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UNIVERSITIES AS STRATEGIC AGENTS IN ENHANCING THE EFFICIENCY OF
ENTREPRENEURIAL ECOSYSTEMS

ABSTRACT

The purpose of the research - the study aims to examine the theoretical and practical
roles of universities within entrepreneurial ecosystems (EEs), with a particular focus on
research and innovation centers (RICs) as pivotal mechanisms for converting academic
knowledge into entrepreneurial outcomes.

The methodology of the research - the article employs a comparative and analytical
approach, combining theoretical review with case study analysis. Established frameworks are
critically examined, and empirical evidence is drawn from leading innovation hubs such as
Stanford, MIT, and Cambridge, as well as universities in emerging economies, to illustrate how
theoretical insights translate into practice.

The practical importance of the research - the findings provide actionable guidance
for policymakers, university leaders, and industry stakeholders on designing and supporting
RICs as strategic hubs which will strengthen universities’ contributions to entrepreneurial
ecosystems and regional economic growth.

The originality and scientific novelty of the research - the study advances existing
literature by positioning RICs not merely as supportive infrastructures but as central leverage
points that integrate knowledge spillovers, human capital development, and trilateral colla-
boration into a cohesive system. This perspective underscores the transformative role of
universities as active engines of innovation-driven development rather than passive participants
in entrepreneurial ecosystems.

Keywords: entrepreneurial ecosystem, universities, research and innovation centers,
human capital, commercialization.

INTRODUCTION

An entrepreneurial ecosystem (EE) is a dynamic, interdependent network of actors,
nstitutions, resources, and cultural norms that together enable the creation, scaling, and renewal
of new ventures. It encompasses entrepreneurs, universities, firms, investors, public agencies,
intermediaries, and the formal and informal rules that govern their interactions. In an era defined
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by rapid technological change, global knowledge flows, and heightened competitive pressures,
robust EEs have moved from being a desirable local feature to a strategic necessity for national
and regional economic resilience, innovation-led growth, and inclusive job creation.

Among ecosystem actors, universities occupy a distinct and increasingly central role.
Beyond teaching and basic research, modern universities act as knowledge producers, human-
capital developers, convenors of cross-sector dialogue, and origin points for commercialization.
They host laboratories, incubators, technology transfer offices, and research centers that
translate scientific discovery into products, firms, and spillover benefits. As institutional
anchors, universities shape norms, supply skilled labour, and often catalyze networks that link
industry and government - positioning them as both sources and shapers of entreprenecurial
capacity.

This article aims to analyze universities’ theoretical and practical roles in shaping
entrepreneurial ecosystems, with a deliberate focus on research and innovation centers as the
ultimate drivers of future ecosystem development. To do so we will first ground the discussion
in established theoretical frameworks - EE theory, the Triple Helix, and human-capital perspectives
- and then move to concrete functions universities perform: education, commercialization,
infrastructure provision, and network formation. We will examine common barriers and
structural constraints that limit university-entrepreneurship linkages, and we will illustrate the
arguments through comparative case studies from leading innovation hubs and emerging
economies. Throughout, the analysis will maintain a throughline that connects theory to
practice and culminates in actionable insights.

Our working thesis is that while universities contribute in multiple ways to entrepreneurial
vitality, it is the deliberate design, resourcing, and integration of dedicated research and
mnovation centers that most reliably convert academic assets into sustained economic and
social impact. These centers act as the bridging mechanism—aligning research agendas,
mobilizing funding and industry partnerships, incubating ventures, and embedding entrepreneurial
culture within academic institutions—making them the pivotal leverage point for policymakers
and university leaders seeking to accelerate ecosystem performance.

