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Thetheory of academic capitalism provides a cogent explanation of the actors,
organizations, and networks thaitiatedas hi ft i n U. S. higher educ
good knowledge/l earning regimedo to an emer
knowl edge/l earning regime. 0 In the academi
claims of entrepreneuradministratorsand corporatiosd amidst amplified market
force® have come to supersede the claims of the puRksearch thus far has not
analyzed the process by which the multiple levels of higher education institutions adopt
values and norms of the academic capitalist knowledgeitearegime.

Using case studyethodologythis dissertation empirically examines the

development and dissemination of an institutional ethos that, consistent with the theory of



academic capitalisnmasattributed great importance to innovation and entesfurship
at a public doctoral/researafitensive university in the United Statestween 1998 and
2013 Specifically, | am interested in explaining why this ethos was initiated and
supported by university leaders and how it has been translated intaviesdat faculty
membersand academic opportunities for undergraduate studBmsefore, this
dissertation traces academic capitalism as a #l@wiéil process at one higher education
institution.

The findings demonstrate that meanings ascribed to itioovand
entrepreneurship vary acrase campus. However, there is a preponderance of language
and examples derived from the qamofit sector. The individuals on campus instrumental
in crafting the innovation and entrepreneurship ethos were centralisplators,
particularly presidents and provostéie main motivations for supporting the ethos were
generatingevenue in the future, continuing a lagehnt tradition of service to the state,
and attempting to keep pace with institutional peers and garestige Efforts to
translate the ethos into incentives for faculty have been limited in scope and mainly cater
to disciplines in sciences, engineering, and technology. However, there is clearly
emphasis placed on developing the entrepreneurial mindgetergraduatstudents.
The implications of these incentives and academic opportunities are analyzed, suggesting

possible outcomes of innovation and entrepreneurship as institutional ethos.
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CHAPTERONE: INTRODUCTION
Introduction

Sheila Slaughter and Gary Rhoadesd6 (200
provides a cogent explaation of the actors, organizations, and networks that, starting in
the 1970s, initiated a shift in U.S. higher education frdmat they cabdain pu bl i ¢ good
knowl edge/ | ear enemgiggi aegdenmioctoapint al i st kno
r egi me .academio capithlist knowledge/learning regithey argued, thelaims of
academic entrepreneurs atatporationd amidstamplifiedmarketforced supersede
the claimsof the public Profit taking and knowledge privatizati@re prioritizedover
democratiaitizenshipeducation osocial justice However, the institutionalreaton and
transmission of values and northat sustain this regime was conspicuously absent from
the theorybs el abor at tbasedbehavoraladsporisestou sed up
extenald often structural pressures. Although thesesponseare vital in
understanding the nature of change in higher education over the past four decades, they
do not fully illustrate the means and motivations through which academic capitalist
values and nons arecreated and subsequentignsmitted to university actors.

This dissertatiorempirically explores one facet of these means and motivations. It
critically examines the developmeartd disseminationf an institutional ethos that
consistent with théheory of academic capitalisrattributes great importance to
innovation and entrepreneursiaipa public doctoral/researatitensive university in the

United StatesBy fii nsti tuti onal et hos, 0o | mean t he

! As | discuss later in the chapter, Sheila Slaughter ang Laslie (1997) first conceptualized academic
capitalism as part of a four country comparative study. However, Slaughter and Rhoades (2004) noted that
this initial work did not attempt to develop a theory, prompting them to undertake the subsequent volume
referenced above.



cultivated by key niversity planners and decisionakers to coordinate and normalize

the activities of faculty and undergraduate students, as well as practecpslicieghat

perpetuate the ethospé&ifically, | aminterested in explaining why this ethos was

initiated and supported by university leaders (edhancellor presidentsprovosts,deans

and program directoysand how it has been translated into incentfee$aculty and

acalemicopportunitiesor undergraduate student¥herefore, this dissertation traces

academic capitalism as a melitvel process at one higher education institution.
Research on all things fAentrepreneuri al

recent years (Mars & Metcalfe, 2009). This study departs from the burgeoning literature

in several ways. First, its focus is not the behaviorspefcific actors like faculty

members or graduate studemtsy does it concentrate @ertain disciplines in science

engineeringand technologyRather, it looks at how and wilycollection of individials

acrosonecampusdevelopedand constitutegtalues,norms and practices a certain

historical moment and politic&conomic context. Second, this study does not stress the

pursuit of money as the sole explanation for the promotion of entrepreipeiarsh

academegiving attention tdradition, legitimacyprestige and accountabilitgs

additional explanatory variatdeThird, this studyattempts to undetand how the

translation of an innovation and entrepreneurstios into incentives and academi

opportunitess t r i ves t o s hap e nfdeeoa wlrtayd unaet nebagsdt suéd eannt ©

subjectivities Through this institutional case study, | explore ofthe ways in which

higher education reflects and (pedduces the social relations of contengpgr

capitalism.



In thechapter that followsl lay the groundwork for this study. | paint in broad
brushstrokes a depiction of public higher educdtishifting political-economic
landscape since the 1970%is landscape is marked by two tectonic shifyshigher
education became inextricably linked to efforts to build a national innovation system; and
2) university education became increasingly viewed as a private good. Central to these
shifts were a series of federal policies that introduced grewtigiutional competition for
students and allowed universities to profit from their research discoveries. The
aftershocks of these shifts reverberate in the present, as schools nationwide orient their
missions to research, seek to control costs threedpmologybased solutionsultivate
new sources of income, and answer to accountability expectations, especially after the
2008 financial crises (Kerr, 2002). Slaughter and Rhoades (2004) captured many
i mplications of publ tecnoriclgntiseape iretltewtbemry of o n 6 s
academic capitalism, the main proposition of which is introduced in this chapter.

With this background in place, I provi d
methodologydelineating its problem amuurpose; scope and sifjcance;research
guestions; theoretical foundations; ardpirical strategyl conclude the chapter by
summarizing this discussion and reviewing the contents of the remaining chapters. Before
describing publ shiftingpadlitgdiecononie hndscape, il defmeé asfew
key concepts that are frequently employed indissertation
Key Concepts

Underlying this project is the idea that American higher education has
fundamentally changed mesponse tpolitical-economic conditions. These cluygs are

not merely structural, but al$nckle down and influencéhe lived experiences of



university actors. In order to understahd politicaleconomic framing of this study, as
well as the theory of academic capitalism, it is wdmtilefly discussindour paired
concets marketmarketization, privatization/corporatizatianformational/knowledge
based economwgndneoliberalisnthe neoliberal statés is often the case in social
scientific research, these concepts resist siahgii@ition. Neverthéess, | provide a basic
overview of eaclpaired concepteserving elaboratioand applicatiorto subsequent
sections.

The market/marketization. In higher education literature, the market is
frequently construed as an actor itself. Borrowing from ClarB3),9 conceptualize the
marketnot as an actor, bas a context of interactiomithin which presumed rational
actorspursueselftinterest. According to Gumport (2005), in higher education there are
Asever al m @& nok anly fer olatainingwstudektbut for placing graduates,
hiring and retaining faculty, obtaining research funding, establishing collaboration with
industry and other organizations, maintaining endowments, sustaining and extending
alumni giving and ot he tindblamn1®#7pconsdptoatizeds our c e
three main markets in higher education: consumer, labor, and institutional. The consumer
market involves the exchange of money for desired goods and services, with consumer
choice as a requisite feature. In the labor magaployees compete with their
capabilities and energies for compensation. Lastly, the institutional market coordinates
the way enterprises interact, with reputation or prestige as the main commodity of
exchange.

It should be recognized, then, that marghier education institutions create

contexs thateachencourage various forms of marketised competition and the pursuit



of seltinterest.In fact, the pursuit of selhterest among faculty members, specifically,
promoteghe type of workhat signad expertise generate prestigeand result in
promotion. This providescentive to powerfully advance the store of knowledge and,
therefore, spark creative answers to demanding probkesignificant point that applies
throughout the remaining chapterghat competition and seifiterestin some formhave
long factored into aspects thfe acadent life and nest rather naturally within higher
educatiods tradition of meritocracy

It is the case that anketsin higher educatiosometimes fail to achieve cally
efficient outcomesin d i vi dual s Gintggestcas leadd reswolt thas azel f
inefficient and could be improved with interventi®tarents and students, for example,
tend to underinvesh higher educatiobecause they focus upon the presarsussocial
returns to receiving a degrda.response toarket failuresgovernments intervene
through public policy, usually in the form of subsidies to institutions and students
(Paulsen, 2001However, heview that market failures necessitatatstintervention has
been subverted over time. The market is now viewed as a solution to ineffectiveness and
inefficiency produced by government bureaucracy (Morrow, 200@&)ajor reason that
the market has been celebrated is because of neoliberalistitjcalpeconomic doctrine
whose ascendance is described below.

Consequentlymany public universities have undergone marketization, defined
here as @rocess of increasing markeiordination or market interaction as state
intervention has waned or trdosmed toextend the reaches obnsumer sovereignty.
Manifestations of this process are numerous and described throughaliggbrsation

particularly in reviewing research on how academic entrepreneurs have capitalized on



market opportunities for prate gain. Concomitantly, public universities have established
closer ties with private industry in order to address funding shortfalls from state
withdrawal or to display their relevance to economic competitiveness and growth. In light
of marketization andreater private industry influence in academe, several scholars have
observed and others bemoan&dhat higher education has undergone privatization or
corporatization.

Privatization/corporatization. The American higher education systeonsists
of public, private norprofit, and private foprofit institutions.The maindifference
between public and private ngqmofit institutionsis most clearlyunderstood by reference
to governance, not fundinghis is the case because, at many public institutions, the
share ofunding fromthe staténas been in decline for several decaddsle privately
sourced contribution@.g., tuitionsdonations, ettare on the ris€Selingo, 2013)
Moreover,many privatenon-profit colleges and universitigeceive public tax
exemptions and subsidies (Lombardi, 2006). In terms of governéwcstate, county, or
city controls or coordinates pubiigstitutionsvia a governing board appointed, at least in
part, by the executive and/or legislative branch of governrBgntontiast, private
institutions are governed layboardvhose constitution and operations are largely
independent of the governmeAs follows, private nofprofit institutions are not as
beholden as public institutions to state regulations or bureauétrallc universities
must answer to state gactations regarding enrollment, credentialing, @matributions
to the economy

Recent changes in higher education have prompted several scholars to suggest

thatthe division between neprofit and forprofit is becomingmuddy, with formerly



nonprofit institutions increasingly operating like fprofit enterprise¢Bok, 2003;
Gould, 2003Johnstone, 199%irp, 2003; Reading, 1996&chrecker, 2010; Washburn,
2005). These scholaasgue thapublic universities arandergoing privatization and/or
corporatizationJohnstone (1999) proffered a comprehensive definition of privatization
as it relates to higher education:
Privatizationérefers to a process or te
public and private)aking on characteristics of, or operationatms associated
with, privatee nt er pri ses. Al t hough tiMatzatidner m i s
connotes a greaterientation to the students as a consumer, including theepod
of the college educaticmsa fApr oduct o; attention to i m
and mar ket 0 andthdensncemen of net eameyl revenue; and
aggressivenarketing. Privatization alssuggests the adoption of management
practices associatedth private businessush ascontracting out, or
"outsourcing" érelatiang and misirsizatior gfayralb o r
expenditures, decisive decistamaking and "tp down" management, widespread
use of audits and accountability measures, and an insstesiceach
uni t éilbute oprofitability. (p. 1)
This definition roughly equates to what Robertaod Dale (203) usefully called
Apri vaihe dwae¢ atoinon, 0 or the introduction of
practices from the private sector in public educafidrey distinguishé this process
from Aprofeducanatoono which refers to state
education sector, allowing private schools to compete against publicly financed

providers.



