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Abstract 
The entrepreneurial university is seen as an important catalyst for regional economic and social development, 

particularly because it generates and exploits knowledge as entrepreneurial opportunities. This paper aims to analyze 

the challenges Smart Specialization Strategies (S3) imply to the role entrepreneurial universities can play in regional 

development. The former has increasingly gained space as a new competitive paradigm and universities can be of 

great importance for its successful implementation because of their contribution both as a partner institution, policy 

actor and producer of knowledge and social capital that can affect the potential territorial competitiveness and 

sustainability. By adopting institutional economics, resource-based view, and endogenous growth approaches, this 

study aims to provide a wider understanding of the socioeconomic impacts of the entrepreneurial universities on their 

regions The paper critically addresses this knowledge gap, focusing on policy, organization, and the role of individual 

actors to uncover the challenges facing higher education institutions as they seek to engage with their regions and 

promote territorial competitiveness and sustainability. As higher education institutions begin to ramp up their 

technology transfer activities and start to commercialize their research, it is crucial to consider the regional context 

and the regional impacts that this can have. In this context, and as a final point, the concept of entrepreneurial 

ecosystem is reinterpreted as a possible path of the dynamics resulting from S3 and entrepreneurial universities 

interactions, opening the way for a set of public policy recommendations. 
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1 Introduction 
Regional competitiveness on a global scale is requiring new answers from the territories. The 

challenges regions are facing imply they must be capable of developing further key competences 

in the exploitation of their resources and strengths. Smart specialisation strategies are a new 

approach to the problem of competitiveness and differentiation in the global arena assuming that 

the “one size fits all” archetype cannot be the solution to the problem (Tödtling,et al., 2005). 
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Smart specialisation is possibly the single largest attempt ever of an orchestrated, supranational 

innovation strategy to boost economic development through diversification, and, as such, deserves 

to be watched closely. Smart specialization, in brief, is about maximizing the knowledge corpus 

development potential of a region based on an evidence-based assessment of territorial competitive 

advantages. Smart specialisation strategies or RIS3 (Research and Innovation Strategies for Smart 

Specialisation) constitute a renewed approach to socioeconomic development based on RD&I 

production, diffusion and absorption (Foray et al., 2007; Foray et alii., 2009).  

 

To accomplish this, higher education institutions are key partners as a drive to innovation, 

knowledge and social capital building and valuation. The links between the entrepreneurial 

university paradigm and the implementation of smart specialization strategies are discussed as a 

means to deepen the understanding of this renewed dynamics that is evolving towards a new 

competitive paradigm based on knowledge, innovation and differentiation. 

 

The aim of this paper is three-fold. On the one hand, the first objective of the paper is to 

contextualize and clarify the concept of smart specialisation that has been gaining growing 

importance in terms of regional policy. On the other hand, it  will also address, both theoretically 

and operationally, the challenges higher education institutions are facing in the context of smart 

specialisation strategies – this will be done through the theoretical and methodological lens of the 

entrepreneurial university paradigm. The third objective is to obtain a set of recommendations 

about the role of entrepreneurial universities on smart specialization strategies that may enable 

policy makers identifying and supporting initiatives and processes of this nature, in order to 

maximize their contribution to economic diversification. The concept of entrepreneurial ecosystem 

is reinterpreted as a possible path of the dynamics resulting from S3 and entrepreneurial universities 

interactions, opening the way for a set of public policy recommendations. 

 

2 Towards Smart Specialisation: the context 
Nowadays, it is almost unanimous, in the area of Regional Science, that innovation is one of the 

key critical factors to increase entrepreneurial and territorial competitiveness, and should be 

understood not only in the strict technical meaning (product and process) but include also, the 

organizational dimensions (management, markets, etc.) and institutional (partnerships, cooperation 

networks, etc.). Innovation is now understood as the result of a non-linear process mediated by a 

systemic and interactive combinatorial of territorial factors rather by the S&T supply-side 

(technology-push) or the demand-side (demand-pull) only (Santos, 2009; Landabaso, 2011).  

 

It is also recognized today that globalization has accentuated the change in the design of business 

strategies from a static price-based competition to a dynamic competition that favors regions that 

are able to (re)create knowledge and specific know-how faster than their competitors. The 

contemporary knowledge and learning economy is implicitly an economy that founds its 

competitive advantages in the continuous call for innovation (Isaksen et alii., 2016).   