The concept of entrepreneurial ecosystem

The concept of the entrepreneurial ecosystem (EE) has been advanced to explain how
different actors, institutions, and cultural norms interact to support entrepreneurship. Contemporary
EE research moved quickly from a practitioner-oriented “ingredients” or checklist metaphor
(culture, finance, talent, policy, infrastructure) to more analytic, systemic and process-oriented
accounts. Practitioners and early commentators framed ecosystems as a set of domains that
policymakers can target (for example, Isenberg’s six domains: culture, policy & leadership,
finance, human capital, markets, and supports). That framing 1s useful because it makes the
problem actionable for cities and universities, but it risks reducing ecosystems to a menu of
items rather than a set of interdependent relations [6, p.3]. Isenberg’s domains are excellent as
an operational taxonomy for practitioners - they show where to act - but they are incomplete as
an explanatory model because they under-emphasize relational dynamics and causal feedbacks
(1.e., how changes in one domain alter others).
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Figure 1.
Isenberg’s entrepreneurial ecosystem model

' {
Markets Finance ‘

| Human

: Culture
capital

Supports I

Source: Prepared by the author himself as a result of the research

Stam and colleagues pushed the literature toward a systems perspective: an EE should be
seen as a network of actors, resources, and institutional conditions whose interactions produce
and sustain productive entrepreneurship; the important empirical question is which links are
binding constraints in a given region rather than whether a checklist item exists. Stam thus
reframed the debate from “build all the ingredients” to “identify and fix the weakest links in a
systemic architecture” [14, p.4]. Stam’s systemic critique is persuasive. For scholarship and
policy alike, it is more helpful to diagnose interaction failures (e.g., weak absorptive capacity,
poor finance-talent matching) than to assume that simply creating incubators or courses will
generate sustained high-growth entrepreneurship.

Spigel develops a related but complementary view: ecosystems are relational and
reproducing structures - cultural norms, social networks, material resources and practices
interact to enable entrepreneurs to discover opportunities and mobilize resources [13, p.49].
This account helps explain why superficially similar cities (in GDP or university quality)
produce very different entrepreneurial trajectories. Spigel’s relational emphasis is valuable
because it foregrounds trust, narratives and repeated practices that are often invisible in
“checklist” accounts; in practice, successful policy must combine Isenberg’s domains with
Spigel/Stam’s system/process diagnostics.
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A distinct but complementary strand explains why universities matter to EEs: they
generate new knowledge and skilled people that leak into the local economy and create
entrepreneurial opportunities. The Knowledge Spillover Theory of Entrepreneurship (KSTE)
formalizes this: ideas and discoveries produced inside firms or universities are often imperfectly
appropriable, so they generate opportunities that are exploited by entrepreneurs who commercialize
otherwise un-exploited knowledge [1, p.759]. KSTE plays an important role as a theoretical
link between public R&D and new-firm formation; it explains why dense research activity or
large university research output correlates with entrepreneurial opportunity, but it also
highlights the necessary caveat that spillovers only matter where absorptive capacity (skills,
finance, networks) exists.

Human capital theory complements KSTE by showing that the stock and flow of people
- students, postdocs, faculty, returning alumni - 1s a distinct channel of value. Recent syntheses
show that education, task-relevant experience, and outcome-oriented measures of human
capital materially affect opportunity recognition and venture development; importantly, human
capital effects are milestone-specific (what helps opportunity recognition may differ from what
helps scaling). Universities matter not just through codified outputs (papers, patents) but
critically as talent factories - and policy that treats education as a blunt instrument risks over-
investing in credentials without building the practical skills and networks entrepreneurs need.

Operationally, the two mechanisms - spillovers and human capital - work through
observable channels: publications and patents (codified knowledge), mobility of skilled staff
(tacit knowledge), university spin-offs and faculty entrepreneurship, and joint university-
industry projects. But the magnitude of impact depends on local conditions (finance, regulatory
framework, sectoral structure) and on the “knowledge filter” that separates invention from
commercialization; several authors emphasize that universities alone are insufficient without
absorptive capacity in firms and intermediary organizations [1, p.762].

This is where RICs (research & innovation centres) matter: they are structured to lower
the knowledge filter (by offering translational resources, business mentoring, lab space and
linkages to investors) and to amplify the spillover and human-capital channels in ways ordinary
departmental structures rarely do.