Some scholars (e.g., Schrecker, 2010; Washb0ff)zhave focused not on the
nebulouspublic/private dichotomy afion-profit postsecondary education, but rather the
influence of corporations or corporate cultaraong institutionsUniversity
corporatization is covered fully in chapter two, but forpeposes of this introduction
can be defined as the combination of greater private industry influence in higher
educatiorgovernanceand the belief that universities are businesses that can benefit from
practices and nornthat areutilized by corporationsBoth privatization and
corporatizatiorhave become popular conceptghe context opolitical-economic
conditions attendant upon pubulniversities since the 197.0shese conditions have been
describedhroughtwo conceptsthe knowledgdéased economgnd neoliberalism.

Informational/knowledge-based €onomy. There has been much talk recently of
the need for public higher education to pr
universityresearcltapacitiego capitalize on the economic possibilities @brmation
technology Crawford, 2010; Etzkowitz, Webster, & Healey, 199%he assumption
driving this call to action is that th&.S.economy hatundamentally changedecoming
A peisntdusfipostFalr dd st , 0 alals @ik o(wB eclddglB93L. 97 3; Ca
There is still scholarly debate surrounding the material existertbe &howledgéased
economy(e.g., Meyer, Ramirez, Frank, & Schofer, 2Qd3)t the influence of the
concepiand related discourses education policy is beyond dispute (Jgss2008)

Indeedthere has been no shortage of monographs on the challenges and opportunities of
the knowledgeébased economy to higher educati@aKnevale & Desrochers, 2002;
Dudestadt, 2000Temple, 20121 n t he wor ds of Tenvprsitg (2012)

has historically been variously seertlsproducer of a highly skilled workforce, a



center of scholarship and creativity, a repository of national culture and values, and a
means of soci al mobil ityé,-basetl scoomyasirexdnt o n s hi
and strikingo (p. 1).

This study understands the knowledggsed economy through the pioneering
work of Castells (1993), whoutlined five features ofrthat he called th&nformational
economyo The first feature ishat, although knowledgeds always been vital in
coordinating economic activities, the capacity to create and apply new knowledge
increasingly dictates the pace of productivity and economic growth. Not all knowledge is
valued in this arrangement, as the development of sciende@nlogyrelated
products and services carries the best prospects for wealth generation. Second, in the
knowledgebased economy, there has been transference from material production to
information management, requiring not a cheap, unskilled, and alidabdanforce, but
rather a smaller number of educated workers familiar with the manipulation of data,
supplemented by a larger number of flexible laborers (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004).
Third, nonstandardized production from horizontally networked econamganizations
has replaced Fordist production. Fourth, the knowldugeed economy is global, with
capital, labor, markets, and management all moving and occurring across national
borders. International trade, of course, is not new, and nation statest arelevant, as
they enforce the global economic infrastructure. Lastly, the preceding transformations in
economic organization have been dependent upon the concurrent revolution in
telecommunications, Atransf orwerthagtweéntye mat e

year so ( CaThereldvanse,of the knovilegipased economy to this



discussion is that it has been used to explain new market opportunities for praducers
knowledge and knowledge workegsich as public universities.

Neoliberalism/the neoliberal ¢ate. These new market opportunities have been
emplasized in an era marked by neoliberalism and the education policies it has inspired.
Neoliberalismis a constellatiorof practicedbased on the idea thdtuman wellbeing can
best be adanced by liberating individual entrepreneurial freedoms and skills within an
institutional framework characterized by strong private property rights, free markets, and
free trade. o (Harvey, 2005, p. 2). Neolibe
falyva been about the capture and reuse of t
been described at length by a number of scholars @es383; Ong, 20Q6°eck, 201Q)

Jessop (1993) provided one of the most comprehensive accounts of the neoliberal state
through his conceptualization of the ASchu

Among the core objectives of the Schump
subordination of social policy to the demands of labor market flexibility and structural
compet it i v eareesplcily, thepneolib@ral stateMooks to redefine or
di smantl e fibig government, 0 positioning it
welfare state apparatus and its perceivedisiency (Morrow, 2006). This is one reason
why Jessop viewed énation state as ireasingly hollowed ougs the neoliberal state
has transferred many centralized governmental powers to supranational organizations and
devolved others to the local level. Such hollowing out, however, does not mean the
neoliberal statés disinterested in thieves of its citizens. Ong (200&8uggested that there
is an interventionist aspect to theoliberal stateCitizens are encouraged to think of

themselves as rational, selfnt er pri si ng, and free tondi vidu
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sel-manage according to market principles of discipline, efficiency, and
competitivenesso (Ong, p. 4).

Peck (2010) contended that it is useful to study neoliberalism as a process, or as it
Aactuall meexit as, @anr &W(pdo Hetpiomosed brealeng s e n ¢ e
neol i beralizati on-biarctk® taomat .d@a toBlde rfiiersst Aa at
back neoliberalization, iIs often the first
unions, planning agencies, entitlement systemd,public bureaucracies, by way of the
now familiar repertoire of funding cuts, organizational downsizing, market testing, and
privatizationo (p. 23). The administration
exemplified roltback neoliberalizatiothrough deregulation of finance and
telecommunications, cuts to federal agencies, and attacks on unionized labor. The second
category, rolout neoliberalization, is a creative process, reconstructing trade and finance
regulatory regimes at the global &vRollout neoliberalization responds to the costs of
dismembering the social safety net and disciplining those marginalized by a leaner state.

It creates schemes for extending and normalizing market ideology to citizens and
penalizes those who are noompliant (Peck & Tickell, 2002). Examples of such
schemes include welfate-work programs and school vouchdrshigher education,
neoliberalism is most relant to explaining funding cutescalatingiser fees, and
marketizationThe next section tracéise roots of these decisions and processes.
Hi g her E dShiftirgtPolitical-&®nomic Landscape

A multitude of scholars have noted that unprecedented pokomaiomic
conditions have had profound effects on higher education institutions sint@7ibe

(Altbach, Berdahl, & Gumport, 1998; Brint, 2002; Rhoads & Torres, 2006; Schrecker,
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2010; Slaughter & Leslie, 1997; Washburn, 2005). Although schools across the
postsecondary sector have experieneed cocreatedYhese conditions, public
institutions, in particular, have been challenged by them. For this reason, public
universities receive the bulk of the attention in the discussion that follows. | refer to new
political-economic conditions attendant upon public universities as tectonic shifts,
figuratively referring to the strength and range of movements, collisions, and erosions
that continue to influence institutions todajwo shifts since the 1970s are relevant to
the development of the theory of academic capitalism and, therefore, thisadissert
The first shift is that higher education became inextricably linked to efforts to build a
national scientific and technological innovation system in the wake of a crisis in Fordist
manufacturing and concerns oV &heseancshift c a o s
is that, with the rise of neoliberalism, university education became increasingly viewed as
a private good, buoyed by notions of i1indiyv
human capital.

Public universities and the national innovationsystem Throughout much of
the postwar era, production strategies in the United States were organized around
assembbfine, or Fordist, manufacturing. During this era, competitiveness and growth in
real terms were based upon standardized production ofiah@®ods by vertically
integrated, large scale organizations (Carnoy, Castells, Cohen, & Cardoso, 1993). For
several decades, this organization of production flourished, propelling the United States
to an undisputed position of economic dominance (Je2888). The state operated

within and constituted this economic milieu, creating policies that projected a democratic

This phrasing was i ns pifshecdwalegto déseribe magr chafgeddt® ) al | usi
U.S.higher educatiosystem
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vision at the same time that it nurtured an environment suitable to socially uneven capital
accumulation. The tension between this demicwrision and the inequalities inherent to
capital accumulation represents what Torres (1995) calleatrenced api t al i st st
Al egitimacy deficito (p. 273). Both the or
transformed gradually in the firdecades of the postwar era, but changes accelerated in
the face of fiscal crises in the 1970s. Co
initiatives to spur economic growth through a national system of innovation.

Industrialized countries experiegd low growth rates in the 1970s, exacerbated
by oil crises in 1973 and 1979. In the United States, unemployment and inflation steadily
increased, resulting in an economic phenom
economic productivity decreased uniié late 1980s (Harvey, 2005). By contrast,
Japands economy grew throughout the 1970s,
encouraged markets to become increasingly global (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997). The
United States fared poorly in the face of saompetition, running a trade deficit for the
first time in almost a century and losing shares of the world market (Cohen, 1993).
Starting in the early 1980s, the U.S. government pursued a policy agenda around
innovation for economic competitiveness (Slaegt& Rhoades, 2004). President Reagan
launched in 1983 what became the Council of Competitiveness, which produced regular
reports and provided a variety of policy recommendations to reorganize higher education,
promoting investmentofi sctileemcfegr itteichalol foigel,
mathematics (Jessop, 2008). Additionally, the government started to support applied and

entrepreneurial research (Geiger, 1993). The national innovation system was not merely a
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state project, but rather involvedhaw contract between government, private industry,
and higher education institutions.

This new contract was developed at a time when many public universities were
confronting greater scrutirfyom the public In the words of Geiger (1993nhany
institutions inthe 19706 f aced a need to articul ate a fr
their basic role as guardians of advanced
same time, multinational corporations turned to investmembiversityresearch fated
to new technologies as a response to declining shares of the world market. Within the
government 6s supportive policy environment
tower aloofness gave way moorecollaborative research with private industry:

AEconomic competitiveness and technology transfer became the cornerstones of an
emerging consensus on university researcho
university researclnoneycoming from private industrgoubled between 1972 and

199Q with the gratest period of growth between 1979 and 1986 (Berman, 206%).

worth noting, however, that the percentage of research funding from private industry still
pales in comparison the percentages coming from the federal government and institutions

themselvegseeFigurel).
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Figure 1: Sources of Academic Research and Development Funding, 20912
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1980s marked the beginning of a new relationship between public universities and private

industry. It was during this decade that the majoritgudilic researchiniversities
established intellectual property offices, research parks, and adatimesinfrastructure

to supportransfer of technologto privateindustry (Geiger & Sa, 2008).

Americads economy, both discursively

technological improvements and concomitant changes in the nature of work and

composition of the labor force. In a matter of two decades, the knowdeagessing

functions of public universities became fundamental to theiri s o n(Gudnpoft & r e
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Snydman, 2005). The value of knowledge creation, preservation, and transmission was
evalwated in terms of its contribution to economic competitiveness and growth
(Etzkowitz, Webster, & Healey, 1998). In addition to bringing research products and
processes to market, public universities were called upon to prepamedwedited
workers and teaiplogy-intelligent consumer¢Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004). The
landscape of higher education shifted in such a way that public universities became key
ingredients in a national scientific and technological innovation system in thefeyes
corporate and pdlcal leaders, enabling myriad behavioral manifestations to take
advantage of newly minted market opportunities. Codifying this poliicahomic shift
were several policies at the federal level that fostered commercialization of research.
The most illugrative policy to this end was the 1980 B&yhle Act. Prior to this
landmark piece of legislation, few universities sought to patent intellectual products.
With the passage of Baybole, both small businesses and universities were able to claim
rights ofownership over inventions discovered with the help of federal research thoney.
Faculty and the institutions that employed them were now able to see the commercial
possibilities of research. One indicator of commercialization of research is the number of
paents awarded to universities, which tripled between 1984 and 1994. Put another way,
fewer than 100 patents were issued to universities by the 1960s, but by 1898lthe

number had risen to 3,300 (Berman, 2012).

