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Abstract: Today, universities are seen as the main actors of technological change, innovation, and
social development; this situation causes new roles for universities, as well as forces them to change. At
present, universities face very important expectations such as research and entrepreneurial activities
by providing the industry–university cooperation along with education and training. In order to
manage that transformation, it is seen that the universities across the world evolve to context of
entrepreneurial university. Within this general framework, the main objective of this research is to
determine where Turkish universities stand on the transformation of entrepreneurial university. In
order to achieve this goal, 68 public universities’ strategic plans, which are thought to reflect the
intentions for the future, were subjected to content analysis. The findings showed that the majority of
universities in our country did not have entrepreneurial university features but they have strong
intention and desire for a transformation in this direction.

Keywords: entrepreneurship; entrepreneurial university; strategic plan; content analysis

1. Introduction

Universities are seen as the main actors and triggers that direct the technological change and
innovation in today’s information era. Many policy makers consider universities as the “information
factories” of the new economy [1]. Such a perspective for the universities emphasizes the integration of
universities with the region they are in and the commercialization of the information they produce [2].
However, although the intensive flow of information facilitates innovation, the transfer of this
knowledge from university to industry is theoretically easy, but in practice, is a complex and enduring
process. Thus, it is clear that universities need creative methods and solutions for transcending the

Sustainability 2020, 12, 1496; doi:10.3390/su12041496 www.mdpi.com/journal/sustainability

http://www.mdpi.com/journal/sustainability
http://www.mdpi.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1882-4801
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5733-5045
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/su12041496
http://www.mdpi.com/journal/sustainability
https://www.mdpi.com/2071-1050/12/4/1496?type=check_update&version=2


Sustainability 2020, 12, 1496 2 of 18

classical teaching objectives of the past, transferring the information produced to the industry, and
converting it into a commercial value [3].

Today, universities are considered to be important instruments of regional economic and social
development as well as knowledge production [4]. Transformation of the information produced
within the university into entrepreneurial activities or a university-based investment and getting
a commercial value in the market by joint ventures with the industry, and having entrepreneurial
graduates who trigger the economic development with regional initiatives and, at the end, emergence
of an “entrepreneurial university” are some of the new roles assigned to universities in the new age [5].

Many authors see this transformation as a second evolution in universities [6–8]. In addition to
education as a result of the first evolution, the universities, which assume the task of doing research,
are facing the expectation of supporting economic and social development through entrepreneurial
actions as a third task at the end of this second transformation [9].

Entrepreneurial university is defined in many different ways, like the university that uses new
resources such as patents, contractual research, and collaboration with a private company [10,11], the
university that creates new jobs through its faculty, staff, or students [12], or universities based on
both commercialization (training programs, consultancy services, and development activities) and
objectification (patents, licenses, or new jobs established by students (alumni) [13]. The common aspect
of all these definitions is that the entrepreneurial university points to a structure far beyond the roles of
the ivory tower university [5].

While it is seen that universities in many parts of the world are evolving into entrepreneurial
universities, it is a fact that efforts in this direction have accelerated in recent years in Turkish universities
too. Some may think that there is no significant factor that forces the state universities in Turkey
to become entrepreneurial universities since they mainly use government financial support [14],
however it is not possible for Turkish higher education institutions, which have to compete in many
international platforms, whether they are state or foundation universities, to remain indifferent to this
transformation in the world. The increasing demands and pressures of government, local governments,
and important stakeholders such as partners, students, parents, and industrialists on universities and
the expectations of the universities to create marketable value for the society are undoubtedly forcing
Turkish universities to evolve into entrepreneurial universities.

Within this frame, the main purpose of the research is to determine the intention of Turkish
universities to graduate entrepreneurial individuals and to become entrepreneurial universities. The
main objective of the research is to examine the strategic intentions of Turkish public universities
on the transformation to entrepreneurial universities. The findings of this study may be helpful for
other universities and/or higher education institutions on the way of a possible transformation to
an entrepreneurial university. Also, the results of the research may be helpful for policy makers of
higher education in different countries to understand the impacts of strategic planning and guidance
for the way on entrepreneurial transformation. Within the scope of the research, the strategic plans
of universities, which are indicative of their long-term intentions, were examined and achievement
of the stated purpose was attempted. In this context, following the introduction, the topics of
entrepreneurial universities, strategic planning in the universities, and sustainability of the universities
were reviewed in the second chapter, and then the findings of the strategic plan analyses of the
universities were presented.

2. Evolution of Universities, Entrepreneurial University, and Sustainability of Universities

Entrepreneurship is defined as “an innovative activity combining existing resources with the
capacity to produce new wealth” [15], “the process of creating something new, resulting in personal
satisfaction by spending the necessary time and effort” [16], or “managing the redistribution of economic
resources” [17]. The authors of [18], on the other hand, see the entrepreneur as the person who applies
new combinations in a way that disrupts continuity and Ref [19] describes the entrepreneur as “a person
who sees profit opportunities and demonstrates an initiative to meet unsatisfied needs”. Based on
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these definitions, we can divide the actors carrying out entrepreneurial actions into two large groups as
entrepreneurial individuals at the micro level and institutional entrepreneur organizations at the macro
level. In this context, entrepreneurial universities emerge as macro-level institutional entrepreneurial
structures that carry out entrepreneurial actions, have external links, access to university resources,
and conduct innovation and scientific research [20].

