech industry environment is one of the decisive factors to explain a more dynamic attitude.
Prestige, scope and focus: There is a set of circumstances which could influence the attitude of institutions in regard to external world. These types of circumstances are imprecise, they have blurry borders and they can be both cause and effect of entrepreneurial behaviours. With all these reserves, let’s discuss some of these characteristics in the universities of our sample. 

The named Shanghai’s Ranking is a list of the 500 more productive research universities in the world. With all the cautions that such rankings should be considered they provide a simple view of the research capacity and consequently of the institutional prestige. Not surprisingly, probably the most entrepreneurial university in our sample, the University of Nottingham, is also the best situated in the ranking (position 79). The University of Lund (position 90) is also at the “top hundred”. University of Umeå, Royal Institute of Technology and the London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine are at the top 300. Finally, both universities of the city of Valencia are at the top 400. No other university in our sample is included in this ranking. The research productivity does not make these universities necessarily more active. This is just an indicator of the potentialities that these universities have for becoming active agents in the production and dissemination of research. 

In addition to the research potential of universities, the focus of the institution has also relevance. The Royal Institute of Technology and the Technical University of Valencia, focused on Engineering, have a special advantage for having closer relationships with industries and for being agents for the economic development. Something similar may happen in the Helsinki School of Economics, the Poznan University of Economics, the BIBIM-Irkutsk State University, the Higher School of Economics in Moscow, the Academy of Economic Studies or the Trade Cooperative University of Moldova. Universities focused on business studies have, in principle, more possibilities for having links with the outside world. The London School of Hygiene and Tropical Medicine is an interesting case of how a high level of specialisation, combined with a high academic level, can provide excellent opportunities for developing a specific and beneficial niche. The focus on hostelry of the Academy of Hotel Management and Catering Industries is also a chance for finding an entrepreneurial niche. In similar sense, the University of Pereslavl, focusing on ICT is building a special platform full of possibilities. An innovative way of having a focus is provided by the University of Lapland, where “there are no specified disciplinary focus areas. The university has concentrated on thematic approach. The research strategy which is under construction will also emphasise the multi-disciplinarity and the north theme”.

Universities in our sample have a regional, national or international scope. In most cases, having a regional scope is not an intended objective of the institution but a consequence of its own reality. In others, such as the universities of Lapland, Plymouth, Jaume I, Miguel Hernandez, it seems that the regional scope has been taken as a challenge for institutional development. Other universities have an international orientation for diverse reasons: Nottingham or Lund for the recognised research capacity, LSHTM for its intrinsically international focus, Buckingham for the need of looking for international students. Others, as the Technical University of Valencia, the Royal Institute of Technology or the Helsinki Economics School use their specific focus and prestige for trying to be active in the international arena, both in research and consultancy activities and in attracting international students.

	Name
	Status
	Age
	Size
	Location
	Res. Rank
	Focus
	Scope
	Autonomy
	Governance
	Change
	Entrepreneur.

	Helsinki School of Economics
	Pub
	Old
	4000
	City
	>500
	Business
	Nat-Int
	Formal-medium 
	Collegial
	Medium
	Try to be

	University of Tampere
	Pub
	Modern
	15000
	Town
	>500
	Comprehensive
	Regional
	Formal-medium
	Collegial
	Medium
	Try to be

	University of Lapland
	Pub
	Young
	4500
	Isolated
	>500
	Multidisciplinary
	Regional
	Formal-high
	Collegial
	New
	To some extent

	University of Lund
	Pub
	Very old
	40000
	Town
	90
	Comprehensive
	Nat-Int
	Wide
	Shared
	Strong
	Some parts

	University of Umea
	Pub
	Modern
	28000
	Isolated
	201-300
	Comprehensive
	Reg-Nat
	Wide
	Shared
	Strong
	To some extent

	Royal Institute of Technology
	Pub
	Old
	13000
	City
	201-300
	Technical
	Nat-Int
	Wide
	Shared
	Strong
	To some extent

	University of Jonkoping
	Foun.
	Young
	9000
	Town
	>500
	Comprehensive
	Reg-Nat
	Full
	Shared-Leader.
	New
	Strict sense

	Technical University of Valencia
	Pub
	Modern
	33000
	City
	301-400
	Technical
	Reg-Int
	Formal-high
	Collegial
	Strong
	Some parts

	University of Valencia
	Pub
	Very old
	48000
	City
	301-400
	Comprehensive
	Regional
	Formal-medium
	Collegial
	Medium
	Weak

	University of Alicante
	Pub
	Modern
	25000
	Town
	>500
	Comprehensive
	Regional
	Formal-medium
	Collegial
	Medium
	Weak