%In 2011, thdJ.S.Supreme Court ruled i8tanford v. Rochthat inventors, not institutions, have rpery
ownership over inventions. This has not reduced the influence of Balg) as universities simply altered
contracts and policies to ensure that their claims were legally sHome:ver, organizations like the
American Association of University Profes's have advocated on behalf of faculty intellectual property
ownership.

16



Tablel: Indicators of Commercial Activities of U.S. Universities, 12983

Indicator 1993 1994 1995 1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003
Patents awarded to all academic 8 95 100 115 130 168 178 165 171 174 174
institutions

Academic starup companies formed NA 104 100 109 153 165 163 218 238 215 206
I'i\';"r‘:fgsadem'c research funding from —\ A 94 100 138 121 113 132 164 201 189 189
Academic equity licenses/options NA NA 100 114 205 212 183 299 331 377 319

Academic invention disclosures receivec 89 90 100 109 122 129 135 145 152 170 185

acezdem'c newU.S.patentapplications g, g5 109 115 154 174 205 237 244 274 304
Academic revenugenerating 80 83 100 116 132 141 156 177 181 199 260
licenses/options

Academic new licenses/options executer 81 96 100 103 126 144 154 167 154 171 180

Source National Science Boar&cience and Engineering Indicators 2006lume 2 (NSB 081A): appendix tables-68 and 569.

Subsequent policy provided the legal infrastructure for universities to partner with private
industryand better protected governmamdustry-university \entures and consortia from
antitrust litigation. In addition to intellectual property rights, federal policies also made it
easier for universities to protect trademarked logos, names, andtm&arting in the
1990s, universities were able to copyright digital information (e.g., databases) and
various services and products (e.g., courseware) that could then be traded internationally.
In the words of SlaughtemdR h oa d e s ( 2 0 0 &grsitiesfivaré rtoththe fogueé  u n
of this legislation, they restructured to intersect the new policy thrust. Networks within
uni versitiesébegan developing intellectual
development offices, bringing their institutioim$o closer alignment with the new
economyo (p. 56)

The rapid growth of the field of biotechnology, or the applied science of
molecular biologyillustratesuniversityefforts to intersect with new market opportunities
and contribute to the national inragion systemin 1973, the discovery of techniques for

splicing genes made genetic engineering possible, with wide commercial applicability,
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namely in the creation of drugs. Accordingly, pharmaceutical firms were intensely
interested in biotechnology reseh, and they invested in universities, effectively
outsourcing the lengthy process of drug development (Berman, 2012). Blunedrehal
(1996) found that spending on university research by biotechnology companies increased
from around $121 million in 184 to almost $1.5 billion in 1994a nearly eightfold
increase in real terms. Geiger (1993) observed thide dstimate for 1984 is correct,
biotechnology firms accounted for 42 percent of all industiyported research that year.
In addition to receivig money from large pharmaceutical companies, many academics
with expertise in biotechnology served as consultants or created their owurpsfiamts.
For example, in 1976 venture capitalist Robert Swanson partnered with Herbert Boyer
and his laboratorytaJC San Francisco, a leader in recombinant DNA research, to form
Genentech. As many as 200 similar biotechnology firms were created between 1980 and
1984 (Geiger, 1993). The field of biotechnology renewed confidence in the ability of
universities to trarlate research into products with appreciable market value, paving the
way for growing public acceptance of closer acad@mystry relations. Many university
leaders embraced this relationship, enamored with the ideatibeding to economic
vitality, supporting scientific breakthrougltisat could impact many peoplkend
redressing pressing financial proble(@eiger & S&, 2008). These financial probléms
chiefly reductions in state and local appropriatbngere the result of new thinking on
public good @inctions of higher education.

University education as a private god. The fiscal crises of the 1970s gave rise
to more than a national system to stimulate innovation. It also fundamentally altered ideas

about how the state should ensure productivity tHretefore, facilitate capital
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accumulation. Throughout much of the postwar era, economic and social policies in the
United States reflected key characteristics of the Keynesian welfare state. The objectives
of the Keynesian wel dllempoynent @bt elatiielyelosed t o pr
national economy through demaside management, and to generalize norms of mass
consumption through welfare rightso (Jesso
many social democratic European states, embithechelief that state power should be
exercised in parallel with, or even in place of, market forces to achieve full employment,
economic growth, and citizen wellbeing (Harvey, 2005). States often intervened in
industry and established a variety of polécie protect minimum standards of income,
nutrition, health, housing, and education (Torres, 1995). By the time the U.S. economy
sputtered in the 1970s, there were deficie
foster growth of the order expectieyg corporate and political leaders. One proposed
solution to the problem was to enact austerity measures. When this solution failed to
jumpstart the economy, discursive space was created for a different solution:
neoliberalism (Harvey, 2005).

Neoliberdism was not, in fact, new when its advocates ascended to power
beginning in the early 1980s. A small group of passionate economists, historians, and
philosophers had gathered in Switzerland in 1947 around Friedrich von Hayek to found a
society dedicatedtclassical liberal ideadsabove all others, personal freedom (Harvey,
2005). These early neoliberals theorized that the free market was the best way to mobilize
the baser elements of human nature for the benefit of all, while ardently opposing state
intervention (Ong, 2004). By championing a discourse of individual freedom, neoliberals

tapped into compelling democratic values,
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the free market and democracy go toget hero
woes of the 1970s, welkinown neoliberal academic Milton Friedman was awarded the

Nobel Prize for economics in 1976, signaling a sea change in the acceptance of neoliberal
doctrine. When Ronald Reagan was elected President in 1980, appointments to key

political positions of neoliberal adherents paved the way for the creation of the neoliberal

state (Harvey, 2005).

In the realm of education, neoliberalization frequently materializes as an array of
policy prescriptions t hteral sendceskosclientothrdugha s st
user fees, [increase] the participation of the private sector in education (i.e.,
privatization), and [promote] decentraliza
293). Public universities have not been inswldtem these policy prescriptions. For
example, despite evidence of positive externalities of higher education to states, between
1981 and 2001, the proportion of public university revenue provided by state and local
government declined from 50 to 36 percéTitus, 2009)The 2008 financial crises only
exacerbatedhis trend, as evinced by TableAtcording to Selingo (2013ji For t he | as
twentyf i ve yearséstates have been sl ashing hi

downturn in the economyanérnv er ful ly restoring the mone)

(p. 62).
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Table2: Changes in State Funding per Ftilne Equivalent Student, 2007 versus 2013

20071 2008 201271 2013 Change Percent
Change

State $87,172,406,16]1 $70,361,814, | ($16,810,591,486 -19.3%
Appropriations
for Higher
Education 675
FTE Enrollment 10,271,685 11,471,488 1,199,803 11.7%
at Public Colleges
and Universities
State $8,487 $6,134 (2,353) -27.7%
Appropriations
Per FTE Student

SourcesGrapevine surveyState Higher Education Executive Officers Association; Delta Cost Project

Budget cuts have often been cited as one reason why public universities have sought
private money through the commercialization of research and recruitmentifefefull
paying stdlents including those from overseéSlaughter & Leslie, 1997).
Because neoliberalism promotes the view that university education is a venture
whose benefits are largely private, a potent belief has surfaced that responsibility for
financing it belongs edominately with the individual consumer, in lieu of the
government. Several federal poliagserationalized this ide#herebyfimarketizing
higher education finance. In 1972, the Higher Education Act of 1965 was amended so
that financial aid was givenréctly to students, instead of institutioNghat eventually
becamePell Gantswere essentially oucher s, and students becar
Ssubsidized consumers in qguasi mar kets for
2004, p. 45). Intime,loanmsame t o repl ace grants as the g
financial aid to students. While in 197% loans accounted for just 20 percent of all
student aid, by 2002 this percentage had escalated to 69 percent (Schrecker, 2010). The

Taxpayer Relief Actpassed in 1997, created tshxeltered college savings accounts and
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penaltyfree IRA withdrawals for collegeelated expenses. According to Slaughter &
Rhoades (2004), these programs promoted competition among universities for preferred
customers who useon-payment of taxes to access prestigious schools. Higher education
institutions favored those who could easily repay loans or required no assistance because
of tax relief.

Competition did not enhance efficiency or lower costs, but rather fueled a

Aposnali arms raceo in the system and engenc
Theresilthasbeenia vi rt ual circle of competition i
the same (elite) market segments compete e

(p. 44).Competition has been stoked by the development of college ranking systems,
which are designed to inform consumer choice yet often do little more than encourage
universities to emulate those institutions that perform well according to a small set of
indicators.
Aftershocks: Implications of Tectonic Shifts among Public Universities

Public universities across the United States continue to deal with the implications
of these two shifts -econonhidlapdsepe amddndipiest i on 6 s
that codified them. It is worth discussing several of the most prominent aftershocks, as
they contextualize the theory of academic capitalism and several of the theoretical
propositions that inform thidissertation These aftershocks relate to thession, costs,
revenuesaccountability, and affordability of public universities.

Research and dministrative expansion The first implication is that knowledge
creation has become a vital font of resources and prestige for public universities.

Researl that is granfunded or in some other way generates reveanebehighly
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valued which cann turn affect the mission, spending, and personnel at unitits.
Mission creep denotes arcremental organizational change and is often used in higher
educaion research to describe when teachonignted universities shift their focus to
research (Dubrow, Moseley, & Dustin, 2006). Shifting focus from teaching to research
frequently requires redistribution of institutional resources. For instance, Morphew and
Baker (2004) found that universities experiencing mission creep increased spending on
institutional support and research, while decreasing expenditures on instruction. This is
the case because, as research receives greater attention, public universitiesermore
administrators with expertise in acquiring and managing grants (Slaughter & Rhoades,
2004).

Clotfelter (1996) found that new research universities invested in facilities and
administrative staff to help secure research funding. Many putihersities must also
hire administrators to fulfill nomesearch responsibilities previously part of academic
work. Massy and Zemsky (1994) captured this trend in their conceptualization of the
Aadmini strative | atti ce,légesvahdaumiverbitiesgrod asi ni st
faculty expend more effort on research and less on teaching, student advising, and service
to the campugOne recent area of growth in university administration is related to
teaching and new technologies for instructionhsag online courses and using large
guantities of data to improve pedagogies.