An entrepreneurial university is defined as a university capable of producing a strategic
direction [21] focused on both the formulation of academic objectives and the transformation of
knowledge produced within the university into economic and social benefit [7]. A university that
establishes patent and/or entrepreneurship centers within the university, conducts innovative projects
jointly with governmental institutions or private firms, conducts research and integrates with all
social partners through research centers or technology parks [3,22], and offers opportunities and
environments to encourage students’ entrepreneurship [23] can be called an entrepreneurial university.

Ref [24], examining the birth of entrepreneurial universities, evaluates the developmental processes
of universities in three periods: (1) Science-oriented university, (2) education- and research-based
university, and (3) entrepreneurial and socially integrated university. Ref [25] examined the
transformation process of universities around the world, and divided this transformation into three
phases. They state that in the first period, when universities were established, the aim was science and
learning; in the second term, the aim turned to research; and in the third term, the entrepreneurial
universities emerged and commercially beneficial product was added to the research.

The birth of the third-term universities dates back to the 1960s. In this period, the developments in
technology, especially in information technologies, started to force the second-period universities that
did research only but did not share the results of these researches with the society or turn them into
commercial value [26]. These universities, which have been seen especially in the U.S., have started to
make joint researches with industrial institutions, have established companies, and started to turn the
information they produce into commercial value. These universities, which are called entrepreneurial
universities, force the structures of universities in all other countries to change [20].

Ref [7], examining the transformation process of Stanford University into an entrepreneurial
university, states that the university first developed from a traditional university to a research university
and then into an entrepreneurial university. According to the author, this transformation process first
started with the organization of group research and creation of commercially worthy researches, and
then was completed with the development of institutional mechanisms to carry out commercially
worthy researches outside the institution and the integration of academic and non-academic units
in a common framework [5]. This transformation of Stanford, which began at the beginning of the
20th century, changed the city of San Francisco where it is located. Formerly a port, trade, and
financial center, the city was transformed by Stanford after entrepreneurial actions of its graduates,
first becoming electricity and then an electronic center, which in time created the miracle of “Silicon
Valley” [27].

Research shows that there is no typical university model, nor is there a typical entrepreneurial
university model [28]. However, when the institutions that have successfully transformed to the
entrepreneurial university are examined, it is seen that the entrepreneurial university is basically an
institution that has three characteristics [26]. These features can be listed as the university itself being
an entrepreneur, the members of the university (faculty, students, and other employees) striving to
become entrepreneurs, and interacting with the environment in which the university is located [20].

Ref [29] states that the entrepreneurial university should have three main objectives. First of all,
the graduates of the university should be not only job seekers, but also job-creating individuals. This
aim draws attention to the fact that the entrepreneurial university should educate entrepreneurial
individuals. Secondly, it is stated that entrepreneurial management should be examined in
multidisciplinary research groups in order to cope with the problems that arise during the establishment
of new firms. Thirdly, it can be stated that the research carried out within the universities should be
designed and implemented not only for academic publication, but also as a source of innovation for
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the national economy and society. In 1995, more than 61% of all basic research in the United States was
conducted by universities [30].

The question at this point is whether the transformation of universities into entrepreneurial
universities is a necessity. In fact, the answer to this question is largely hidden in the change experienced
in the last decades. The economic, political, sociological, and technological changes experienced in these
period force universities to change irreversibly. The most important problem posed by this pressure of
change seems to be the inability of universities to meet the expectations of society and governments.

Ref [21] stresses four main sources of that pressure. First, the fact that more and more people in
every segment of society are willing to continue higher education [21,31]. University education, which
stood before as an elite teaching, is theoretically equal distance for everyone today and many people
want to benefit from this teaching. In Turkey, the case is similar to the other parts of the world and the
Council of Higher Education (CHE) of Turkey reports that while the total number of applicants for
higher education in 1980 was 466,963, this number was 1,851,618 as of 2005 [32]. Demand for higher
education has grown almost four-fold in the last 25 years. To meet this demand, many new universities
were established; and the number of universities increased from 19 in 1981 to 165 in 2011 (103 of which
are State Universities and 62 of them are foundation) [33]. As a matter of fact, the author in [33] states
that the number of students envisaged by CHE of Turkey for the vision of 2025 has been reached as
of 2011 as a result of the increase in the university quotas. This shows that the capacity limits of all
universities are being challenged.

Secondly, both industry/business life and the graduates force universities to provide the necessary
knowledge, skills, and abilities to graduates for professional life [21]. In addition, graduates’ desire to
continue post-graduate education, which they think will be useful in their professional careers, both
transforms teaching into an endless process, and also eliminates the limits of the skills to be acquired
in education, thus transforming education into a lifelong structure [31]. As a matter of fact, the figures
in Turkey show that the number of people attending post-graduate education has increased in the last
quarter century, and the number, which was 7983 in 1993, reached 27,469 in 2004 [32].