Another theoretical approach - the Triple-Helix framework formalizes the triadic interaction
among university, industry and government: each sphere contributes distinct functions (knowledge
production, commercialization, normative/regulatory support) and the synergies among them
produce innovation outcomes. Leydesdorff and colleagues emphasize that the Triple-Helix
should be read as both an empirical heuristic and a policy agenda: it explains the emergence of
hybrid organizations (incubators, TTOs, science parks) and invites analysis of when and how
trilateral synergies arise or unravel [8, p.22]. The Triple-Helix is an indispensable framing
device because it highlights coordination problems and institutional complementarities;
however, it must be applied diagnostically - not all regions have the institutional preconditions
for full trilateral co-innovation, and policy must be calibrated accordingly.
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Figure 2.
The Triple-Helix model of innovation
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Etzkowitz’s work on the “entrepreneurial university” operationalizes how universities
adapt a third mission (economic development) alongside teaching and research. His 2013
diagnosis catalogs the organizational changes, tensions and governance trade-offs that follow
when universities pursue patenting, spin-offs and industry partnerships [3, p.491]. Etzkowitz
persuasively documents the university’s transformation and the institutional tools (TTOs,
incubators) that follow. We endorse the core claim - universities become anchors of EEs when
they combine legitimacy, convening power and sustained investment - but we also echo the
caution in Stam and others: institutional anchoring is necessary but not sufficient; universities
must operate within enabling local finance, policy and cultural contexts to produce durable
ecosystem effects.

The theoretical insights into entrepreneurial ecosystems highlight the indispensable role
of universities as knowledge producers, institutional anchors, and connectors. However, theory
alone cannot sustain entrepreneurship-these functions must translate into tangible practices that
influence individuals, firms, and society. In this sense, universities act not only as conceptual
cornerstones but also as practical enablers of entrepreneurship. Their concrete roles can be
observed in five interrelated domains: human capital development, research commercialization,
infrastructure creation, collaboration with external stakeholders, and global knowledge
diffusion.

At the most fundamental level, universities contribute to entrepreneurial ecosystems by
shaping human capital. Through entrepreneurship education, mentoring programs, and
experiential learning, they equip students with the knowledge and skills needed to create and
manage ventures. Fayolle and Gailly (2015) argue that entrepreneurship education significantly
influences entrepreneurial intentions by combining cognitive knowledge with behavioral
competences [4, p.79]. Of course, Education 1s not merely about providing information but
about cultivating an entrepreneurial mindset that persists even in uncertain environments.
Without such human capital formation, the spillovers and institutional anchoring functions
discussed earlier would remain abstract.

Universities also play a multifaceted role in the entrepreneurial ecosystem, and one of
their most critical functions is acting as engines of knowledge commercialization. This process
involves translating academic research and theoretical insights into tangible products, services,

156



Hiiquq va idaraetmo
Law and Management
IIpaBo u ynpapjieHue

AUDIT 2025, 4 (50), soh. 152-164.
AUDIT 2025, 4 (50), pp. 152-164.
AVJIUT 2025, 4 (50), crp. 152-164.

and technologies that have real-world market value. Knowledge commercialization typically
occurs through several channels, including patents, university spin-offs, licensing agreements,
and the activities of dedicated technology transfer offices (TTOs). These mechanisms provide
structured pathways for moving innovations from the laboratory or classroom into the
commercial sphere, bridging the often significant gap between theoretical research and practical
application. As O’Shea et al. (2007) emphasize, the effectiveness of commercialization efforts
is strongly dependent on both the institutional capacity of the university-such as the presence
of trained staff, organizational resources, and management structures-and the existence of
supportive policies at local, national, or institutional levels [9, p.656]. From this perspective,
commercialization can be seen as the concrete manifestation of the knowledge spillover theory,
which posits that ideas generated within academic institutions can diffuse outward and create
economic value beyond the campus. In addition, research and innovation centers within
universities play a pivotal role in facilitating this process. These centers provide dedicated
infrastructures and collaborative spaces where researchers, entrepreneurs, and investors can
converge, exchange ideas, and jointly develop innovations. By fostering such synergies,
universities not only generate new knowledge but also actively contribute to economic growth,
the creation of new enterprises, and the broader dynamism of regional and national
entreprencurial ecosystems. Universities further support ecosystems by developing infrastructural
platforms such as incubators, accelerators, and science parks. These facilities provide startups with
mentorship, workspace, and access to funding networks. According to Phan et al. (2005),
university-affiliated incubators are crucial in reducing the liability of newness that many
startups face by embedding them within a structured support system [11, p.170]. We fully
support this view, as such infrastructures act as bridges between the theoretical mission of
universities and the practical realities of entrepreneurship. Without them, knowledge often
remains “locked” in academic circles rather than diffusing into the economy.