 

Innovation is thus understood primarily as the result of a collective, complex and interactive 

process (companies do not innovate alone!), firms depending increasingly on the access and 

absorption of codified and tacit knowledge originating from different sources. It is therefore not 

surprising that in these circumstances the innovative company is seen as a product of their 

local/regional environment, and this later one is understood as the true innovator agent, sustaining 
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the idea that territorial competitiveness is increasingly dependent upon the capacity of promoting 

collective learning mechanisms and generating new forms of strategic knowledge (Tödtling et al.; 

2005; Camagni, 2006, 2008; Hauser et alii; 2007; Cooke, 2008; Camagni et al., 2013;  Asheim et 

alii., 2011, 2016).  

 

Over the last few decades, the roles and influence of key stakeholders involved in creating optimal 

social and economic condition for entrepreneurship has evolved. We, as the knowledge economy 

progresses, are experiencing a more rapid pace of scientific and technological development, further 

advances in ICT and a more effective transition of research to the market place (Cunningham, 

2008). These and other changes have been conditioning the profile of innovation and 

entrepreneurship policies that local, regional and national governments adopt to increase either the 

birth rate of enterprises, namely new micro, small and medium sized technology-based firms, either 

economic competitiveness as a whole and, therefore, also territorial competitiveness.   

 

Some authors (Cooke, 2007, 2008; Santos, 2009) clearly assume that the implementation of 

territorial embedded regional innovation systems could be of strategic importance to improve the 

process of systemic innovation and, therefore, regional competitiveness.  In fact, the promotion of 

adjusted institutional architectures to the respective productive fabrics accomplishes, on these 

territorial innovation approaches, the real lever of regional and entrepreneurial competitiveness 

(Asheim et alii., 2011; Lerro et al., 2014). 

 

It is therefore argued that special attention should be paid to the design of intervention policies, 

trying to avoid the classical functional top-down and supply-side approach, the classical repertoire 

of some innovation policies (OECD, 2011. Innovation-led competitiveness regional policies must 

basically address the questions of enhancing the territorial capabilities to foster interaction among 

the regional actors, of engaging the actors in processes of collective learning and of producing 

strategic knowledge or, more synthetically, to increase the stock of social capital in their territories, 

mainly if we are dealing with least favored regions with structural development problems, where, 

traditionally, there is a clear deficit of these immaterial assets. 

 

The changing role of universities in regional development must also be seen within a broader 

context of globalization and the changing nature of regional development and governance, notably 

the shift in emphasis from material to non-material assets (knowledge, skills, cultural patterns) and 

the resurgence of the region as an important arena for political and economic activity (Gust-Bardon, 

2012). Territoriality is an extremely problematic concept for higher education institutions. 

Universities normally exist as autonomous institutions, which are often characterized by low levels 

of territorial embeddedness, positioning themselves preferably as academic, scientific and research 

actors at a national and international scale. Universities could play a key role in this new 

regionalized economy; but to do so they have to be able to meet the needs of new clienteles to 

provide new programmes, and to deliver in new ways (McCann et al., 2016; OECD, 2001, 2011). 

Smart Specialization is a strategic approach to economic development through targeted support to 

Research and Innovation (R&I). It is the basis for European Structural and Investment Fund 

interventions in R&I as part of the Regional and Cohesion Policy's contribution to the Europe 2020 

jobs and growth agenda. More generally, S3, also sometimes referred to as Research and 

Innovation Strategies for Smart Specialization, RIS3, involves a process of developing a vision, 

identifying the place-based areas of greatest strategic potential and competitive advantage, setting 
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strategic priorities and making use of smart policies to avoid lock-in phenomena and maximize the 

knowledge-based development potential of any region, strong or weak, high-tech or low-tech. 

 

The European Commission's Cohesion Policy aims to reduce differences between regions in 

Europe and to ensure growth across Europe. Structural Funds are among the main tools to 

implement the policy and it is within this framework that Smart Specialization was introduced. The 

concept was first proposed  by Foray and Van Ark in 2007, in a policy brief prepared for the 

Knowledge for Growth Expert Group (Foray et al., 2007; Foray et al., 2009), an independent 

advisory group to the European Commissioner for Research and Innovation. While those authors 

were mostly concerned with developing strategies intended to successfully answer the transatlantic 

gap in R&D investment and diminish the so-called “innovation paradox”, the “Barca Report” 

(Barca, 2009) looked at the territorial dimensions of Cohesion Policy, making a number of 

recommendations for the post 2013 programmes, including the need to focus on fewer priorities 

and for better coordination of place-based policies transversely on the European Commission. This 

facilitated the transition of Smart Specialization from a wholly sectorial concept to one that is also 

applicable to regional development and innovation policies (McCann et al., 2011). 