Thirdly, the dominant concept of “make it with lowest cost” suppresses the classical understanding
of the university and forces the universities to look for additional funding sources [21]. This pressure
transforms higher education from an elite structure to mass production. Governments’ desire to make
the maximum number of people part of higher education at the lowest cost forces the capacity of
universities and puts them under pressure to transform. For the Turkish universities, the weight of
the state budget decreased from 69% in 1995 to 57% in 2005 [32]. This naturally forces universities to
create new sources of funding.

The fourth pressure is that the information available is more than the sources [21]. Today, no
higher education institution or university is considered to have the capacity to control the development
of knowledge on any subject by itself. In this context, there is a great race to take the lead in
knowledge creation and this race extends beyond the boundaries of the university and attracts many
institutions. Research institutions, industry, private sector, and public institutions continually produce
new information; however, it is not possible for the universities to control or assimilate this new
information. This creates a new perspective in knowledge management, suggesting that no one or
institution in the international context can control the production, reformulation, and distribution of
information by itself. It can be said that this is forcing universities to change and putting pressure on
other channels of information to develop cooperation channels.

When reviewing the literature so far on the change and development of universities, it is thought
that the transformation of universities towards entrepreneurial universities is a natural result of the
development of universities. When the issue is evaluated in the Turkish context, it is considered that
because of the powerful public support on funding, Turkish universities did not have a development
process like in Europe or the USA. However, for surviving and competing internationally, it might be
concluded that Turkish universities evolve towards the entrepreneurial university in the course of
natural development. Thus, the main purpose of this research is to determine where the universities
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in Turkey are in the transformation to entrepreneurial universities. In order to achieve this goal, the
strategic plans of the universities showing their long-term intentions have been examined.

2.1. Strategic Planning and the Universities

Strategy can be expressed as a perspective, a broad view, or a direction [34]. The strategy, as a
successive integrative process, is a plan or model that combines the main objectives and policies of an
organization [35], thus determining in which areas the organization should operate, with which means
to reach targets, and with which behavioral patterns to use [36]. The direction of the organization,
its objectives, and the means used to achieve its goals are the determinants of the strategy. Strategic
management is a process in which the plans are analyzed in the process and the organization is directed
to the desired point [37,38].

In Turkey, the Public Financial Management and Control Law No. 5018 defines a strategic
plan as “a plan that includes the medium and long-term objectives, basic principles and policies,
objectives and priorities, performance criteria, methods to be followed and resource allocation of public
administrations”. Under the Law, with a few exceptions, all public institutions, including universities,
are obliged to prepare a strategic plan and all public managers are required to prepare a strategic plan
specific to their institutions.

The President’s Office of Strategy and Planning (POSP) offers a strategic planning model for public
institutions. In this model, the strategic planning cycle starts with the question of where organization is,
continues with the determination of where to go and how to go to the desired future, and finally ends
with how success will be measured. In this process, stakeholder and SWOT (strengths, weaknesses,
opportunities, threats) analyses are used for analyzing the current situation. The point to be achieved is
described with vision, mission, basic principles, goals, and objectives. Strategies and detailed projects
are shown on how to achieve the targets. With the whole process, the organization states its strategic
plan and long-term intentions.

Ref [39], in their research on the strategic plans of Turkish universities, stated that the strategy is
the idea of success created by the organization in order to make a difference between today and the
future. Nevertheless, the findings of the researchers show that, except 1 of the 15 universities they
studied, all of them have adopted the model of POSP in preparing a strategic plan. Thus, the strategic
plans of Turkish universities offer a comparable framework to a large extent, based on the same model.
Therefore, the strategic plans of universities are suitable tools for examining the intentions and aims of
them. In this research, the strategic plans of universities were subjected to content analysis and the
answers of the research questions were sought.

2.2. Sustainability in the Universities

Sustainability of the universities not only covers environmental issues, but also sustainable
developments in environmental, social, and economic matters [40], and transition to a more sustainable
future through research, teaching and learning, industry collaborations, and community bounds [41,42].
It also includes development of graduates to prepare them for more sustainable futures [42,43] and
changing universities in accordance with local and national stakeholders’ expectations [40]. Many
previous studies explored the sustainable development of higher education institutions and they
state that sustainable development of the universities can be fostered with the help of the redesign of
curricula [44,45], regional and global cooperation [46], or organizational change [40].

In recent years, higher education institutions have faced with many challenges like budget
reductions, changing expectations of stakeholders [47], and a continuous and growing demand for
higher education [21]. Due to those pressures, universities are now challenging for sustainability and
trying to find out new ways to face those expectations for supporting themselves and sustainable
development of societies, populations, and stakeholders in which they are embedded [47,48]. According
to UNESCO, for a sustainable development, the institution has to be transformed as a whole [47], thus
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transformation of higher education institutions to entrepreneurial universities may be a good response
for their sustainable development [49].

3. Method

3.1. Objective and the Research Questions

The objective of the research was evaluating the Turkish state universities, as to whether they are
entrepreneurial universities, and to figure out their intentions to transform into an entrepreneurial
university. Within this objective, the research had two research questions, as follows:

RQ1: “Are the Turkish public universities entrepreneurial universities?”
RQ2: “What is the strategic intentions of Turkish public universities on the transformation to

entrepreneurial universities and is such a transformation necessary?”