The academic profession and teachinguality . A second aftershock, then, is
that the orientation to knowledge creation has altered the academic profession and raised
guestions bout the quality of teaching at public universities. Slaughter and Leslie (1997)

contended that the nature of academic work has changed most drastically at public
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universities, where faculty that won competitive grants, developed doctoral programs,
and pulished extensively advanced their careers. Beginning in thet880s colleges
and universities began to favor research output in academic promotion and tenure
decisions. Faculty whexcelledin their scholarship were rewarded with course-buis
and fewe teaching demands (Schrecker, 2010). Like never before, faculty began to
consider how to commercialize their intellectual products thraliggtiosing discoveries
to technology transfer officefounding spiroff companies, or selling courseware,
raising oncerns over conflict of interest and commitment (Washburn, 2B@6lty
members were encouraged to develop skills in securing ektenaling for research
projects. This representsie way being entrepreneurialthe academic professi@mtails
more tian forming companies

The incentives surrounding research have, according to some observers, detracted
from undergraduate educatiorenured and tenwteack faculty in this view,arepulled
away from teaching anare unavailabléo students because r@&search demands
Benjamin (1998) countered the notion that tertumek faculty are indifferent to
undergraduate education, showing that, in fact, more té¢racik faculty are needed to
increase student learning. Nevertheldsss, the case thamany cdleges and universities
have come to rely upon fAconti ngespetidyimnd fia
the rapidly expanding cottage industry of professional and executive degree programs
Many nontenure track faculty are researchers at unitress with minimal teaching
obligations.As of 2012, over twahirds of the national faculty workforce were pame
or off the tenure track, and their numbers continue to rise (Street, Maisto, Merves, &

Rhoades, 2012). Research on the effects of cartirfgculty is undedeveloped, but
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some scholars associate this academic staffing trend with lower retention and graduation
rates (Bettinger & Long, 2006; Ehrenberg & Zhang, 2005; Harrington & Schibik, 2004;
Jaeger & Eagan, 2011). Part of the reason vemyilmgent faculty are utilizéi and why
tenuretrack faculty activity is under the microsc@pés that public universities must
increasingly demonstrate to stakeholders their commitmembtiuctivity (often

measured in degrees earnadylefficiency.

The accountability movement A third implication of tectonic shifts in higher
educat i o rebospomf ahdscape is thd rise of the accountability movement. This
movement initially focused on issues of resource allocation and utilization. However,
towards the end of the 1980s, student outcomes dominated the accountability agenda
(McGuiness, 2005). By 1994, otleird of states had a higher education performance
assessment system in place, and today most states or statewide coordinating boards
mandate an @ountability reporting system (Leveille, 2006). Many states and statewide
coordinating boards have launched initiatives to tie declining appropriations to measures
of Aoutputo performance, such as credit
ensue t hat taxpayer dollars yield the best

Public universities have turned to new technologies as a means lowering costs
and increasing productivity. One such technology receiving widespread attention is
online courses gable of accommodating massive numbers of students with low
overhead cost®resently, ltese courses are largely free or open, explaining why they
acquired the name Massive Openi@alCourses (MOOCsEome nstitutions have
explored massive online degneegrams and massive online introductory courses,

scaling up previous online education ini
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costeffectiveness are not just coming from political leaders. Public universities are
progressively expected to enswaffordability and returns on investment to parents and
students, wheconomically rationalize theollege choice, treating tuition payment as a
business transaction wherein price is weighed against narrow measures of value.

College rankings like the omroduced byJ.S.News and World Repotake
advantage of this desire to maximize return on investment, even though the data on which
it bases its rankings tells students more about thena of the incoming clasge.g.,
ted score andlass rankjhanwhat they might experience in the classroqor® 6 Me ar a ,
2007) Research suggests that thé&.Newsrankings shape admissions and pricing
decisions at higher education institutions, making them less accessible to underprivileged
groups (Meredith, 2004; Monlexd Ehrenberg, 1999). Yet there is no evidence to
suggest that rankings and elements of good practice in undergraduate education go hand
in hand (Pike, 2004). This has not prevented the annual publicatiorsélong 2.2
million copies of its rankinggeaching oveeleven million readers per year, and
profoundly influencing the decisions of university leaders.

Rising tuition and student indebtednessA final aftershockrelates to rising
tuition and student indebtednesscording to the Delta Cost Pemjt, n 2010, students
paid approximately half of education and related ¢asisincluding opportunity cosis
a 15 to 18 percent increase in ten years (Desrochers & Kirshstein, 2012). Looking at this
trend more broadly, Titus (2009) reported that, aftgusting for inflation, tuition at
four-year public institutions increased by 75 percent between 1991 and 2004. In order to
pay rising tuition expenses, many students and their families have turned to loans to

finance higher education. Twtbirds of studets at fouryear institutions graduate with

26



loan debt, and the national average for indebtedness reached almeaiidg $26,000
per student in 2012 (Institute for College Access and Success, 2012). Such figures have
prompted several organizations and raemlitlets to suggest that higher education is
confronting a student debt crisis (e-fhe New York Timesriesi Degr ee® of Debt
2012. The fact that tuition continues to rise above the rate of inflation is one reason that
public universities have be@émundated with criticism. Recent monographs on the state of
higher education have included such damning titlds &pllege Worth It?andCollege
(Un)boundInresponsetd hi s Aunprecedented mix of exter
spotlight on higheeducation institutions, amplified accountability demands, and raised
the stakes for the very |l egitimacy of the
Rhoades (2004) developed their theory of academic capitalism (Gumport, 2005, p. 113).
Overview of the Theory of Academic Capitalism

The theory of academic capitalism began as a study of public universities in
Australia, Canada, the United States, and the United Kingdom between 1970 and 1995.
In Academic Capitalism: Politics, Policies, and thetfepreneurial UniversitySlaughter
and Leslie (1997) concentrated upon changes to the nature of academic labor in response
to the emergence of global markets and reductions in government funding for higher
education. Such ext ecampusreactonsdfiatesooreces A pr eci
dependent nature, 0 made mani fest as Afacul
increased their competition for external f
Sl aughter and Leslie papuwlagpriitadd stmhe i &
designed to capture the encroaching profit motive in public postsecondary education.

New money was pursued through what they called market and riizekbehaviors.
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Market behaviors referred to prebtiented activitiessuch as patenting and collecting
royalties, founding sphoff companies from research commercialization, and selling
products and services. On the other hand, mdikeebehaviors were responses to
competition for external money, including the pursugrngs and contracts, endowment
funds, and student tuition and fees. The first volum&aaidemic Capitalisrdid not
attempt to generate theory, relying instead uporegigting work on organizational
resource dependence, o wiorgdiaganizdtienal menmbars fit he
are understood clearly only by referencéhte actions of external ageats ( S1 aught er
Leslie, 1997, p. 68).

By contrast, in the second volunfgademic Capitalism and the New Economy:
Markets, State, and Higher Educatj@laughter and Rhoades (2004) provided a theory
dedicated to exploring academic capitalism in U.S. higher education. The crucial claim of
the theory is that wuniversities have shift
regi me. 0 T h esknowledgeipnvatizafion and profit taking in which
institutions, inventor faculty, and corporations have claims that come before those of the
publico (p. 29). Knowl edge is considered a
ability to flow through gloll markets and generate money for individuals and
institutions. Slaughter and Rhoades differentiate this regime from its predecessor, the
public good knowledge/learning regime, which values knowledge as a public good to
which the citizenry has claims, ged by values like communalism, universality,
disinterestedness, and organized skepticism. These Mertonian values privileged academic
freedom and a separation between the public and private sécteosne ways,

Aacademi c capital i sapidalisins notmew tbo @aaddmenSpmeb e c a u s
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would argue, in fact, thhahe public good was aided byiBarwinian model of academic
meritocracy which a) built the most competitive academic system in the world and b) had
the perfect ingedients for academic cagiismo (Uriagerekapersonal communication,
September013) What Sl aughter and Rhoaddkevah t heory
with its problematic nam is that the relationship has changed, eroding the degree to
which the public stands as true benefactahisf model.

Other scholars (e.g., Kezar, Chambers, & Burkhardt, 2005) have similarly worried
t hat Ahigher education is foregoing its ro
and is functioning increasingly as an induétryThe values undegirding this social
mission include equality, service, truth, justice, community, academic freedom, and
aut on o my knpoftgntly, thesssgholars see the public good and academic
capitalist knowledge/learning regimas conflicting but, ultimately anghcomfortably,
co-existing. That is, the academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime, though
ascendant, has not completely replaced the public good knowledge/learning regime.
Slaughter and Rhoades take a critical stance on this uneasy coexistencey thatrthe
benefits of the regime may fall on the population unevenly and further dilute public
support for higher educatian
Problem and Purpose

Slaughter and Rhoades conceptualized the academic capitalist
knowledge/learning regienas comprising spedifivaluespnorms and practicesegarding
the creation, application, and ownership of knowledgsed products in academe.
Nevertheless, they do not fully explain means and motivations through which institutions

transmit these values and norms to univemstprs.Theassumption is that the regime is
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an outcome of external conditions and not a process whose values must be constantly
normalizedand reinforced to secure consent and participation. The chapters of their work
devoted to substantiating the theéwgus on how the push of resource constraint and pull
of market opportunities led faculty and departments to commercialize research or develop
academic programs that generate revenue. Moreover, the theory ahatyze nt h e
consumpti on v e rinsensors efd tollegd educatian becaine incresing
emphasi zedo in response to the expectation
becoming increasingly vital to university operatigps279). By the conclusion of their
text, and after reviewing subsemi research that makes use of the theory (e.g., Mars,
2006; Mars & Ginter, 2012; Mendoza, 2007; Mendoza, 2012; Metcalfe; Sa@nyi,
2013, a persistent question remains uneeamined: howdo we understand academic
capitalism as a muHevel processt higher education institutioRs

The purpose of thidissertatioris to explore the means and motivations through
which norms and values tife academic capiiat knowledge/learning regime aceeated
andtransmitted to university actors. It criticalixamines the development of an
institutional ethos thadttributes great importanceittmovation and entrepreneurship at a
public doctoral/researeimtensive university in the United States. Accordingly, this study
is interested in two sultreas of intexst. First, why was this ethos initiated and supported
by university leaders? Out of a vast universe of values and norms related to knowledge,
those linked to innovation and entrepreneurship were championed over public
engagement, democratic citizenshipsocial justice. This study seeks to explain this
choice in the politicabconomic context of higher education today. Second, how was this

ethos translated into incentives and academic programs for students and faculty? More
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than a slogarninnovation anantrepreneurshipasintersected with decisions about
awards, promotions, and course offerings. This study is keenly interested in how the
ethos has become a condsbaping mechanisdnor an exercisef poweB designed to
produceparticular subjectiviesconsistent with the present iteration of capitalism

There are several shortcomingghe theory of academic capitalism that must be
addressed in order to develop a nuanced account of how and why values and norms
associated with innovation and entreprasbip were institutionalized. First, building
upon the extant | iterature requires moving
dependency. The theory largely operates under the assumption that the pursuit of external
moneydrives entrepreneurial behaxsan academe, giving little attention to alternative
institutional objectives, such as legitimaayd prestigenhancemenbr tradition
Second, Slaughter and Rhoades described the knowhedgel economy as a structural
realityd theydo not consideits symbolic and discursivelements, which illuminate the
ways in which contemporary capitalism requires the construction of particular
subjectivities and social practices to ensure its perpetuation (Jones, 2008). Lastly, the
theory of academic capitalism dopot sufficiently recognize that the knowleedge
processing functions of universities affords them power in deciding what counts as
knowledg® indeed, what is thinkabdein society. The exercise of this power entails
developing formal means of shaping condbet are absent in the theory of academic
capitalism. | speak to each of these shortcomings in developing a more refined theoretical

framework.
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Scope and Significance

| narrow the scope of the study in three ways. First, in order to adequately capture
specific means and motivations, | focus on a single institutional case: a doctoral/research
extensive university in the United States, hereafter referred to as Tidewater University
(TU). Second, even though all university actors are subject to the valuesramglof the
innovation and entrepreneurship ethos, my main concerns aityfaembersand
undergraduate studeniBhird, | bound the case in a specific time period. This study is
not interested in the historical evolution of faculty patenting or ergnepirship
educatiorper se which have already been extensively investigated (Katz, 2003; Kuratko,
2005; Berman, 2012), but rather thadinterp
identity, efforts atprestigeenhancement, and exercise of powehimia specific cotext.
In order to capture the innovation and entrepreneurthips as it developed and touched
the lives of facultymnembersand undergraduate stents, | have selected 199813as
theperiod of studythereby capturing two presidentadministrations at TU.