The Triple Helix Model gains practical relevance through the active and sustained
collaboration of universities, industries, and governments. This model emphasizes that
innovation and economic development are most effective when these three spheres interact
continuously, not just occasionally, through mechanisms such as collaborative projects, joint
research initiatives, and coordinated policy programs. Guerrero and Urbano (2010) argue that
entreprencurial ecosystems reach their highest levels of dynamism when universities move
beyond their traditional teaching and research roles to actively participate in shaping innovation
policies and guiding industrial strategies [5, p.45]. Since collaboration ensures that university-
driven entrepreneurship is aligned with market needs and societal goals, this is a very important
factor. And it is an undeniable fact that, research and innovation centers function as the meeting
points where these trilateral collaborations materialize, offering concrete evidence of
universities’ bridging roles.

Finally, universities facilitate the diffusion of knowledge through global networks,
ensuring that ecosystems remain outward-looking and competitive. Wright et al. (2017)
highlight how internationalization strategies-student mobility, global research partnerships, and
joint venture programs-allow universities to act as conduits for cross-border entrepreneurial
knowledge. [15, p.27]. This global orientation is critical for the future: it transforms universities
from regional actors into global hubs of innovation. Research and innovation centers, once
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again, become the operational units where this diffusion is enacted, linking local startups to
global capital and talent flows.

The practical roles of universities are, therefore, not isolated activities but direct
extensions of the theoretical foundations discussed earlier. Human capital development reflects
the knowledge spillover theory, commercialization embodies the practical aspect of innovation
diffusion, infrastructure operationalizes institutional anchoring, and collaboration gives
substance to the Triple Helix framework. Each of these roles converges on a single point: the
rise of research and innovation centers as the ultimate platforms where theory and practice
intersect, enabling universities to become decisive drivers of entrepreneurial ecosystems.

While universities hold significant theoretical and practical roles in entrepreneurial
ecosystems, their impact 1s not without constraints. In many contexts, the translation of
knowledge, infrastructure, and collaboration into effective entrepreneurial outcomes faces
persistent barriers. These challenges can broadly be divided into internal barriers within
universities and external structural or policy constraints. Understanding these limitations is
essential, as it shows why research and innovation centers must evolve as the focal points to
address them.

One major barrier is the rigidity of academic structures. Universities are traditionally
oriented toward teaching and theoretical research rather than entrepreneurial outcomes. Some
argue that despite the global push toward entreprencurial universities, many institutions still
lack flexible governance structures to support commercialization and entrepreneurship.

Bureaucracy further slows the entrepreneurial potential of universities. Complex approval
processes, intellectual property disputes, and risk-averse administrative cultures discourage
both faculty and students from pursuing spin-offs or patents. Guerrero and Urbano (2014) noted
that administrative inertia often undermines the entrepreneurial orientation of universities,
leading to missed opportunities in technology transfer [5, p.61]. Of course, bureaucracy directly
contradicts the agility that entrepreneurial ecosystems demand.

Limited funding is another critical barrier. Startups and research-based ventures require
seed funding, yet universities in many regions operate under resource constraints. The scarcity
of carly-stage capital is one of the main reasons why university spin-offs struggle to scale,
despite having strong intellectual property foundations. This limitation is particularly severe in
emerging economies, where reliance on government funding makes university entrepreneurship
vulnerable to political shifts.

Finally, cultural resistance to risk-taking hinders entrepreneurship within academia.
Traditionally, universities emphasize stability and knowledge preservation rather than
uncertainty and experimentation. Academics often view entrepreneurial activity as a deviation
from their scholarly identity, which creates a cultural divide between researchers and
entrepreneurs. We find this insight accurate, since it explains why even well-funded institutions
may underperform in fostering entrepreneurship if cultural barriers remain unaddressed.

Beyond internal barriers, structural and policy-level weaknesses also limit universities’
entreprencurial impact. Many countries lack coherent national mnovation strategies, leaving
universities without a clear framework to align their entrepreneurial activities. Audretsch and
Link (2019) argue that weak policy environments exacerbate the “valley of death” between
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research and commercialization, particularly in less-developed ecosystems [2, p.53]. This is
valid as universities cannot compensate for absent or fragmented policies on their own.