 

Universities have often been absent from or had a minimal responsibility in regional innovation 

strategies. Furthermore the prevailing paradigm has been one of a science/technology-push, which 

has largely ignored the potential contribution of the Arts, Humanities and Social Sciences to 

regional development and innovation. Even the terminology and infrastructure of innovation has 

revealed a strong bias towards an assumption of a S&T production and diffusion approach, 

engaging predominantly on the implementation of the so-called bridging initiatives, such as 

technology transfer offices or liaison officers (European Commission, 2010, 2011; 2012; McCann 

et al., 2011). A strategy still based on the innovation linear model.  

 

Nonetheless it is clear that universities have a potentially pivotal role to play in the social and 

economic development of their territories. Targeting research and innovation policies, however, 

may not be always recommendable due to inherent problems of incomplete information and the 

inevitable representation bias towards incumbent interests (Pinheiro et alii., 2012; Kempton et al., 

2013). When the economic specialization of a region is not evident from observation of market 

dynamics, policies should aim at enabling the process of market selection, allowing such 

specialization to emerge as a result of entry, exit and experimentation. Such an approach would 

have two immediate implications for the development of RIS3: (i) replacing the emphasis on ex 

ante definition of activities with a focus on a results-based approach for R&I investments; and (ii) 

fully integrating monitoring and evaluating mechanisms in the development of the strategy, 

allowing for policy experimentation, structured learning and systematic adjustment of programs 

and policies towards the pre-defined objectives. 

 

It is thus on this challenging context that the role of higher education institutions should be 

addressed, requiring new formats of intervention on the competitive qualification of the evolving 

host territory. That is precisely the topic we will address now through the concept of entrepreneurial 

university, a debate that the new literature on smart specialization reinforces and even amplifies.  
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3 Towards entrepreneurial universities: a (still) emergent paradigm 

Nowadays with the increasing global competitiveness of economies, universities are called to assist 

more directly in the new challenges that regions face, to become an important actor and partner. 

(Goddard et al., 2013; Kempton et al., 2013). Economic development and entrepreneurial behavior 

seems to have a link, and that justifies thus the increasingly important investment that is being 

made in the promotion of these behaviors in citizens, organizations, regions and other elements of 

the social fabric. Universities are also challenged to be entrepreneurial. Fostering the 

entrepreneurial potential of a university is a major defy which requires an approach that identifies 

knowledge as an asset which can be created, developed, transmitted and valued. 

 

More concretely, an entrepreneurial university is considerate such as an organization that adopts 

an entrepreneurial management style, with members (faculty, students, and staff members) who act 

entrepreneurially, and that interacts with its outside environment (community/region) in an 

entrepreneurial manner (Clark, 2001; Klofsten et al., 2000). Traditional studies of entrepreneurial 

university tend to take a narrow view of industry-university relations focusing on the 

commercialization of research results and on mechanisms of 'technology transfer' such as science 

parks and incubators, liaison offices, or intellectual property (O’Shea et al., 2005; Wright et al., 

2007; Grimaldi et al., 2011). However, the emerging role of a modern entrepreneurial university is 

dichotomous, focusing both innovation and entrepreneurship that contributes to innovation, 

competiveness and economic growth (Urbano et al., 2013). 

 

The development of an entrepreneurial higher education institution can be achieved in three ways 

that are not alternatives but rather complementary and interlocking. First, promoting 

entrepreneurship in universities involves creating a sense and a culture of risk, search and 

discovery. The promotion of this institutional cultural change necessarily involves, for example, 

innovation in teaching and learning but also in other organizational dimensions, like support 

services and reward systems. Universities can thus create a virtuous circle in which the requirement 

of teachers may be oriented towards more creative, innovative and appealing environments and 

teaching and learning processes (Lazzeretti et al., 2005). It is also essential that an entrepreneurial 

culture may be stimulated by way of training programs on detection of market opportunities, 

implementing business solutions or the promotion of new start-ups (Hannon, 2008). 