Tidewater University was founded in 1856 and benefited from federal funding as
a result of the Morrill Land Grant Act of 1862. Like other lagrdnt universitiesTU
built an institutional mission around accessibility and a utifitacurriculum comprised
of the #Apractical artso of agriculture, me
of the next century, Tidewater became the
official recognition of this status in 1988. Tggdd U teaches over 37,000 undergraduate
and graduate stedts and employs approximatel@80 faculty member@wo-thirds of
whomare nortenure track)It boasts a half billion dollars in external research funding,

complementing its $1.7 billion operatibgdget. Since 1998, Tidewater has been
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steadfastly striving to improve its prestige through better performance in college ranking
systems. To this end, it has become more selective in admitting students, attempted to
recruit and r e teasedits pussuitafrexernal fureding for yesearchnand
remi nded stakehol ders at every turn that i

TU has embraced innovation and entrepreneurship as an unmistakable
coordinating theme in institutional decistamaking. The number of academic programs
that teach an fentr epr e nnewawardsfor fawultplheee t 0 h a
been created for innovation and entrepreneurshgst recently, TU announced the
launch of arinstitutefor Innovation and Enépreneurship to achieve the goal of
exposing all students to entrepreneurial learning opportunitigsough concentrating
upon a single case r es banissueaddressed ;1 chapteun dy 6 s
thre® Tidewater provides a window into hgwblic universities are responding to and
interfacing with the challenges and opportunities of tw«ingy century political
economic conditions.

Undertaking this line of research is important for at least four reasons. First, it fills
avoidinanexpahi ng body of | iterature on all thin
which to date has centered upon: faculty patenting and entrepreneurial behavior
(Henderson, Jaffe, & Trajtenberg, 1998; Mendoza, Kuntz, & Berger, 2012;-Oméh,

2000; Powell & OwerSmith, 2002); statesubsidized undergraduate student
entrepreneurs (Mars, 2006; Mars, Slaughter, & Rhoades, 2008); graduate student
socialization (Mendoza, 2007); industinendly and revenuseeking academic units
(Mendoza, 2012; Slaughter & Rhoades, 200%titutional technology transfer trends

(AUTM, 2012; Mowery, Nelson, Sampat, & Ziedonis, 2000); and organizational
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adaptation (Clark, 1998; Clark, 2004; Christensen & Eyring, 2011). This study departs
from the literature by focusing on entrepreneurshigramstitutional ethos forged in the
cruci bl e of hi ghecononecdands@pei Secorddsthisgstady is tniqeea |
in suggesting thahe translation of an ethasiplicates a power dynamic, whereby
institutionsattempt toshape facultynemberand undergraduate student conduct. Third,

this study contributes to the refinement of theory, which can be subsequently applied and
evaluated at other institutions. | add theoretical propositions to the theory of academic
capitalism related to theiscursve dimensions of the knowleddesed economy,

institutional legitimacyand prestigenhancemenstate controland governmentality.

Fourth, this study provides insight into the ways in which higher education institutions
reflect and (re)produce the soadialations of contemporary capitalism. Rather than

assume that theapitalismis naturally selreproducing, | show one of the poignant ways

in which public universities teach, endorse, and, therefore, replicate the beliefs and social

practices thatperpgtat e Amer i cads capitalist system.

Research Questions
The research questions guiding this stumhestigatethe means and otivations
through which valuesjorms and practicesf the academic capitalist knowledge/learning
regimetake shape in an institahal ethos of innovation and entrepreneurship at
Tidewater University
1 Question 1 Through what processes didinstitutional ethos of innovation and

entrepreneurship develop at Tidewater University?
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1 Question 2Why did university leaders (e.g., chalae presidents, provosts,
deansand program directoysitiate and support an innovation and
entrepreneurship ethos?

1 Question 3How was an innovation and entrepreneurship ethos translated into

incentives for faculty and acadenupportunitiefor undergraduate students?

Theoretical Foundations

The theoretical framework of this study is based upon the theory of academic
capitalism and its conceptualization of the academic capitalist knowledge/learning
regime. However, | draw upon works frdime addiional theoretical perspectives to
develop a set of propositions that address the aforementioned shortcomings of the theory
of academic capitalism. In general, these perspectives move beyond structural or
materialist theories of social phenomena and ingteiadege the semiotic constitution of
social reality (Berger & Luckmann, 1966). Although each of these theoretical
perspectives is covered in chapter three, the following section introduces the propositions
and the main ideas from which they are derived.

Firstly, scholarship on the cultural dimensiongofitical economy argues that
the exact trajectory of capitalism depends upon the institutions, organizations, and social
practices involved in its reproduction (Jessop & Sum, 2001). There are na@rauadv
symbolic projects, such as discourses of the knowkbdged economy, created to help
manage conflict and coordinate the activities of individuals and institutions within the
system (Jones, 2008). Public universities are implicated in determiningtcapl i s md s

development and take part in perpetuating the system.
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Proposition 1 Public universities align theistrategic prioritieswith discourses

of the knowledgbased economy and (re)produce the social relations of

neoliberalcapitalism.

Secondly newinstitutionalism theorizes that it is not enough for public
universities to succeed economically to survive. In order to compete in the institutional
and consumer marlké@tand garner prestidethey must establish and maintain
legitimacy.Legitimacy is struaired in a higher education field whose parameters are
defined by the most prestigious institutions, encouraging emulation on the part of less
prestigious schools.

Proposition 2 The development and translation of an institutional ethos is

influenced by peeptionsof legitimacyand prestigen the higher educatiorfield.

Thirdly, in addition to legitimacy and prestige, grotmeéaking work byDaniel
Schugurensky (1994evealed théwin powers of market demands anetucially, state
imperativesn directing public university operations. His heteronomous university model

of fers fa comprehensive account of current

3t

encompasses a O6commerciald (or service) u
O6responsiveédpruniocepnshntimiod (ROOE!, MPcoBOWBGI) L
structural and globalized model of depende
(p. 307). Schugurensky demonstrates the relationship between globalization and the

advent of this modehtough a case study of the Universidad de Buenos Aires.

Proposition 3 Accompanying the marketization of public universities is

increasing responsibilities to the state, creating dual external controls closely tied

to globalization.
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Fourthly, both sociologsts and critical political economists have developed a
research program around the power dynamics
concept of governmentality. Of particular interest to Foucault in generating his concept
were not situations of ougint domination, but instead contexts in which conduct is
shapedhrough techniques designed to induce-sehagement on the part of affected
individuals This study uses governmentality to examinenti@ehanisms through which
faculty and undergraduate dent conduct is shaped and for what ultimate purposes

Proposition 4 The translation of an institutional ethos into incentif@sfaculty

and academic programs for undergraduate students represents a form of

governmentality.

Lastly, the new sociologyf&nowledge stresses that social institutions do not
simply respond to prexisting environmental conditions in determining what ideas to
research and teach. They simultaneously organize and validate certain bodies of
knowledge over others and play an irmtpat role in deciding what is thinkable in society
(Gumport, 2007). Thus, universities make entrepreneurship a valuable endeavor and body
of knowledge worth knowing. At times, this means producing demand for it as an
academic subject and incentivizingg an area of faculty work when no {apdsting
demand or interest existed.

Proposition 5: Public universities wield power in validating certain ways of

thinking and behaving in society.

Together, these theoretical propositions construct a rubric forstadding and

evaluating:
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1 What informed the meanings ascribed to innovation and entrepreneurship (the
knowledgebased economy and neoliberal capitalism);

1 Why university leaders initiated and supported values and norms associated with
the academic capitali knowledge/learning regime (resources,
legitimacy/prestige, state imperatives); and

1 What were the implications of translating the ethos (governmentality and the

validation of social thought and behavior)

Methodology

This study employs case study asoaprehensive empirical strategy. The design
of this project develops a Al ogical sequen
study6s airrciht igaule srt @ ven 9.&ongistentnwvith casOsbudy, p . 19
methodology, the theoretical propositsodirect attention to something that should be
considered in the research and provide some idea of where to look for evidence. In fact,
part of the reason why | selected a case study design is that | wanted the project to benefit
from prior development dheoretical propositions to guide data collection and analysis
(Yin, 1994). Additionally, case study is s
phenomenon withinitsredli f e context, especially whenét
phenomenon and the contekte not «cl|l ear |y &3y Ladtlgoased ( Yi n,
studies are a preferred research strategy
something occurs as it does (Merriam, 1998). Given my interest in how and why the
academic capitalist knowledgedrning regime is transmitted to actors at Tidewater

University, a case study design was appropriate. The resulting research strategy was
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informed by and improvedueto a pilot study, as well as my positions at the university,
which situate me directly inonversations surrounding entrepreneurship on campus.

The research degi wasdivided intotwo stagef data colleabn. The first stage
soughtto understand the developmetd meanings adninnovaton and
entrepreneurshipthos at Tidewater Universijtwith the goal of identifying the
fundamental values cultivated and coomicated by university leadeifsalsosought an
explanation for why university leaders initiated and supported the innoatcbn
entrepreneurship ethosith an eye to contextualiry strategic planning and institutional
decisioama ki ng i n hi gh e reconamictaadscap®atadirsthigstadei t i c a l
camefrom 15 semistructured interviews with individuals who served in strategic
planning and key institutional decisiomakingroles at TU between 1998 and 2013
includingat least onehancellor,as well agpresidents, provosts, andahs olelect
schools and colleges. Data from documentary evidence, ssple@shegpress releases,
committee reportgndmarketing materiala/as used to corroborate interview data.

Thesecondstage explor@how the institution translatehis ethos intgractice
throughincentivesfor faculty membersand academiopportunitiefor undergraduate
students. Of particular intereserethe promotionand tenure processes, awards, courses,
business model pitch competitions, alefjree program45 semistructured interviews
wereconducted withparticipantknowledgeable about theseantives and academic
opportunities Participants includemembersf the gppointmentpromotion, and tenure
guidelines revisiomaskforce,as well agaculty and administrators involved in the design
and delivery of entreprenetnip courses and degree programanitsthat directly

interset with the ethos, such as thalege of engineering and school afdiness.
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Committee reports yHlabi, and other documentgerereviewed to complement and
augmenedinterview dataFinally, interviewswereconducted with faculty and staff
affiliated with the newnstitutefor Innovaton and Entrepreneurship.