In addition, weak university—industry collaboration persists in many regions. Although
the Triple Helix Model theoretically emphasizes collaboration, in practice, mistrust, misaligned
incentives, and poor communication often reduce its effectiveness. Perkmann et al. (2013)
noted that while industry values applied research, universities still prioritize theoretical
publications, creating a structural disconnect between the two worlds [10, p.43]. From our
perspective, this disconnect is one of the most pressing challenges: without effective collaboration,
ecosystems risk remaining fragmented and underperforming. These challenges illustrate that
while universities hold significant potential, their role in entrepreneurial ecosystems 1s far from
automatic.

Examining real-world cases allows us to observe how the theoretical and practical roles
of universities manifest in thriving entrepreneurial ecosystems. These examples highlight the
strategies, structures, and mechanisms that enable universities to overcome internal and external
challenges and to act as decisive drivers of regional innovation.

Stanford University’s contribution to Silicon Valley is one of the most cited examples of
a university acting as an entrepreneurial anchor. Through a combination of research excellence,
human capital development, and deliberate industry engagement, Stanford has facilitated the
creation of globally significant startups such as Google, Cisco, and Yahoo. The university’s
Office of Technology Licensing (OTL) and entrepreneurship programs serve as institutional
mechanisms to convert research into commercially viable ventures [7, p.34]. We support this
example as evidence of how theoretical spillovers and Triple Helix coordination translate into
tangible ecosystem outcomes. Research and innovation centers, incubators, and structured
mentorship programs at Stanford exemplify how universities can systematically address
bureaucratic inertia, funding gaps, and cultural barriers.

Figure 3.
The Silicon Valley economic model
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Similarly, MIT’s ecosystem demonstrates the importance of embedding entrepreneurship
within the institutional fabric of a university. MIT’s Martin Trust Center for MIT Entrepreneurship
and the Technology Licensing Office provide both infrastructure and advisory services to
bridge the knowledge-to-market gap [12, p.112]. In Cambridge (UK), the university has
developed the Cambridge Enterprise office and the Cambridge Innovation Center to facilitate
university-industry collaborations and global knowledge flows. These cases confirm that
structured institutional mechanisms-research and innovation centers-are central to translating
theoretical roles into practical impact, particularly in supporting commercialization and fostering
international linkages.

Across Europe, universities have increasingly acted as ecosystem catalysts through
coordinated programs supported by the European Union. Initiatives such as the European
Institute of Innovation & Technology (EIT) Knowledge and Innovation Communities (KICs)
integrate multiple universities, industries, and policymakers to promote entrepreneurship and
innovation across regions. These programs demonstrate how collaborative structures can
address common barriers such as funding constraints and weak industry links. We view these
as strong evidence that policy-aligned, university-led research and innovation centers can
systematically overcome structural challenges and accelerate entrepreneurial activity.

Universities in emerging economies also illustrate how RICs can act as ecosystem drivers,
albeit under more constrained conditions. For instance, the Indian Institute of Technology (I1T)
system has leveraged incubators, alumni networks, and government partnerships to foster
entrepreneurship in sectors ranging from software to renewable energy. Despite funding
limitations and bureaucratic hurdles, these universities have created high-impact startups by
institutionalizing support through dedicated innovation centers. This underscores the article’s
central finding: even in resource-constrained environments, well-structured research and
innovation centers can bridge the gap between knowledge production and entrepreneurial
outcomes.

The cases reviewed converge on several key insights. First, successful universities
systematically translate theoretical foundations into practice through human capital
development, research commercialization, and infrastructure creation. Second, they overcome
internal and external barriers—bureaucracy, funding shortages, cultural resistance—by
establishing dedicated research and innovation centers. Third, they integrate local and global
networks, ensuring that their ecosystems remain resilient, competitive, and future-oriented.

Taken together, these examples illustrate how universities do not merely support
entrepreneurship in a fragmented or incidental way; rather, when equipped with the right
structures and mechanisms, they become the central driving force of their entrepreneurial
ecosystems. Research and innovation centers, in particular, act as the strategic hubs where
knowledge, talent, and collaborative networks converge, transforming theoretical potential into
tangible entreprencurial outcomes. By anchoring ecosystems, facilitating commercialization,
and linking local ventures to global knowledge flows, universities demonstrate that they are not
just contributors but the ultimate engines of innovation-driven regional development.
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CONCLUSIONS

This study highlights that universities occupy a decisive position in entreprencurial
ecosystems, functioning not only as educational institutions and research centers but also as
knowledge producers, talent developers, and institutional anchors. Their influence is most
effectively realized when these diverse roles are consolidated through research and innovation
centers (RICs), which act as structured mechanisms for translating academic research into
entreprencurial outcomes. By lowering the barriers between knowledge creation and
commercialization, fostering collaboration with industry and government, and embedding
entrepreneurial culture, RICs ensure that universities become active engines of innovation-
driven growth.