Entrepreneurship education is now so necessary to a student from management or economics, as 

for a student of humanities, social sciences, engineering or arts. The awareness, the creation of 

training packages, modules and courses should be clearly oriented to provide frameworks and tools 

that facilitate the creation of conditions for self-employment and intrapreneurship. Finally, a third 

dimension requires higher education institutions, as organizations, to be entrepreneurial, not only 

in their training programs, but also in the way they operate. They should, for example, be able to 

commercialize some of their assets, which are based on the production of codified, scientific and 

technological knowledge. Without jeopardizing its primary mission, universities need to rethink 

their offer and their markets (Uyarra. 2010). These three converging paths to develop an 

entrepreneurial university approach are, all of them, very important, as summarized in Figure 1.  

 

Etzkowitz (1983) adopted the designation of entrepreneurial university to precisely describe the 

many changes that reflect a more active role of universities in the direct and indirect promotion of 

knowledge transfer and scientific and technological know-how that is associated with academic 
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research but also in the processes of collective learning, in a proactive attitude towards change and 

an anticipative and prospective vision. 

 

The growing social pressure on universities to extend their traditional missions and adopt a more 

proactive participation in the economic development of their region led them to the definition of a 

third mission – a challenge that the concept of entrepreneurial university tries to incorporate.  

There is currently an abundant specialized literature about the notion of entrepreneurial university 

(Etzkowitz, 2004; Guerrero-Cano, 2008; Pilbeam, 2008; Lehrera et al., 2009). 

 

The defy being that universities, in the context of a thorough redesign of the pillars that have 

founded the society and the knowledge economy, may give a complete answer and be up to the 

challenges that are permanently raised. It is, in fact, also a matter of survival: the need for 

adaptation to the rapidly changing world cannot stay apart of their missions, as sometimes they 

were rightly accused - the ivory tower syndrome (Etzkowitz et al., 2000). 

 

The mobilization of universities to respond properly to these new challenges requires a holistic or 

systemic approach, not merely focused on marketable interventions, such as the provision of value 

added services or the provision of business oriented research.  

 

Some authors (Clergeau et al., 2005; Gjerding et al., 2006; Gibb et al., 2009; Goddard et alii., 2012; 

Santos et al., 2012), suggest a shift from a transactional logic to another approach that may be 

transformational, with a more organizational and inclusive emphasis aiming at mobilizing the 

endogenous educational community, as well as exogenous territorial actors and assets and, also, 

that can be based more on medium and long term projects than in isolated or casuistic initiatives. 

In Figure 1, we try to illustrate this evolution. 

 
Figure 1 - Evolution of university dimensions 

 
Adapted from: Santos et al., 2015 

 

Therefore, it is absolutely vital, in building an entrepreneurial higher education institution, to adopt 

changes in the institutional organizational culture - that is, it seems, a critical step that has to be 

overcome (Markkula et al., 2015). More than the commoditization and commercialization of 

knowledge, defined as outputs of this process, it is crucial to build an entrepreneurial mindset, 

assuming a "bottom-up", aggregative and inclusive approach that can be a factor for mobilizing 

teachers and students of the different academic organs, in order to achieve a more proactive and 

competitive positioning in their territorial contexts (Potter, 2008; Isenberg, 2010).  

 

The approach by an entrepreneurial university paradigm to the smart specialization strategies 

challenges requires to overcome an issue that affects both higher education and regional 

development fields - the “one-size-fits all” model we have already mentioned (Tödtling,et al., 2005; 

Anthony, 2014). Both universities and regions may be tempted to follow and replicate uncritically 
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the success cases from other geographies and political and institutional contexts. Universities try 

to replicate and imitate successful universities and regions try to replicate other successful regions. 
The critical elements required to the development of the Smart Specialization approach tailored to 

a specific context are (European Commission, 2010; Audretsch, 2012; Kempton et al., 2013): the 

collective entrepreneurial process of discovery; the increased focus on specific areas of R&D and 

innovation specialization within a regional economy that can generate distinctive competitive 

advantage; and the greater interest in trans-regional links and the relationship between territories 

with different specializations in the development and application of new knowledge. 

 

To address these elements four types of capacities are required (Goddard et al., 2013): 

- Generative: related to the definition of possibilities and focused on the identification of S&T 

areas with distinctive market potential in the region, is referred to as an ‘entrepreneurial process of 

discovery’ (Foray et al., 2009); 

- Absorptive: addressing the capacity of the demand side to absorb and use knowledge and 

research (Goddard et al., 2012);  

- Collaborative: assure the collaboration among all key players and develop “boundary spanners” 

across disciplines and structures (both regional and political); 

- Leadership: ensuring inclusive, open prioritization and avoid capture by vested public sector 

and industrial interests. The S3 discovery process must therefore foster a wide stakeholder 

involvement within the region (lateral) and across levels of public and private sector governance 

(vertical) requiring robust governance structures. 