3.2. Sample

To address the research questions, it was decided that the strategic plans that indicate the intentions
and aims of the institutions would be used as data sources. In this context, the strategic plans of 68 state
universities, approved by the POSP and published on the internet at www.sp.gov.tr, were reached in
full text during June 2019. All strategic plans cover 3 years and were valid by covering 2019 and 2020.

3.3. Research Technique

This research was a qualitative study. In the research, content analysis technique was used. Content
analysis is basically a qualitative method and can be defined as “a family of research techniques
for making systematic, credible, or valid and replicable inferences from texts and other forms of
communication [50]. In this context, content analysis can be defined as a systematic technique, where
certain rules are coded and summarized in smaller categories, and some words of a text, key phrases,
or words are counted, and frequencies analyzed [51]. Content analysis techniques are not general
and ready-made patterns; there are a number of basic rules. Some different analysis techniques like
frequency analysis, categorical analysis, evaluative analysis, or relationship analysis can be used in
content analysis [52]. In the research, firstly frequency and categorical analysis were performed, and
then relationship analysis was used to test the intention–action harmony.

Content analysis is basically a process consisting of some initial steps like setting goals, sampling,
determining categories, and evaluating/interpreting [53]. In this research, the objective was first
decided, and then university strategic plans were selected as data resources. In the third stage of the
study, the units to be divided, the expressions, and categories to be searched within the sample were
determined. While doing this, firstly the entrepreneurship and entrepreneurial university literature
were examined in detail, and the words to be searched within the strategic plans of the universities
were decided.

In the literature, it is emphasized that innovation and creativity are the underlying factors of
entrepreneurship in almost all studies. What makes a person an entrepreneur is the ability to create a
new organization, a new perspective in the market, new corporate values, new production processes,
new products, or new ways of doing business. All entrepreneurial activities are actually wrapped
around creating new ideas. Therefore, in determining the intention of universities to transform
into an entrepreneurial university, the words “innovation/innovativeness”, “creative/creativity”,
and “entrepreneurship /entrepreneur” were identified as key expressions. However, although these
statements define entrepreneurial actions, they are not sufficient to define the entrepreneurial university.
Thus, “patent”, “university–industry cooperation”, and “technopark/technocity”, evaluated as pointing
to the entrepreneurial university, were searched within the strategic plans of the universities, based on
the definition of the entrepreneurial university and the emphasis of various authors. The findings of
the fourth stage are presented in the following sections.

www.sp.gov.tr
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4. Findings

The research findings are presented under three different headings. Firstly, frequency distributions
were found by counting the keywords in each strategic plan and these expressions were divided into
basic categories and categorical frequencies were calculated. Secondly, strategic plans were examined
in detail and the intentions related to keywords in strategy and strategic objectives were investigated.
Lastly, the intention–action harmony was searched by relationship analyses.

4.1. Frequencies of the Keywords

When analyzing the frequency distributions of the keywords, it was determined in which part of
the strategic plan the keyword is mentioned. In the strategic plans, the vision, mission, and values
that reveal “where the university wants to reach”; the SWOT analysis findings indicating “what is the
current position” and the strategy/strategic objectives that show “how to reach the desired location”
were examined under separate headings, and different categories were formed. In this context, “1”
was placed where the keyword was mentioned and if there was no phrase, the relevant field was left
blank. University names were kept confidential and a code number was used for each university.

The frequency distributions related to the keywords of “innovation, creativity and
entrepreneurship” are presented in Table A1. Accordingly, the first group of keywords was not
available anywhere in the strategic plan of only one university strategic plan. In the university strategic
plans where the keywords were used, these expressions were mostly repeated within the values
indicating the place to be reached (62 plans (91.1%)). Accordingly, creativity was used 22 (32.35%) times
in Vision/Mission/Values parts of the strategic plans at the highest rate while innovation was used 54
(79.41%) times in the same parts, and entrepreneurship was used 37 (54.41%) times in Strategy/Strategic
Objectives parts.

In Vision/Mission/Values parts of the strategic plans, 22 (32.35%) of them included “creativity”,
54 (79.41%) of them included “innovation”, and 33 (48.53%) of them consisted of “entrepreneurship”
keywords. The majority of those keywords were written among values of the universities.

In the SWOT (strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, threats) sections of the plans, very few
universities mentioned the keywords. Only 15 (22%) of the plans included keywords in strengths, 8
(11.7%) of them in weaknesses, 5 (7.3%) in opportunities, and 1 (1.4%) in threats. These figures show
that the strategic plans of the universities have some gaps in analyzing the current positions of the
universities for going through an entrepreneurial university.

When the strategy/strategic objectives parts that show how to reach the desired locations were
examined, it was found that 5 (7.35%) plans included the keyword of “creativity”, 36 (52.94%) of them
had “innovation”, and 37 (54.41%) of them contained “entrepreneurship”.