The collection of multiple typesf data from multiple sources wan effort to
improve thecredibilityof f i ndi ngs through triangul ation
multiple perceptions to clarify meaning, verifying the repeatgtoli an observation or
i nterpr et 2000, p. 44R Depehtahilkyeasalso improved by creating a case
study database and chain of evidence. The main goal of interpreting thessl@aalytic
generalizability to assess whether the empiricalltegonfirm the theoretical
propositions. True generalizability, of course, is only possible through further assessment
with additional cases. Every effastmade to clearly explain the steps followed in
carrying out this research design to encourageesyent research. By giving attention to
the particularities of Tidewater Universityand also considering the broader political
economic landscapethis design augurs to advance understandirigeomultilevel
process by whicpublic universities transmitalues and norms associated with the
academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime.
Conclusion

This chapter provided a description of
political-economic landscape that were central to the developm&mwghterand
R h o a d e s theoly af @dademic capitalism and, consequently, this study. Since the
1970s, public universities have been embroiled in the pull of opportunities created by the
development of a national innovation system and the push of challeeggstpted by

neoliberalism and the view of university education as a private good. Slaughter and
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Rhoades recognized these challenges and opportunities, exploring in some detalil
behavioral responses they conceptualized as the academic capitalist kndedecdige/
regime.After establishing this backgroundpiesented the constitutive elemeotshe
dissertation projectyhich critically analyzeghe institutional means and motivations of
transmitting norms and values associated with this regime. Thetsacésthe
development of an institutional ethos that attributes great importance to innovation and
entrepreneurship and the translation of this ethos into incentives and academic
opportunities Underlying this project are theoretical propositions thggsst this ethos
serves purposes beyond momegking, such as enhancipgestigeandresponding to
state imperatives

The remainder athe dissertation is divided into six chapt&sapters two and
three represent the literature review and study metbggorespectively. Imeviewing
the literature, | explore research on the role of legitingay prestig@among higher
education institutions, university corporatization, anttepreneurship in academe
Additionally, | review the small body of literatuckeveloping around governmentality
studies in higher education. The third chapter describes the research paradigm and
providesfurther detailabou the design followedin carrying out this study. | then
discuss the methods of data collection, data org#noiz, techniques of data analysis, and
ethical considerations of the proje@hapters four through sixgsent the findings of the
dissertationwith each chapter taking up one of the three research questi@ah
chapter, | discuss hothefindingsconnect to the theoretical propositioiie final
chapter summarizes the arguments | proffered throughout these chapters, seggesis

avenues for future research, and spells out implications for policy, theory, and practice.
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATUREREVIEW

Introduction

This study sits at the confluence of four streams of literature: institutional
legitimacyand prestigenhancement, university corporatization, entrepreneurship, and
governmentality studies in higher educatibhese four streams roughequate to the
key categories of research on which | basebtiekgroundtheoretical frameworkand
objects of study included in this projelrt.the chapter that follows, | review literature
from each of these streams with the goal of positioningsthidy within intellectual
conversations surrounding the changing nature of higher education, particularly in light
of the shifting politicaleconomic landscape discussed in chapter bime four streams
are summarized in Table 3.

These streams overlap imat scholars have linked corporatization to institutional
legitimation efforts and the rise of academitrepreneurship (Gumport, 2Q@aughter
and Rhoades, 2004). | recognize these interrelationships, while treating the streams as
distinct for organizonal purposes. This review is based upon research in the form of
books, edited volumes, journal articles, and a few works of popular media. When
appropriate, | made an effort to consult literature outside the field of higher education to
reflect the divesity and breadtlof perspectives on the issues discussed. Importantly, this
chapter is not merely designed to summarizegmisting scholarship, but also to identify
those gaps in literature this study proposes to address. The main thrust of thisishapter
that a critical study of the development and trangtadioan institutional ethos of
innovation and entrepreneurship is timely and advances our understandiagalysis

of academic capitalism in U.S. higher education
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The next section explores scahip on legitimacynd prestigenhancement in
higher education. This section demonstrates that public universities are not just seeking
new resource streamghey are also striving defend their practices and justify their
existence in an era of unparédié scrutiny and economic uncertainty. In the second
section, | review how scholars have approached the nature of change in higher education
through the lens afniversitycorporatization. This section includes an overview of work
thatunderstandpublic wniversities as businessin need of new models borrowed from
corporate AmericaHowever, the majority of the section examines the substantial body of
literature that is critical of university corporatizatiomdludein the latter discussion a
more comtete treatment of the theory of academic capitalism, as well studies that apply
its constructs. The third stream of literature covered in this chapter relates to
entrepreneurship. | briefly define entrepreneurship and its position in American society,
paricularly following the 2008 financial crisi Then, | discuss what we know about
entrepreneurship in the context of higher education, including research on entrepreneurial
behaviors at the institutional and individual levels. In the final stream, | explere
' i mited body of scholarly work related to

applied to the higher education context.
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Table3: Summary of Four Literature Streams

Stream Representative Relevance Gap(s)
Literature
Legitimacyand | Powell & Argues that public Relationship

Prestige DiMaggio (1991); | universities are looking | between legitimacy

Enhancement | Meyer & Rowan | to defend practicesnd | and innovation and
(1977); Gumport | justify existence entrepreneurship
(2005)

University Christensen & Demonstrates the Theoly of academic

Corporatization

Eyring (2011);
Washburn (2005);
Slaughter &
Rhoades (2004)

origins, evolution, and
debate surrounding
academic capitalist
norms and values; show
the strength of the theor
of academic capitalism

capitalism has not
been explored at thg
institutional level,
no examination of
how values and
norms are
transmitted

Entrepreneurshij
in Higher
Education

Clark (1998); Mars
& Metcalfe (2009)

Conceptualizes
entrepreneurship;
describes how itsi
manifested in academe;
and efforts to train
students as entreprened

Institutional values
and norms fostering
faculty
entrepreneurship;
instilling an
Nfentrepre
spirito i

Governmentality
Studies in
Higher
Education

Burchell (1993);
Mitchell (2004);
Servage (2009)

Contends power is
exercised when
universities attempt to
shape the conduct of
actors; an entrepreneuri
subjectivity is tiedo
neoliberal

governmentality

Governmentality
has not been
adequately brought
to bear on
promotion of
entrepreneurship in
higher education

Institutional Legitimacy and PrestigeEnhancement

A cursory glance at recent publications related to the state of public higher

education in the United States reveals a similar conclusion: there is urgent need to

A rnevie n t-i, ma dgiirree, 0

Arethi

nk, o

or

such conclusions is the notion that public postsecondary education is in some way

broken, antiquated, or simply failing to meet'2&ntury needsf a globalized econoyn

Within the last five years alone, authors have
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1 questioned the value of a college degree (Ben®tilezol, 2013);
1 decried inefficiencies in university spending (Hacker & Dreifus, 2011);
1 linked college to the maintenance of class inequal{femstong & Hamilton,

2013);

1 and extolled the virtues of technology, like online delivery platforms, in saving a

system on the verge of sa@léstruction (Selingo, 2013).

As shown in the next section, in response to these critiques, greater emphasis has been
paced on the need for universities to be mo
model so in the face of mounting financi al
the Bill and Melinda Gates Foundation and the Lumina Foundation have provided

hundred=f millions of dollars in grant money to reforminded higher education

organizations, usually in support of college completion initiatives, competasad

education, and financial aid reform (Parry, Field, & Supiano, 2013). Distilling key

themes from tis literature, there is sufficient reason to claim that public universities are

in the midst of a legitimacy crisis.

Legitimacy and prestigedefined Suc hman (1995) defined | e
generalized perception or assumption that the actions of ay aitlesirable, proper, or
appropriate within some socially constructed system of norms, values, beliefs, and
definitionso (p. 574). Beyond perceptions
can also become a procésegitimatiord i wh e r e b yizaton justifieggt@a peer or
subordinate system its right to existo ( Ma
organizations seek legitimacy: it improves credibility, increases comprehensibility, and

helps people perceive organizations as tragtwy. These perceptions, in turn, affect
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p e o pdropehsty to support certain organizations over others. Suchman identified
three types of legitimacy in the organizational literature: pragmatic, moral, and cognitive.
Pragmatic legitimacy involves an ineaiiate audience inspecting organizational behavior
in order to calculate the consequences on their ownbeellg. By contrast, moral
legitimacy is not based on judgments about the practical benefits of organizational
behavior, but rather ifitistherigh t hi ng to do, reflecting a i
fundamentally from narrowselif nt er est o ( p. 580) . Lastly, ¢
desire among organization participants to
larger belief systa or to portray the organization as inevitable and natural.

Legitimacy is a necessary precondition for higher education institutions to achieve
prestige, which is considered one of the ways that universities conveyinen
information to students and ngats. According to Bawer, Gates, and Goldman (2002),
prestige iIis always positive and demonstrat
associated with exceptionally highual ity serviceo (p. 28). Us
providers as examples, stutkeand parents develop images of the features of prestigious
institutions. AFor example, it may be obse
teams and impressive buildings with iegvered walls. A rule of thumb is developed that
suggests that a higuality, broad education can be obtained at institutions that have
sportsteamsandiyovered wallso (p. 28). This is pe
choice processes, but the point is that prestige provides reasonifatiomst to acquire
whatmakes them | ook Arighto (p. 29). Based u
Gates, and Goldman categorized three types of higher education institutions: prestigious,

prestigeseeking, or reputation building.ur t her mor e, t heygei dent i f i
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generators, 0 namely selectivity in admitt:.
competitive sports teamBluch of the scholarly work on legitimaand prestigeised by
higher education researchéadis within a line of inquiry referred to as new
institutionalism(Powell & DiMaggio, 1991).

New institutionalism and higher education. In general, new institutional
researchers do not conceptualize legitimacy as a strategic resource managers accumulate

and expend, but instead as a set of constitutitefeéormed in a powerfully symbolic

environment . I n this way, new institutiona
entire fields or sectors of i nsandPowvellti onso
(1983), for instance, contended thats t i t ut i ons <cali brate to fa

understandings for a field of organizati on
professional associations, and by other su
1995, p. 194). DiMaggiandP o we | | 6usion to ohis theory fvas to argue that, in
organizations with nebulous goals and a highly professionalized staff, coercive, mimetic,
and normative forces trigger emulation of the most prestigious organizations. Morphew
and Huisman (2002) further explaifthese forms of convergence, or isomorphism:
Coerciveisomorphism occurs when institutions respond to regulatory controls by
organizations upon which they are dependeinneticforces include institutios
engaging in modeling the most prestigious orgamunatbecause they lack clear
goalsand technologies that suggest a more distinctive patfiessional networks
andthec ommuni cati on that occur snorinativeii nvi Si

pressures towardomogenization. (p. 49@mphasis added
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Meyerand Rowan (1977) similarly argued that |

the practices and procedures defined by prevailing rationalized concepts of organizational

work and institutionalized in soci®tyo (p.

enhances prospects for survival, irrespective of their immediate efficacy. Therefore, in

the words of Gonzales (2013), Afrom a New

survival is not contingent on fiscal strategies or havded rationales but rahon the

pursuit of cul tural resources that signal
Peterson (2007) argued that higher education scholars were initially slow to take

up new institutional perspectives, but interest in their concepts has expanded in the last

dec ade. Research has wutilized institutional

or the tendency of institutions to alter their structures and norms to resemble the most

prestigious universities (Morphew, 2000; Morphew & Huisman, 2002), as welatgzan

the related phenomenongfiving( Mor phew & Baker, 2004; OO0 Me

often entails efforts to improve in college ranking systems, which represent another

research area influenced by new institutional scholarship. Bastedo and Bowrt@n (20

foundi n the estimation of a structural equat.

significant impact on future peer assessments, independent of changes in organizational

guality and performanceo (p. lmukipgsardlssi ng i

structured form, far more powerful than a simple set of numbers, which shapes the

organizational field of higher educatidfurthermore, Gonzales (2013) drew upon new

institutionalism to understand how faculty members make sense of th&iata

striving institution. She argued that faculty used prescriptions from sources that structure

the higher education field, such as already legitimized universities and ranking agencies,

48



to redefine their work. Gumport and Snydn{a@02) were interest in theformal
organization of academic knowledgeyestigating how certain bodies of knowledge
become legitimate. They maintained that universities ritualize categories of knowledge in
degreeprogams and courseg,thbeaerabhgs Gapdapnfk abwtlee
society (p. 379). Thus far, ongumport (200% has explicitly looked at the ways in
which legitimacy is conferred through the adoption of values and norms associated with
private industry.