 

The definition of a smart specialization strategy for a region requires an increasing role and an 

active participation and involvement from universities (and other key players), and, thus, the 

entrepreneurial university paradigm can be useful in this process. The inclusion of universities in 

this category stretches their role in regional innovation beyond just being a source of indigenous 

scientific R&D capacity, and provides a potential route through which expertise and local 

intelligence the institution may contain in other policy-relevant knowledge domains, can become 

of direct value to its region (Urbano et al., 2013). As the EU guide Connecting Universities to 

Regional Growth states: 

“Universities can ... play a key role in defining a regional smart specialisation strategy by 

contributing to a rigorous assessment of the region’s knowledge assets, capabilities and 

competencies, including those embedded in the university’s own departments as well as local 

businesses” (European Commission, 2011: 2) 

 

The third mission, knowledge valuation and technology transfer can also make a contribution to 

develop the generative, absorptive and collaborative capabilities. The generative capability can be 

developed because of the new possibilities open by the technology transfer and its impact, which 

can lead to new regional and/or business development and market creation. This developmental 

role may have a less direct connection to a process of entrepreneurial discovery (Grimaldi et alii., 

2011; Mieszkowski et al., 2015), but the regional institutional capacity building to which it 

mentions will strengthen the types of social relations and norms of collaborative trust and 

reciprocity upon which a successful regional Smart Specialisation Strategy is ultimately likely to 

be dependent. Therefore, any active generative university role in the formation of Smart 

Specialisation Strategies needs to be seen in a broader context that encompasses the more 

supportive developmental role of universities. 
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4 Redesigning policies: towards an entrepreneurial ecosystem 
Entrepreneurship has come up a top priority strategy for local and regional competitiveness 

promotion. There is a vast array of entrepreneurship policies but evidence is showing evidence of 

lack of coordination, stop-and-go problems, lack of effectiveness in their design and 

implementation (Rigby et al., 2013). There are various interventions that local and regional 

governments and development agencies can make to improve this situation. Knowledge spillovers 

are crucial to innovation in new and small firms, but their exploitation requires an active investment 

by firms and participation in inter-firm and university-industry relationships (Lehrera et al., 2009). 

Problems commonly arise when the linkages between the two domains of knowledge exploration 

(universities, research organisations, etc.) and knowledge exploitation (firms, intermediary 

organisations, etc.) are poor, when there is a lack of non-local sources and outlets of knowledge, 

or still when related sectors do not work together (Nordqvist et al., 2010). 

 

Although there is a growing field of research about entrepreneurship ecosystems (Isenberg, 2010), 

focused in the establishment of conditions to promote the creation and development of new 

business ventures, where different institutions and capabilities are required (funding, incubation, 

mentoring), we argue that within the framework of S3 a new evolution will arise – the 

entrepreneurial ecosystem. 

 

Innovation policies derive their core characteristics from S&T policies as well as industrial policies 

(Santos et al., 2015). Recent advances on the understanding the innovation process and 

phenomenon, principally coming from the regional innovation systems approach and from the 

theorization around the concept of triple helix, have given an impulse to entrepreneurship 

promotion to be understood as an objective resulting from an integrated and systemic policy, 

involving more and more an ample latitude of spheres of action, namely economic, social and 

political-institutional (Camagni et al., 2013; Santos et al., 2014; Farinha et alii., 2015). By 

entrepreneurial ecosystem we mean that all the key players involved adopt, develop and understand 

entrepreneurial values and activities. This will be a sine qua non condition for effective 

cooperation, for identification, definition and implementation of a collective learning strategy 

based on opportunities, key strengths and innovative use of existing resources (Pinheiro et alii., 

2012; Romano et alii., 2014). 

 

The systemic dimensions are the heart of the ecosystem: networks of entrepreneurs, leadership, 

finance, talent, knowledge, and specialized support services, namely the provision of RD&I inputs.. 