The frequencies of the second group of keywords “patent, university–industry cooperation,
technopark/technocity” are given in Table A2. When the percentages regarding these statements
were evaluated in general, it was seen that Turkish universities are still at the beginning, behind
the transformation to an entrepreneurial university. Although the percentages under the heading
“strategy/strategic objectives” were above 50%, the majority of the intentions described here, as will be
discussed in the following chapters, were intended to achieve a number of processes, opportunities,
and capabilities that do not yet exist, rather than the use of existing capabilities.

The second group of keywords were not available anywhere in the strategic plans of two (2.94%)
universities’ strategic plans. The second group of keywords was used more in the “SWOT analysis” and
“strategy/strategic objectives” sections rather than the “vision, mission, values” sections. Accordingly,
while many of the university strategic plans had “patent” and “technopark/technocity” keywords in the
“vision, mission or values” sections, only three (4.41%) strategic plans emphasized university–industry
cooperation in these parts of the plans.

When the SWOT analysis parts of the plans were analyzed, it was seen that the second group of
keywords were expressed in the “weaknesses and threats” sections that emphasize the negative
characteristics, while the first group of the keywords were mostly included in “strengths and
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opportunities” sections showing the positive characteristics. According to this, the “patent” expression
was stated as a strength six (8.82%) times and opportunity once (1.47%); seven (10.29%) were in the
weakness part of the plans. On the other hand, university–industry cooperation was mentioned as
“strengths” in 10 (14.71%) plans, “opportunities” in 9 (13.24%) plans, “weaknesses” in 16 (23.53%), and
“threats” in 5 (7.35%) plans. The term technocity/technopark was expressed as a strong aspect in 18
(26.47%) strategic plans and as an opportunity in 7 (10.29%) plans, while as a weakness in 9 (13.24)
plans and as threats in 2 (2.94%) plans.

When the strategy/strategic objectives sections of the university strategic plans were examined,
41 (60.29%) of the university strategic plans included the term of “patent”, 42 (61.76%) of them
included “university–industry cooperation”, and 32 (47.06%) of the plans had “technocity/technopark”
statements. However, an important issue to be mentioned here is that although the second group
of keywords were included in a significant number of the strategic plans, the majority of them were
intentions related to the projects and programs planned for the future rather than intentions for
surviving established systems. This is a feature that should be considered in the assessment of the
existing capabilities.

4.2. Intentions in Strategies/Strategic Objectives

As mentioned in the previous chapters, strategic objectives of a strategic plan indicate the actual
intentions and actions of the organization. Therefore, at this stage of the analysis, the strategies/strategic
objectives in the strategic plans of the universities were examined in detail and the tacit intentions
were examined.

Strategic plan of the University 2 had a strategic objective as “improving pioneering and innovative
technological infrastructure”, University 7 had “being leader in innovation and patents and increasing
the number of scientific publications”, University 49 had “ . . . at least 20% of the courses would be
innovation and entrepreneurship based”, University 60 had “opening creativity and innovation related
courses”, and University 69 had a strategic objective of “developing new education and training
policies in order to have creative, innovative and entrepreneurial graduates”.

The keyword of “entrepreneurship” was widely used in the strategic objective parts of the strategic
plans. In the strategic plan, University 8 stated “supporting programs to enhance the entrepreneurship
ecosystem”, University 18 pointed out “to have entrepreneurship courses in undergraduate programs”,
“to develop and expand the entrepreneurship culture within the university”, University 33 said “to
develop entrepreneurial features of academic and administrative staff”, and University 38 offered “to
encourage academics for establishing spin-offs”. Strategic plans offer different actions for supporting
entrepreneurial orientation such as “offering courses on entrepreneurship”, “fostering entrepreneurial
spirit of students by entrepreneurship contests”, “increasing internship activities”, “supporting
academicians’ spin-offs”, and “making academic entrepreneurship a criterion for academic promotion”.
Nine of the university strategic plans included “entrepreneurial university” terms; three of them
mentioned it as a strategic objective while the other six plans used the term in vision/mission/values or
environmental analysis parts.

When the second group of keywords were analyzed in strategic objectives, University 4 used
“encouraging patents and taking at least three patents until the end of planning term”, University 7
stated “being pioneer in innovation and patents”, University 24 wrote “commercializing patents and
making connections with private companies for transforming projects to products”, and University
61 said “having six new patents until the end of 2021”. The majority of the university strategic plans
(60%) had at least one strategic objective about patenting issues.

University 22 stated “to increase the number of academician founded firms and students who
uses incubation center in Technopark until the end of year 2021”, University 41 said “initiate some
activities to encourage new company foundations in the Technopark”, and University 48 mentioned “to
empower and functionalize the Technocity”. However, some strategic plans discussed the deficiencies
of the Technoparks. University 22 wrote “unwillingness of academicians for establishing companies in
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the Technopark” and some newly founded universities (University 56, University 2, University 16, etc.)
had strategic objectives of “founding/finishing the establishment of Technopark”. Thus, especially for
the newly founded universities, Technopark/Technocity term was mainly used as an intention for the
future but not developing an existing capability.