Case studies from leading ecosystems such as Stanford, MIT, and Cambridge illustrate
that entrepreneurship flourishes where universities invest in strong institutional infrastructures,
well-resourced centers, and international networks. These examples also demonstrate that
successful ecosystems are rarely spontaneous; rather, they are the result of deliberate
institutional design and sustained collaboration. Similarly, universities in emerging economies
show that even under conditions of limited resources, strategically developed RICs, alumni
engagement, and policy partnerships can significantly boost entrepreneurial outcomes.

Nonetheless, the analysis makes clear that systemic challenges persist. Bureaucratic
rigidity, limited funding, cultural resistance to risk-taking, and weak industry—university
collaboration continue to constrain the entrepreneurial potential of many universities. External
barriers such as fragmented innovation policies and underdeveloped financial ecosystems
further complicate this process. These obstacles underline that universities’ role in ecosystems
1s not automatic but requires supportive governance structures and enabling environments.

In this context, RICs emerge as the most effective leverage points for aligning academic
research with entrepreneurial practice and for building adaptive, globally connected
ecosystems. By integrating human capital development, knowledge spillovers, and trilateral
collaboration into a coherent system, RICs transform universities into proactive drivers of
sustainable and inclusive regional development. Ultimately, the long-term competitiveness of
entreprencurial ecosystems will depend on how effectively universities embrace this expanded
mission, shifting from passive contributors to transformative actors at the heart of innovation

and growth.
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UNIVERSITETLOR SAHIBKARLIQ EKOSISTEMLORININ SOMOROLILIYININ
ARTIRILMASINDA STRATEJI AGENTLOR KiMI
XULASO

Tadgigatin magsadi - universitetlarin sahibkarliq ekosistemlarinds noazari va praktiki
rollarm arasdirmag, xiisusilo da tadgiqat va innovasiya markazlarinin (TIM) akademik bilik-
larin sahibkarliq ti¢iin faydali naticolora ¢evrilmasindo asas mexanizmlor kimi funksiyalarini
tahlil etmoakdir.

Tadqgigatin metodologiyasi - maqalada miiqayisali va analitik yanagmadan istifads olun-
mus, nazari baxislar konkret tohlil vo niimuno arasdirmalar ilo zonginlosdirilmisdir. Moshur
nozari ¢argivalor tonqidi sokildo doyorlondirilmis, empirik molumatlar 1so Stanford, MIT va
Cambridge kimi aparici innovasiya markazlorindan, eloca da inkisaf etmakds olan 6lkalorin
universitetlorindon gotiiriilorok nozori yanasmalarin praktikaya neco totbiq olundugu gosto-
rilmisdir.

Tadqgiqatin tatbiqi shamiyyati - tadqiqat naticalari siyasatgilar, universitet rohbarlori vo
digar biznes istirakcilar iigiin TIM-lorin strateji markazlor kimi qurulmas: va destoklonmasi
barada praktik tovsiyolor togdim edir. Bu yanagma universitetlorin sahibkarliq ekosistemlorinag
vo regional iqtisadi artima daha giiclii téhfs vermasini tomin eda bilor.

Tadqiqatin orijinalhg: va elmi yeniliyi - arasdirma TiM-lori yalniz dastok infrastruk-
turunun elementi kimi deyil, bilik spillover-larini, insan kapitalinin inkisafim va tictarafli
omokdaslig1 vahid bir sistemdo birlogdiron asas dayaq noqtalori kimi taqdim etmoklo méveud
adabiyyata yenilik gotirir. Bu yanagma universitetlorin sahibkarliq ekosistemlarinda passiv isti-
rak¢1 deyil, innovasiyaya asaslanan inkisafin foal miiharriki rolunu vurgulayir.