The entrepreneurial ecosystem will be a holistic framework where the actors will be oriented 

towards the continuous focus of value creation and regional development (Asheim et alii., 2016; 

Markkula et al., 2015; Isaksen et alii., 2016). In a way, the promotion of a RIS3 is nothing but the 

search for this entrepreneurial ecosystem based on a territorial collective learning approach, an 

instrument to keep on incorporating this strategy, vision and behavior in the genetic code of 

institutional fabric (Gus-Bardon, 2012). This context challenges traditional higher education 

traditional approaches on what concerns their role on local and regional development and opens up 

a different paradigm that implies a stronger engagement and protagonism of universities with their 

entrepreneurial, institutional and socio-cultural communities (Table 1). 
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Table 1 – Traditional versus innovative universities approaches 

Traditional university approach New innovation models and institutional change in universities 

Ivory tower syndrome predominance Societal challenges, social/open innovation and the quadruple helix 

Science production as neutral Responsible research and innovation 

Supply-side model prevalence The civic/engaged/challenge-driven university model 

Integration on the circuits of the Big 

Science 

Generating intellectual and human capital assets for the region 

Assumption of trickling down cumulative 

effects of R&D activities over the regional 

economy 

Avoiding equating research excellence with the ability of the regional 

economy generate innovation 

Predominance of an internal academic and 

scientific agenda 

Taking account of specific strengths and weaknesses of the region in 

terms of: territorial specific assets; industrial and business profile; 

innovation potential; national and international linkages 

Sectorial approach Systemic approach 

Casuistic and non-integrated policies with 

no systemic territorial planning 

Developing coherent policies that link territorial development to 

innovation and higher education 

Universities as global players Universities as glocal players 

 

This type of diversification, however, through evolutionary diverging from established paths 

(Boschma et al., 2011) – technological relatedness and regional branching - is only expected to 

be available as a policy alternative for regions with already existing cutting-edge technology 

specialisations and clusters of knowledge-intensive industries (Dawley et al., 2012; Fornahl et al. 

2012; Goddard et alii., 2012). For other regions, where the policy objective will be to improve 

basic R&D competences or provoke a shift towards new knowledge-based industries, different 

approaches may need to be implemented. In those regions that lack top R&D capacity, the 

alternative formulae of innovation (user-led, social, service) may also constitute the basis of a 

specialised industrial niche. In terms of universities, this parallels with a broader view of the 

potential contributions they can make to regional economies beyond technological development, 

comprehending various fields of knowledge and societal commitment (Goddard et al., 2013). 

 

Some authors (Tödtling et al., 2005; Hauser et al., 2007; Landabaso, 2011) are consequently 

underlining regional policy approaches that are context-sensitive, production-systems oriented 

rather than firm-oriented and focusing on the continuous structural adaptation of the regional 

institutional and economic set. As Camagni (2008) suggests, “local competitiveness is interpreted 

as residing in local trust and sense of belonging rather than in pure availability of capital; in 

creativity rather than in pure presence of skilled labor; in connectivity and relationships more than 

in accessibility; in local identity, beyond local efficiency and quality of life”, subsequently 

proposing the notion of territorial capital to embrace those dimensions. 

 

5 Conclusion 
Universities are, nowadays, increasingly scrutinized by society - their missions and their roles are 

being quizzed. There is a growing social force for universities to reexamine and redesign their 

traditional approaches to the challenges global knowledge economy faces. The entrepreneurial 

university constitutes a paradigm transformation that is suggested to more adequately address these 

challenges, where culture, teaching and valuation of existing research and knowledge have a central 

role to play in terms of local and regional development. 

 

As contended, entrepreneurial universities can be of great significance to success of Smart 

Specialization Strategies in the regions (EC, 2012). Because of their crucial role in shaping society 
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through knowledge advancement, universities will have an increasing role to play in the making 

and development of these competitive ecosystems and in assuring sustainable trajectories of their 

regions in the future (Audretsch, 2012; Goddard et al., 2013; Kempton et alii., 2013). 

 

Although in this paper the focus was put on the role of universities, there should not be ignored  

the role of other stakeholders in the success of S3. More than an entrepreneurial university alone, 

an entire entrepreneurial ecosystem must be the basis upon which innovation networks continually 

renew territorial assets, helping therefore (re)affirming regional competitiveness and sustainability. 

The theoretical approach behind the concept of entrepreneurial ecosystem needs additional 

attention for it still seems to need a more intense and coherent theoretical background that may 

allow to provide more effective instruments for public policy intervention. The research agenda 

should also encompass a wider perspective, in order to diminish the gap that still exists between 

the theoretical approach of entrepreneurial universities and the way they may accomplish a growing 

role as drivers of a more competitive and sustainable regional development trajectory.  

  

Moreover, the successful of smart specialization strategies can increase the global competitiveness 

of territories and also prepare them with the institutional social capital required to continuously 

adapt for an likely transformation in the onward challenges.  
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