For university–industry cooperation (UIC), University 3, University 19, University 20, University
34, University 40, University 44, and University 50 stated “to develop university–industry cooperation”
as an important strategic objective. University 34 stated “using student summer internships for
university–industry cooperation”, and University 33 and 57 said “strengthening university–industry
cooperation in order to make internship trainings more efficient and increase internship rates”. The
majority of the strategic plans mentioned significant gaps for establishing a well-running UIC.

4.3. Harmony of Intention–Action

Finally, a relational analysis was conducted to examine what the universities wanted to do and
how they would do it, and the harmony between the intention–action of the university strategic plans
for entrepreneurial university transformation was questioned.

The primary reason for investigating such a harmony is the findings of frequency distributions.
As stated above, 91.1% of the university strategic plans included the first group of keywords in the
value/mission/vision sections, which indicated the intentions, while only 66.1% of the universities
listed the first group of keywords in strategic objectives, which state the actions. These figures show
that many intentions will not result in action because no strategy has been developed for this intention.

When the frequency of first group of keywords was examined, it was seen that 22 (32%) strategic
plans included keywords in vision/mission/values or SWOT analyses parts, which state intentions,
but they did not use those words for any organizational strategy. However, 18 strategic plans of the
universities included keywords in all parts of the plans stating a proper intention–action harmony.
For the second group of keywords, there was a reverse finding. Only 4.4% of the university strategic
plans included second group of keywords in vision/mission/values sections, and 42.6% of them used
those keywords as “weakness”, however 85.3% of the plans stated some organizational strategies
about keywords. Only nine of the plans included the words “entrepreneurial university” as a strategic
goal. Most of the strategic plans stated the importance of keywords especially in values or missions,
but those plans had significant gaps in defining organizational strategies in order to achieve those
values/intentions, pointing out a lack of intention–action harmony.

5. Discussion and Conclusions

Within this research, the strategic plans of the Turkish universities were examined and the
existence of intention towards transformation to an entrepreneurial university was questioned. When
the findings were evaluated in general, it was understood that Turkish universities need to go a long
way in terms of transformation into an entrepreneurial university.

The first question sought in the scope of the research was “are Turkish universities entrepreneurial
universities?” According to the results of the content analysis conducted within the strategic plans of
the universities in the framework of the determined keywords, the answer that can be given to this
question is “no”. It was seen that the first group of keywords (creativity, innovation, entrepreneurship)
and the second group of keywords (patent, university–industry cooperation, technopark/technocity)
were not included in four of the strategic plans. Although this figure seems significantly low, the
detailed analyses showed that the first group of keywords was mainly used in values sections while
the second group of keywords was often evaluated for weaknesses or threats. In addition, the strategic
objectives of university–industry cooperation and technocity/technopark were mostly used as a desire
to eliminate the existing deficiencies rather than the use of capabilities in hand, supporting the idea
that the majority of Turkish universities are not yet entrepreneurial universities.

Many authors define the entrepreneurial university, in addition to education and research,
through the university–industry cooperation, the transformation of the research into a commercial
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value, creating economic value for the city in which the university is located, and the contribution of
entrepreneurial enterprises to the economy of both graduates and faculty members by establishing
new enterprises through entrepreneurial actions. The authors of [25], who gives a good example of
this, states that Lenovo, a university-founded company with the support of Beijing University, has had
great success in the computer sector and has been transformed into a big company that financially
supports the university over time. In this sense, it cannot be said that such entrepreneurial actions
exist in the Turkish university system yet.

The second question to be answered was “do Turkish universities have any intention of becoming
an entrepreneurial university?” Although the results of the analysis on the keywords revealed that
Turkish universities are behind in the transformation to entrepreneurial universities, the majority of
the universities have serious intentions and efforts in this direction. When the strategic plans of the
universities were examined, it was understood that the majority of them included the keywords in
the strategic objective parts of the plans. More than half of the Turkish universities had identified
strategic objectives for obtaining patents, increasing university–industry cooperation, establishing or
developing technocity/technoparks, and supporting innovative and entrepreneurial activities. These
findings, although clearly expressed in the strategic plan of only nine universities, show that there is a
clear intention and effort to transform into an entrepreneurial university.

Is such a transformation necessary and, if necessary, how can it be carried out? These questions
can be answered in many ways, either positive or negative. As a matter of fact, the author [54]
states in his research examining the views of faculty members about entrepreneurial university and
university–industry cooperation that there are various supportive and opposing views on this issue;
however, as one faculty member says, “the love of running after the knowledge that used to be of no
use in the past found a place in the university, today this spirit is gradually began to be abandoned”.
Similarly, the author [33] states that active and strong ties between universities and the business world
have not been established yet. In this context, he argues that it is highly debatable how the country can
achieve the goals set for the next decades without a strong link between the university and industry
(i.e., to some extent transforming into an entrepreneurial university).