	University Jaume I 
	Pub
	Young
	14000
	Town
	>500
	Comprehensive
	Regional
	Formal-medium
	Collegial
	New
	Try to be

	University Miguel Hernandez 
	Pub
	Young
	12000
	Town
	>500
	Comprehensive
	Regional
	Formal-medium
	Collegial
	New
	Try to be

	University Cardenal Herrera
	Priv
	Young
	6000
	City
	>500
	Comprehensive
	Regional
	Full
	Leadership
	New
	Broad sense

	University of Nottingham
	Pub
	Old
	25000
	Town
	79
	Comprehensive
	Nat-Int
	Full
	Shared
	Strong
	Strict sense

	University of Plymouth
	Pub
	Modern
	28000
	Town
	>500
	Comprehensive
	Regional
	Full
	Shared
	Strong
	Broad sense

	London Sch. Hyg. & Trop. Med.
	Pub
	Old
	1700
	City
	201-300
	Medical
	Inter.
	Full
	Shared
	Strong
	Broad sense

	University of Buckingham
	Priv
	Modern
	700
	Town
	>500
	Comprehensive
	Inter.
	Full
	Shared
	Weak
	Broad sense

	Poznan University of Economics 
	Pub
	Old
	13000
	City
	>500
	Business
	Regional
	No data
	No data
	Medium
	Weak

	Adam Mickiewicz University 
	Pub
	Old
	50000
	City
	>500
	Comprehensive
	Regional
	Formal-medium
	Collegial
	Medium
	Weak

	Acad. Hotel Man. & Catering Ind.
	Priv
	Young
	1600
	City
	>500
	Hotel Manag.
	Regional
	Full
	Leadership
	New
	Broad sense

	BIBIM-Irkutsk State University 
	Pub
	Young-Old
	2300
	City
	>500
	Business
	Regional
	Scarce
	Collegial
	Strong
	Try to be

	Higher School of Economics
	Pub
	Young
	
	City
	>500
	Business
	
	Scarce
	Collegial
	New
	Try to be

	University of Pereslavl 
	Priv
	Young
	Small
	Town
	>500
	ICT
	
	Full
	Shared
	New
	Broad sense

	Moldova State University 
	Pub
	Modern
	23000
	City
	>500
	Comprehensive
	
	Scarce
	Collegial
	Medium
	Weak

	Trade Cooperative Univ. Moldova 
	Foun.
	Young
	2700
	City
	>500
	Business
	
	Scarce
	Collegial
	New
	Weak

	Academy of Economic Studies
	Pub
	Young
	13000
	City
	>500
	Business
	
	Scarce
	Collegial
	New
	Weak

	State University of Bălţi
	Pub
	Modern
	10000
	Town
	>500
	Comprehensive
	Regional
	Scarce
	Collegial
	Strong
	Weak


3.2. The entrepreneurial framework: some conclusions

In the previous pages we have analysed the organizational and governance structure of 27 European universities with the purpose of finding a framework able to define structural conditions which facilitate entrepreneurialism in universities. That is, to define a framework able to predict the entrepreneurial character of one institution. 

Analysing the 27 universities of our sample we have found the following:

1. Full autonomy is a condition sine qua non for entrepreneurialism in the broad sense, but it is not enough for being entrepreneurial strict sense. All the fully autonomous universities in our sample (private universities, the public British ones and the University of Jonkoping) are entrepreneurial broad sense. Private universities need to be entrepreneurial in broad sense because their survival depends on their capacity to be flexible, to offer “clients” what they need, even to have vision for anticipating what is going to be demanded in the future. The University of Pereslavl or the Academy of Hotel Management and Catering Industries are good examples of this situation. The University of Buckingham and the Cardenal Herrera University are slightly in a different position, perhaps due to having a more ideological background, but in any case they have to fight for getting students and offering them the best services. Among the public universities of this group the University of Plymouth could also be considered only entrepreneurial in broad sense. This university has been very active in teaching and learning and it is attracting many students, but the lack of a robust research orientation impedes this university to become an entrepreneurial university in strict sense. The rest of universities enjoying full autonomy: Nottingham, Jonkoping, and LSHTM are, without discussion, entrepreneurial universities. The case of the LSHTS is peculiar and deserves some reflection. In this institution, they are not very interested in commercial links, probably because they do not need them. Research and charitable funds make this institution very well financed. Bearing in mind the focus of this institution (basically, medicine studies for poor countries) this is probably the smartest way of being entrepreneurial and acting better and more on the external word.
2. Shared governance is an important condition for entrepreneurialism in both senses but it is not enough. Not all the universities with these models of governance can be considered fully entrepreneurial. The three Swedish universities are a good example. They have shared governance as the British universities and they have wide autonomy but lower than the British ones (nowadays perhaps not legally, but traditions are long-lasting in universities). The three universities claim that they are just becoming entrepreneurial as in Umeå (“Entrepreneurialism is not yet general but it is growing”) or only some parts of the university are entrepreneurial as in Lund.
3. Universities with no full autonomy and with collegial models of governance are not (and probably cannot be) fully entrepreneurial. In our sample, the Finnish and Spanish universities, sharing governance model and limited autonomy are in similar position in regard to entrepreneurialism. On the one hand, all of them have accepted that entrepreneurialism is a goal to be reached. At least, at institutional level there is no reluctance against entrepreneurialism. Nevertheless, there are still two kind of impediments for developing a more entrepreneurial behaviour. On the other hand links with the State still are too strong (“We have more prohibitions to make revenues than instruments to make revenues. You can pretend acting entrepreneurially, but if it is unclear who has the power and responsibility within the higher education system, entrepreneurialism is impossible”). In addition, culture has not changed enough especially at academic staff level (“The structures of the system and the university can be barriers but the real reasons and conditions behind that [the lack of entrepreneurialism] are attitudinal”). In spite of the limitations, Finnish and Spanish universities are moving more or less fast towards an entrepreneurial behaviour.
4. Finally, in some other cases the confluence of several factors such as the lack of full autonomy, the predominance of collegial models of governance and a tremendous increase of teaching activities as a consequence of a dramatic increase in students numbers do not allow universities in developing entrepreneurial activities, neither in a broad nor in a strict sense. The case of the public Polish and Moldovan universities fits in this situation. 

What happens when there is not an entrepreneurial framework? What happens when institutions as a whole are not entrepreneurial because the legal frameworks are too restrictive, the external conditions are not favourable o just because the traditions are playing against entrepreneurialism? Universities answer to these situations at least in two ways, sometime complementary:

· Entrepreneurialism through satellites. Universities with a very traditional core, without a favourable legal framework for entrepreneurialism but with strong potentials (due to its specific approach, its research capacity, and so on) can adopt the solution of not changing the institutional core (because it’s legally or culturally difficult, even impossible at the short term) but creating satellites around the university which can adopt an entrepreneurial behaviour. This is, for instance the case of the Technical University of Valencia: “It could be said that the UPV is not an entrepreneurial institution (this is, in fact, true of any Spanish university). However, it is full of entrepreneurs who are relatively free to work as they wish within the UPV. They have been helped by the creation of independent satellite centres which have become the driving force behind entrepreneurial activity at the UPV, yet the institution’s core, and to a great extent, the university’s formal teaching methods, are still highly conventional and insist on using outdated practices. This is a clear case of “institutional schizophrenia” i.e. the two live together in harmony as long as there are no clashes between the two cultures. This balance has been maintained up until now thanks to the previous rector’s leadership”. To give an example of such satellites, the Centre for Continuing Education in this university is like a private university within the public one, delivering all kind of short courses (shorter than one year) to more than 35,000 students and charging the full cost of them.
· Entrepreneurialism through individuals. Another alternative that non-entrepreneurial universities adopt when they have the potential of some individual is developing ·individual entrepreneurialism. This behaviour (that also can be found mixed with the model of satellite entrepreneurialism) requires basically individuals with capacity to undertake entrepreneurial activities granting some level of freedom from the institution. The case of the Adam Mickiewicz University is a good example: “entrepreneurial behaviour takes place mostly at the level of particular professors, governance structures seem to have no influence on entrepreneurialism. The case of the LSHTM is not too different: “The School provides a very clear example of academic entrepreneurialism: it generates 79% of its income from non-HEFCE sources and 63% from research; its academic community is highly innovative in winning research grants and contracts and engaging in wide ranging partnerships with external bodies; it takes financial and academic risks in tackling research projects on important and high profile public issues”. 
It is evident from our analysis that the trend toward a more entrepreneurial attitude of universities is not stoppable. In all type of universities and in all countries the tendency is clear. Universities are increasingly becoming more responsive to social and economic demands. They are transforming their structures in order to be more flexible and faster in responding to these demands. When circumstances, legal or economic, do not allow them a better adaptation to the new situation, new ways of entrepreneurialism are adopted by the creation of “entrepreneurial units” inside the university or by the individual initiative of the most active members of the academia. Probably, in the future these different paths will converge in similar ends.
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