In an attempt to identify the dominant legititng logic in public higher
educatiorat a macro level, Gumport (2008eveloped a dichotomy striking similar to
Sl aughter and Rhoadesd (2004) conflicting
legitimating logics she developed were higher education aglastiy and higher
education as a social institution. Higher education as an industry, in her view, currently
governs the field and dAprimari | y-coporagevs pub
entities producing a wide range of goods and servicasic ompet i ti ve mar ket
71). The main tasks of higher education leaders, then, are to enrich customer satisfaction,
increase efficiency and flexibility, and to carefully weigh costs and benefits. There is
constant pressure to make adjustments, as@tanning the environment to capitalize on
a mar ket niche or substituting technology
72). The connection that Gumport made between legitimacy and the decision to adopt
private industry values and normgégevant to one of the theoretical propositions
detailed in the next chapter. This proposition underscores the importance of legitimacy

and prestigen the development and translatiof an institutional ethos a@finovation and
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entrepreneurship. HoweveruGnpor t 6s schol arship provides
the substantial literature related to university corporatization.

The precedingection demonstrates that scholars have identified the important
role of legitimacyand, concurrently, prestige organzational decisioimaking.As new
institutional scholarship contendstrall phenomena at public universities can be
chalked up to rational management or revenue maximization. In an era of heightened
criticism, public higher education is looking to defetsdpractices and seek strategies of
acquiring prestige as a ngmice means of conveying quality to students and par&nts
the time of this writingno research has explored how the promotianrafvation
entrepreneurship at public universities actbgscountry relates to legitimaeyd
prestigeenhancement efforts. This is one gap in the literature addressed by the proposed
study. The next section, which provides a protracted discussion of the theory of academic
capitalism within a stream of literaucritical of university corporatization, reveals a
second gap.

University Corporatization

There is a prevalent line of thought within the literature relating public
universities to foiprofit firms, especiallycorporationsThe value to this study of
university corporatization literature is that it gives some sense of the origins, evolution,
and debate surroding academic capitalist valuexrms and practicesT his debate is
highlighted below, showing thgivergent perspectives on whethriversityprofit-
seekings a positive or negative development for higher education. Some scholarship
accepts public universities acting like corporations as natural or even necessary, using

private industry | anguage and ssp emokdien gs oo fi n
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order to promote productivity, efficiency, and quality (Archibald & Feldman, 2010;
Bennett& Wilezol, 2013; Flanagan, 2012; Kamenetz, 2012; Selingo, 2013; Sheets,
Crawford, & Soares, 2012). Additionally, some research views corporatization as
inevitable, given the new role of higher education institutions in driving innovation,
formingafit ri pl e hel i x0 with private -basadlustry a
economy (Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff, 1997; Etzkowitz, Weber, & Healey, 1998).

On the ¢her hand, a plethora of scholarship has been published that is highly
critical of university corporatization, citing negative consequences for faculty, students,
and the public at large (Bok, 2003; Giroux, 2002; Gould, 2003; Kirp, 2003; Reading
1996; Rlmads & Torres, 2006; Schrecker, 2010; Washburn, 2005). Included in this
critical perspective is the theory of academic capitalism (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004),
which builds upon the notion of resource dependency, yet augments thiagineg
theory with & additional set of constructs that demonstrates how and why internal actors
are integrating public universities into new econoapportunities This section contends
that academic capitalism offers the most comprehensive approach to understanding
univers ty corporatization. However, there is
that has not yet been filled by researchers who apply it in their work.

fiNew business radel® for universities. Many economists have applied
economic concepts and modehgginally designed for the feprofit sector to public
higher education. They liken public universities topoofit firms in the marketplace
becausegin their view,universitiescompetitivelytranslate inputs into outputs through a
production procesd.éwis & Dundar, 2001). The products of this process are varied, but

include new knowledge and degrees conferred to students, while the inputs range from
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state appropriations to human resources. Scholars have even turned to production
functions as a way afetermining the optimal combination of inputs at their given prices
in order to achieve the best possible outpdenshek, 1987; Titus, 200%everal
writers have not simply applied economic concepts and models to analyze costs and
productivityinpuble hi gher education, but also have
model 06 of many wuniversities is failing and
These solutions arffeequentlyderived from the experiences of corporations,
including using new technologies to lawabor costs and boost productivity,
diversifying revenue streams for lotgym sustainability, and catering to consumer
demand in order to best competitors. For exampl/hy Does College Cost So Mugh?
Archibald and Feldman (2010) maintained that brgiducation is aesvice industry
suffering from what economist Willtsam J. B
product heavily relies upon human interaction, requires a fixed period of time with the
consumer, and is run by highly educated peopbajihg to increases in wages and costs,
without anassociatedise in productivity. Similarly, Bennett and Wilezol (2013))sn
College Worth It?take the position that too many people are going to college and
criticize federal subsidies to higher edumat championingthesoal | ed A Bennet't
Hy pot hesi s o0: sblongasifedenabsubaididsé Amongshe solutions
Bennet and Wilezol propose are encouraging students to select more marketable majors
and shifting course deliveryto onlineflab r ms, whi ch i s assumed t
di sease. 0
Much of the |l iterature about finew busin

produced by thinkanks. Sheets, Crawford, and Soares (2012) at the Center for American
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Progress posited thatinvariousisdur i es new technol ogi es have
more simplified and more accessible soluti
Exemplifying Gumportds notion of industry
model so0 that have tedsgedyw®dostsnand facilitatetdegree x p a n d
completion, such as the online, competehaged Western Governors University and

t hose of -pirlcefaidti nign sftoirt uti onso (p. 2). Writi
Enterprise Institute, Kamenetz (2012) kanspiration from Gordon Moore at Intel

Corporation, who argued that computer chips are getting better and faster because they

are getting cheaper. Applying this reasoni
suggested as a new direction for publicdieigeducatiomieveloping moréMassve Open

Online Courses (MOOCSsThe online servicing of many MOOCSs is managed by for

profit companies, such as Coursera and Udacity. Thus far, MOOCS have generally not

been offered as part of degree programs or credebiggiond noraccredited certificates,

but several observers have argued for their potential in efficient creden{Bdiggo,
2013)*According to Kamenetz, without such rad
economic model s, 0 maoyvumabversi hbesgmayaht
29). Writing forEducause Reviewrlanagan (2012) urged college and university leaders

tofnoti nvest dollars trying to advance the ex
skills, and experience to envisios,$ t , and i mpl ement new busin
each of these pieces, the authors cited the work of Clayton Christensen, a Harvard

Business School professor who developed the theory of disruptive innovation and has

become a frequent commenter on higkgucation.

“ By 2014, most observers hadvised their initial praise dlOOCs as a true solution to the high costs of
delivering equitable and effective pestcondary education, largely dweastbysmal completion data for the
courses.
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In thelnnovative University: Changing the DNA of Higher Education from the
Inside Out Christensen partnered with Henry J. Eyring (2011) to pen a pathway of
change for what they call Atradi trsitiesn a | uni
have enjoyed competitive advantages and have not considered themselves in competition
with new market entrants. Given the escalating price associated withyefrulegree,
however, traditional universities, according to Christensen and Eyrmgf aisk of
being unable to adequately respond to the disruptive innovation of online learning.
Although online degree programs were initially of lower qualitigristensen and Eyring
suggested that théyave improved over time, atldeir cheaper modefdelivery is
forcing traditional universities to rethink operations. Drawing upon analysis of two
institutions, Harvard University and Brigham Young Univerdigho, Christensen and
Eyring madethe case that most higher education institutions shouldntbtannat
financially speakind emulate Harvard. Instead, thelyould be more like BYWdahoby
blending onlineand fae®-f ace | earni ng. I n short: Athe <c
technology and the campus experience has the potential to take innovativenebdit
universities to new levels, allowing them not only to respond to disruptive competition
but also to serve many more students with
Thus, the two themes running throughout
are, frstly, an assumption that public universities amdustryare virtually coterminous
and secondly, a steadfast belief in the necessitlisstiptiveinnovation, which has come
to serve as something of a buzzword in reform cirétesuggestig that publc
universities need new business models, all of these writers operate under the assumption

that higher education institutions share some common, dysfunctional business plan
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begin with There is little acknowledgement tleahphatically referring tpublic
universitiesasbusinessess a recent phenomenon tied to the ascendancy of rzaketl
ideology A related body of research pairs higher education and private industry, not just
to effect change from within institutions, but also to driveoiration inthe economy at
large. This literature places universities in a partnership with government and private
industry, forming a dAtriple helix. o

The innovation triple helix. For the scholars who developed the concept of the
triple helix, public universities o exist as part of a dynamic, spiraling system to drive
innovation.Emerging from the fields of the sociology of science and evolutionary
economics, the triple helixpproachdeveloped by Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff (1997) in
Universities and the Global Kndadge Economy: A Triple Helix of Universitydustry
Government Relationsnd elaborated by Etzkowitz, Webster, and Healey (1998) in the
edited volumeCapitalizing Knowledge: New Intersections of Industry and Academia
assumes that an academic revolut®anderway, making economic growth and wealth
generation core functions of the university. Accordingly, rather than cite funding cuts to
higher education as evidence of decay, the system should be viewed as undergoing

transition. One of the hallmarksdéfi s revol uti on i s that il

ne

or O6technology pushé have been superseded

devel opments in terms of networ kseéinearEt zk ow

dynamic model is requiredtowcs i der how technolegioéseandpi

4). While traditional models stress differentiation among and distance between
universitiesprivate industryand government, the triple helix approach makes each of

these institutions an intercoroted strand of equal import.
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In the triple helix approach, universities became vital to national innovation systems and
fare increasingly internalizing and decent
technology transfefiimecdustvriitalespendnmlki a (Om.
the triple helix approach are believed to be taking on some of the values of universities,
sharing and protecting knowledge, although their often proprietary approach to

knowledge creation has been hotly con@¢eeg., Washburr2005). Lastly, government
offersincentives an@ncourageacademic institutions to go beyopdrformance of

traditional functions andreates policy framework that supports acadeimgustry

partnerships. As follows, universities, iradty, and government drive each other

spiraling overlay for the shared objective of innovation.