Agar sozlar: sahibkarliq ekosistemi, universitet, tadqiqat vo innovasiya markozlori, insan

kapitali, kommersiyalagdirma.
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YHUBEPCUTETbBI KAK CTPATEIT'HYECKHWE AI'EHTbI B IIOBBILIEHHUH
IOPPEKTUBHOCTH INPEANNPHHUMATEJBCKUX 9KOCUCTEM

PE3IOME

Iean necnenoBaHus - 3aKIH0YAETCSA B U3YUECHUH TEOPETUYECKUX U IPAKTUYECKUX POJIEH
YHHBEPCUTETOB B MPEANPUHUMATENbCKHX 3KocHcTeMax (I19), ¢ 0coObIM aKIIEHTOM Ha HCClie-
JOBaTeNbCKUE U MHHOBAIMOHHBIE IIEHTpPhI (MIM1]) kak K1roueBble MexaHN3MBbI TpaHchopMauu
aKaJeMHUYCCKHUX 3HAHUI B ITPEITPUHUMATEILCKUE PE3YJIbTATHL.

MeTon010rHsl HCCJ1€10BAHUS - B PA0OTE IPUMEHACTCA CPABHUTEIbHO-aHATIMTHYECKUI
MOIX0/1, COUETAIOIIUN TEOPETHUECKUH 0030p ¢ aHAIM30M Kelic-ctanu. Knaccuieckue KoHIEmn-
TyaJIbHBIE MOJIEJIM MOABEPIalOTCA KPUTUYECKOH OLIEHKE, a SMIIMPHYECKHE JaHHBIEC 3aMMCTBY-
I0TCS M3 BEAYLIMX WHHOBALMOHHBIX LEeHTpoB, Takux kak Crandopa, MIT u KemOpumxk, a
TaK/Ke YHHUBEPCUTETOB Pa3BUBAIOLIMXCH CTPaH, 4TOObLI 110Ka3aTk, KAKUM 00pazoM TeopeTHye-
CKHE I0JIOKEHUS PEANU3YIOTCA Ha IPAKTUKE.

IIpakTHYecKasi 3HAYHMOCTDb HCC/IE0BAHUA - TIOJYYEHHBIE PE3YJIbTATHI IPEICTABIAIOT
c000#1 MpaKTHYECKUE PEKOMEHIaLlH AJIS OJUTUKOB, PYKOBOIMTEIECH YHHBEPCUTETOB H Npe-
CTaBUTEJEeH WHIYCTpUH 1o pazpadorke u nojaep:xkke MUL] B kauecTBe cTpaTerMyeckux LeH-
TPOB, KOTOPbIE YCHIIMBAIOT BKJIa/l YHHBEPCUTETOB B [IPEAINPUHUMATEILCKUE YKOCUCTEMBI U pe-
THOHAJIBHBIA 3KOHOMHYECKHUH POCT.

OpHrHHAIBHOCTH H HAYYHAsl HOBH3HA HCCJeI0BAHUS - PaboTa pacuIupseT cylec-
TBYIOLLYIO JINTEPATYPY, N03ULMOHUPY ML He mpocTO Kak 2JIeMEeHTBI OJICPKHUBAIOLICH HH-
(ppacTpyKTyphbl, HO KaK LEHTpPalbHbIC TOUYKH MPUIIOKEHUS YCUIIMH, HHTErpUpytome auddy-
3MI0 3HAHHH, PA3BUTHE YEJIOBEUECKOI0 KAIIMTAJIA U TPEXCTOPOHHEE COTPYIHMYECTBO B 1IEJI0CT-
Hyl0 cucteMy. Takoil moaxoa nmoauépkupaeT TpaHCHOPMAITHOHHYIO POIb YHHBEPCHTETOB KaK
AKTUBHBIX JBUTaTENed HHHOBAIIMOHHO-OPUEHTHPOBAHHOTO Pa3BUTHSA, & HE TTACCUBHBIX Y4acT-
HUKOB NPEANPUHAMATEIILCKUX YKOCHCTEM.

Kinouesble cioBa: npeilpyHUMareIbckas dKOCUCTEMa, YHHBEPCHTEThI, MCCIIEA0Ba-
TeIbCKHE H HHHOBALIMOHHBIE LIEHTPBI, YEJOBEYECKUN KaNUTAall, KOMMEPILHAIA3ALIHSL.
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