Many obstacles such as various legislative problems, the rigid structure of established corporate
culture, social cultural judgments, or ethical concerns can be listed for Turkish universities on the
way to entrepreneurial transformation. However, it is important to remember that all these obstacles
were once a problem for other societies and universities, but were somehow solved. It is possible
to find such successful entrepreneurial university practices in many different countries. The success
stories in these universities have been subject to different researches and important lessons have been
put forward for other universities trying to change in this direction. For example, the author of [13]
discussed the Swedish university system and the transformation of Chalmers University, the author
in [4] argued the change of the University of Waterloo, the author in [22] shared the experiences of
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, and the author in [55] examined the transformation of the
University of Twente to the entrepreneurial university and their contributions to the local economy. In
addition to this, the authors in [29] suggested that in order to become an entrepreneurial university, in
addition to education and training, graduates are equipped with entrepreneurial spirit, conducting
research with various stakeholders in a way that will be transformed into a commercial product; in
order to become an entrepreneurial university, the students are constantly supported to establish their
own businesses and the structure is transformed to support innovative, creative, and entrepreneurial
actions within the university.

Considering the pressure of change created by economic, political, social, and technological
changes on higher education institutions and the vision and targets of the country for the future, it
seems an important requirement for Turkish universities to be entrepreneurial universities. Keeping
in mind that the goals related to the future cannot be achieved without generating information and
creating value, it can be said that such a transformation is also a social responsibility. As a result,
the existence of Turkish universities, which are in effective communication with all stakeholders,
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support the economic and social development of the region, transform their graduates into productive
individuals, and are the leading actors of technological development in the country, will be a common
benefit for the whole society.

5.1. Managerial Implications

One potential weakness of the universities, depending on their strategic plans, is the lack
of effective university–industry collaboration. Managers and policy makers of higher education
institutions should find some creative ways to encourage and develop the UIC. Some legal issues
might be in consideration, specifically to stimulate the academicians for founding strong ties with the
industry and establishing start-ups within the technocities/technoparks. Also, the collaboration with
technocities/technoparks is mainly on basic research relations or internship programs for the students.
However, for transforming to entrepreneurial universities, Turkish universities should find new ways
to develop the collaborations with those technology centers.

As is the case in a few universities, academic qualifications and performance evaluations might
be associated with the academicians’ entrepreneurial activities. Some success stories can be shared
within the universities and academics can be encouraged towards more entrepreneurship. In this
sense, creating a shared value system [56] within the institution may facilitate a transition to an
entrepreneurial structure.

5.2. Limitations and Recommendations for Future Studies

In addition to the important findings, the study has some limitations. First, the data source
was a limitation. In this study, instead of obtaining direct opinions of university administrators by
means of questionnaires, interviews, or observations, the strategic plans of the universities, which
were evaluated as expressing their strategic intentions and objectives as an institution, were examined.
In this context, the number of strategic plans included in the research constitutes a limitation. The
sample of the research was limited to the strategic plans published at www.sp.gov.tr.

The issue that needs to be expressed in relation to this is that all of the university strategic plans
examined in the scope of this research were public universities. There are many foundation universities
in Turkey and some of them have entrepreneurship research centers and technocity/technopark and
some of them have very serious talent and potential towards entrepreneurial university. However,
this research does not include foundation universities. Therefore, if one of the primary data collection
methods is selected as a method in future researches, it can provide data collection from foundation
universities as well as conducting studies comparing public universities and foundation universities.

A second limitation was the selected keywords. Within the scope of the research, the
words “innovation, creativity, entrepreneurship, patent, university–industry cooperation and
technocity/technopark” were chosen as the keywords after searching the existing literature. Similar
research can be done by using different keywords in addition to these words in future studies.

Future studies may focus on the possible advantages and disadvantages of central strategic
planning in higher education. As is the case in Turkish universities, most of the university strategic
plans follow the method of POSP, and two possible advantages of this approach can be resource
optimization and strategic vision guidance; however, a potential disadvantage may be the institutional
isomorphism [57] of the universities in the future. These pros and cons need further research.

Finally, strategic plans are documents that show long-term intentions. For this reason, it is
considered that strategic plans should be monitored in future studies. Since strategic planning is a
new concept in Turkish higher institutions, there is not enough data for such a longitudinal analysis
yet. However, it is thought that such a research can be conducted by comparing the following term
strategic plans with current ones.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Frequency of creativity, innovation, and entrepreneurship.

N. University
Vis./Miss./

Values Strengths Weakness Opport. Threats Org. Str.

C I E C I E C I E C I E C I E C I E

1 University 1 1 1

2 University 2 1 1 1 1 1

3 University 3 1 1 1

4 University 4 1 1 1

5 University 5 1 1 1 1

6 University 6 1 1

7 University 7 1

8 University 8 1 1 1 1 1 1

9 University 9 1 1 1 1 1

10 University 10

11 University 11 1

12 University 12 1 1 1

13 University 13 1 1

14 University 14 1 1 1 1 1

15 University 15 1 1

16 University 16 1 1 1 1 1

17 University 17 1 1 1 1

18 University 18 1 1 1 1

19 University 19 1 1 1 1 1

20 University 20 1 1 1

21 University 21 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

22 University 22 1 1

23 University 23 1 1 1 1 1

24 University 24 1 1 1 1

25 University 25 1

26 University 26 1

27 University 27 1 1

28 University 28 1 1

29 University 29 1 1
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Table A1. Cont.

N. University
Vis./Miss./

Values Strengths Weakness Opport. Threats Org. Str.

C I E C I E C I E C I E C I E C I E

30 University 30 1 1

31 University 31 1

32 University 32 1 1 1 1

33 University 33 1 1 1 1 1

34 University 34 1

35 University 35 1 1

36 University 36 1 1 1 1

37 University 37 1 1 1 1 1

38 University 38 1 1 1 1 1

39 University 39 1 1 1 1 1

40 University 40 1 1 1 1

41 University 41 1 1 1 1

42 University 42 1 1 1

43 University 43 1

44 University 44 1 1 1 1 1

45 University 45 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

46 University 46 1 1

47 University 47 1

48 University 48 1 1 1 1 1 1

49 University 49 1 1

50 University 50 1 1 1 1

51 University 51 1 1 1 1

52 University 52 1

53 University 53 1 1 1

54 University 54 1 1 1

55 University 55 1 1

56 University 56 1 1

57 University 57 1 1 1 1 1

58 University 58 1 1 1 1

59 University 59 1 1 1 1 1

60 University 60 1 1 1

61 University 61 1 1

62 University 62 1

63 University 63 1

64 University 64 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

65 University 65 1 1

66 University 66 1 1 1 1
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Table A1. Cont.

N. University
Vis./Miss./

Values Strengths Weakness Opport. Threats Org. Str.

C I E C I E C I E C I E C I E C I E

67 University 67 1 1

68 University 68 1 1 1 1

Total 22 54 33 1 13 4 0 2 6 0 3 3 1 0 0 5 36 37

Percentage 32.3 79.448.5 1.4 19.15.8 0.0 2.9 8.8 0.0 4.4 4.4 1.4 0.0 0.0 7.3 52.954.4

Number/percentage
of “full”

universities
62 (91.1%) 15 (22%) 8 (11.7%) 5 (7.3%) 1 (1.4%) 45 (66.1%)

Number/percentage
of “empty”
universities

6 (8.9%) 53 (78%) 60 (88.3%) 63 (92.7%) 67 (98.6%) 23 (33.9%)

Table A2. Frequency of patent, university–industry cooperation, and technopark/technocity.

N. University
Vis./Miss./

Values Strengths Weakness Opport. Threats Org. Str.

P U T P U T P U T P U T P U T P U T

1 University 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

2 University 2 1 1 1 1 1 1

3 University 3 1 1 1 1

4 University 4 1 1 1

5 University 5 1 1

6 University 6 1 1 1 1

7 University 7 1 1 1

8 University 8 1 1 1 1 1

9 University 9 1 1 1 1

10 University 10 1 1 1

11 University 11 1 1

12 University 12 1 1 1

13 University 13 1 1

14 University 14 1 1 1 1

15 University 15 1 1 1 1 1

16 University 16 1 1 1

17 University 17 1 1

18 University 18 1 1

19 University 19 1 1 1 1

20 University 20 1 1 1 1

21 University 21 1 1 1

22 University 22 1 1 1

23 University 23 1 1 1 1 1

24 University 24 1 1 1
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Table A2. Cont.

N. University
Vis./Miss./

Values Strengths Weakness Opport. Threats Org. Str.

P U T P U T P U T P U T P U T P U T

25 University 25 1

26 University 26 1 1 1

27 University 27 1 1 1 1

28 University 28 1 1 1

29 University 29 1 1

30 University 30 1 1 1 1 1

31 University 31 1 1 1

32 University 32 1 1 1 1

33 University 33 1 1 1 1 1 1

34 University 34 1 1 1

35 University 35 1 1 1 1

36 University 36 1 1 1

37 University 37 1 1 1 1 1 1

38 University 38 1 1 1 1

39 University 39 1 1 1

40 University 40 1 1 1 1 1

41 University 41 1 1

42 University 42 1 1

43 University 43 1 1

44 University 44 1 1 1 1

45 University 45 1 1 1

46 University 46 1 1 1

47 University 47 1 1 1

48 University 48 1 1 1

49 University 49 1 1 1

50 University 50 1 1

51 University 51 1

52 University 52 1

53 University 53 1 1

54 University 54 1 1 1

55 University 55 1

56 University 56 1

57 University 57 1 1 1 1

58 University 58 1

59 University 59

60 University 60 1 1 1

61 University 61 1 1

62 University 62 1

63 University 63 1 1 1
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Table A2. Cont.

N. University
Vis./Miss./

Values Strengths Weakness Opport. Threats Org. Str.

P U T P U T P U T P U T P U T P U T

64 University 64 1 1 1 1 1 1

65 University 65 1 1

66 University 66 1 1

67 University 67 1 1 1 1

68 University 68

Total 0 3 0 6 10 18 7 16 9 1 9 7 0 5 2 41 42 32

Percentage 0.0 4.4 0.0 8.8 14.726.4 10.2 23.513.2 1.47 13.210.20.0 7.3 2.9 60.2 61.747.0

Number/percentage
of “full”

universities
3 (4.4%) 25 (36.7%) 29 (42.6%) 15 (22%) 7 (10.3%) 58 (85.3%)

Number/percentage
of “empty”
universities

65 (95.6%) 43 (63.3%) 39 (57.4%) 53 (88%) 61 (89.7%) 10 (14.7%)
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