The triple helix model cahn in theoryd quickly form new combinations and
relationships among the strands, alolnodwi ng
of innovation. These relationships are fac
strands, which provide paths for actors to collaborate. As follows, all of the actors
involved must be reflexive and iwtomlst antl!l y
constraints and opportunitieso (p. 159). R
actors within each helix operate with their own norms of communication and codes that
can be confounding to out si deturscapitdigsy er t hel
technology transfer officers, and others who have often passed through several
institutional spheres in the course of the
The outcome is that the triple helix approach endogenizes tegiwalldevelopment and
establishea knowledgeb ased economic regime that fAhas

laissezfareand active state intervention obsol et
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teleological tone to the triple helix approach: given finanmaistraints and the

contributions of technology transfer to re

is likely no return to an earlier erao (Ez
What wunites the fAnew busitueisafutumodel so0 a

orientation, calling for universities to innovdte greater efficiencyandpromote

innovation outside the confines of campoiseconomic growthScholars in this stream

do notquestion the appropriatenessapiplyingbusiness models faublic institutions,

nor is there critical reflection on what is being compromised, diluted, or lost quést

for rapid change. Not all observers are comfortable with university corpatiai, or the

ideaof linking public higher education with théase and private industry to innovate into

the future. Indeed, a body of literature has identified university corporation as the

problen® not the solutiod tomanyofhi gher educationds chall en
Corporatization and its discontents Giroux (2002) raisedeveral serious

objections to what he saw as the pervasive

education in his article ANeoliberalism, C

Education: The University as ®expandupanr at i c

this article, proclaiming the need to reco

from private industry interests ifake Back Higher Education: Race, Youth, and the

Crisis of Democracy in the Pe&livil Rights Era Giroux (2002) definé corporate

culture as fnan ensemble of ideological and

and pedagogically both to govern organizational life through senior managerial control

and to fashion compliant workers, depoliticized consumers, asdipase ci t i zenso

429). This ensemble becomes a fAimodel of th
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defining individual success and ful fill men
i's a dangerous i1ideol ogy beanwysifiesteebasit A[ assau
contradiction between democratic values and market fundamentalism, and weakens any
viable notion of political agency by offering no language capable of connecting private
considerations to public tesutwesasamofeh. 428) .
broadly speaking, is that progressive education, public morality, and active citizenship is
supplanted in name of making money. Nmmodified public spheres, such as schools,
compromise their role in democratic citizenship educati@onsequently, democratic
citizenship and individual agency are refracted into the rugged individualist entrepreneur
or selfmade success stdrya narrative celebrating individuals who go it alone without
recour se tooutsstoa toer fchoaityprf@iroux,2004).s ol i dar
The public university, in the eyes of corporatization critics, represents one
significant front in the battle to defend public goods from corporate culture. If public
universities becomeorporatizedrevenue generation and efficienlmycome central
values. Giroux (2002) listed a number of problematic features of the corporatized
university:
T Corporations Abrandod chairs through don
shape their research program;
9 Corporate CEOs sit on boards that makagi@es about institutional operations
and allocation of resources;
1 Areas of study that do not generate money, such as those related to critical theory
and socioeconomic critique, are marginalized, underfunded, or eliminated in

response to fAimar ket demand?o;
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91 Corporations censor research results from laboratories and centers they fund that
are at odds with commercial interests;
1 Higher education becomes less about higher learning than about acquiring human
capital and getting ahead in the labor market;
1 Corporategovernance replaces shared governance characterized by faculty
member involvement in institutional decision making
1 Knowledge becomes capital and a form of economic investment, stripped of its
ethical and political considerations.
The effects of corporatation are also felt at the individual level, in the lives of both
students and faculty. First, students confront a bawhgerporatized university services.

For instance, bookstores are now operated by Barnes and Noble, dining halls are run by

companis like SodexheMar r i ot t, and student wunions are
Starbucks. Subsequentl y, -commpddiedeev havathek ed as
appearance of shopping mallso (Girowax, p.

citizenis to be a consumer.

Many of Girouxd6s sentiments and critiqu
University, Inc.: The Corporate Corruption of American Higher Educatier example,
Washburn specul ated that the AdAgumedn ng r ol e
academic |ifedo are probably no secret to m
Amany of whom have watched their campuses
mall so (p. x). She | i kewi se pinpoamets mar k
However, Washburn stresses several additional issues in her analysis of corporatization,

the first being that university research is rarely disinterested or independent because of
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industry sponsorship. In fact, she questioned if academic researcshheadth hazards,
suggesting results are altered to suit corporate interests or blocked from publication.
Additionally, in light of hearings that exposed the amount of money many top scientists

at the National Institutes of Health received as consultapiseeimaceutical companies,

Washburn concluded: AToday, it increasingl
not riddled with conflicts of interesto (p
Aradically reconcei v eializatiomiingleingsameéngingthe s ear c h

Bayh-Dole Act and establishing federal conflict of interest regulations to divorce
academics from having personal financial ties to companies affected by the amntome
their research. Although Washburn condemns thetipesscof many academic profiteers,
she also laments the plight of humanities professors who have witnessed their
departments eliminated by corporaténded administrators and monmaking from the
commodification of courses. The negative effects of cotjzatgon on faculty are
numerous and reinforced in greater detail
university corporatization.

As is clear fr om i TheLostBaullofeHjgheSEddcatienc k e r 6 s
Corporatization, Academic Freedoiand the End of the American Univerdagves little
doubt about the authordés take on corporat:.
and for the faculty, 0 examining Athe curre
hope that understandingh e st ruct ur al and political thr
faculties and the broader public mount a s

Corporatestyle restructuring and the adoption of corporate practices in higher education

colledively represent one of two major threats to the academic community, initiating

60



greater commercialization of research, increased reliance upon adjunct or contingent
faculty, and regular attacks on the tenure system. For Schrecker, these changes to the
acackmic profession produced by corporatization portend a far more serious problem: the
disappearance of academic freedom. Without a formal system of protections for learning
and scholarship on university campuses, Schrecker suggested that conformity mvill reig
and faculty will be subjected to retaliation for their scholarship. Indeed, the academy
surrenders its critical voi eatdogendironment es it
that, o in the view of cor por lytmembars,andn oppo
students against one another in an exhaust
5).

Critics of corporatization contended that the inappropriate presence of private
industry in higher education is a negative development. Furtrerrthey understand and
portray corporate power as unchecked, lackingrestiraint and, therefore, as a threat to
the public sector and democracy. At the heart of corporatization critique, then, is the idea
that private industry is the aggressor engctiarmful change to public universities,
which are cast as a largely passive victim requiring defense. By contrast, Slaughter and
Rhoades (2004), though certainly taking a critical perspective of university
corporatization, provided a theory that doesinaste e t he wuni versity as
by external actorso (p. 1). Rather, their
actor® faculty, students, administrators, and academic professimaalsising a variety
of state resources to create new circaitsnowledge that link higher education
institutions to the new economyo (p. 1). T

corporatization habeen applied in several studies. The theory of academic capitalism
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serves as the thegiical anchor for this pfect, but there is a gap in the theory that
literature has not yet filled.
Reuvisiting the theory of academiccapitalism. In Academic Capitalism and the
New Economy: Markets, State, and Higher Educat®laughter and Rhoades built upon
the concept of reswce dependency, which postulates that where organizations receive
their revenue has bearing on how they behave. Pfeffer & Salancik (1978) first theorized
resource dependency, arguing that external sources of funding exert enormous influence
overorganizatonal deci sion making. Furthermore, t
of organizational members are understood clearly only by reference to the actions of
external agentso (Sl aughter & Leslie, 1997
resoure dependency theory suggests that organizations answer to, and often come to
structurally resemble, their funders. Using resource dependency as a conceptual
foundation, Slaughter and Rhoades (2004) drew upon the scholarship of Michel Foucault,
Horace Mannand Manuel Castells to create the theory of academic capitalism, which:
focuses on networksnew circuits of knowledge, interstitial organizational
emergencenetworks that intermediate between [the] public and igattors,
extended manageriaapacity) that link institutions as well as faculty, academic
professionals and studentstite new economy. New investment, marketing and
consumption behaviors on tpart ofmembers of the university community also
link them to the new economy. (p. 15)
One of tle assumptions on which the theory hinges is that universities cannot be
separated from a global economy that treats knowéedgach is often technologized

and/or digitized as a raw material that can be owned, marketed, and sold. The
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knowledgebased economyhey maintain, was constructed through a partnership with
industry and the neoliberal state, whose initiatives aimed at privatization,
commercialization, deregulation, and reregulation were at times indirectly or directly
endorsed by higher educationdear s. Consequently, fAautonomy
perhaps always fictive position of universities with regard to capital and the state,
becomes | ess possibledo (p. 15) .

Slaughter and Rhoades (2004) developed four theoretical constructs for the theory
of acalemic capitalismi) new circuits of knowledge?) interstitial organizational
emergence3) intermediating networks, ar) extended managerial capacity. New
circuits of knowledge refers to the idea that research and teaching are no longer bound by
traditonal scholarly circles or platforms. There are now patent officials and industry
representatives judging the value of research, outside organizatiobsSikéews and
World Reportassessing institutions, and online course delivery platforms funded by
venture capitalists and philanthropists. Interstitial organizational emergence captures the
creation of units within universities to manage activities related to revenue generation,
such as technology licensin§fioes and funeraising offices Intermediatig networks
bring together the public, neprofit, and private sectors through organizations (e.g., the
Business Higher Education Forum and the League for Innovation) to solve common
problems. Lastly, extended managerial capacity refers to universitigoaarng
admini stratorsoé engagement with the market
to corporations in return for royalties. As a result, many managers played the role of
venture capitalist, leveraging institutiodaéven stat@ resources to bringarticular

ideas to market. Through these constructs, the theory of academic capitalism brings to the
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fore the workos chief claim: that universi
knowl edge/ |l earning regi me, 0 wdgrofithakifginal ue s
which institutions, inventor faculty, and corporations have claims that come before those

of the publico (p. 29).

The theory of academic capitalism acknowledges the positive economic
possibilities of collaboration between public unsiges, private industry, and the state.
However, it does not depict this relationship as natural law governing innovation and
propelling growth. The theory remains critical of the academic capitalist
knowledge/learning regime, yet, unlike other corpoadion critics, Slaughter and
Rhoades underscored the role of universities in encouraging the increased presence of
private money and interests. Rather than focus on abstract biological metaphors, the
theory of academic capitalism also highlights the awiof individual® students,
faculty, and administratodsin promoting corporatization and, of particular relevance to
this chapter, undertaking entrepreneurial activities. At the same time, the theory captures
in its four theoretical constructs the multie of actors involved in the relationship.

Public universities, private industry, and the government are not assumed to be equal
partners in the relationship, as the theory of academic capitalism highlights competition
for scarce resources and power ashaee sides respond to ng@wlitical-economic

conditions. The utility of the theory in helping to understand the nature of change in
higher education is perhaps best evinced by the number of researchers who have applied
it to their own work.

Applications of academicapitalism The first study to apply the theory was

conducted by Metcalfe (2004,student of Slaughter and Rhogdeiso developeda
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theoretical model of intermediating organizations. The model was tested in a mixed

methods study to analyhegher education associations and their links to corporations,

which proved to be substantial. The case study portion showed that organizations are

actively pursuing connections with the state, industry, and higher education. Mars (2006)

used the theory aicademic capitalism to study entrepreneurship centers at two public

universities. One of the key findings of the study was that many students were

capitalizing orstater e sour ces f or per sonal -sysidized ef f ec

studententrepremer s . 6 Mar s, Sl aughter, and Rhoades

and of central importance to this studlydemonstrated that an entrepreneurial learning

environment is part of the academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime. Moreover,

they reinforcedthe dea t hat students can be active at

leveraginghe entrepreneurial environment, infrastructures, and resources of their

university to their private, commercial ad
Mendoza 2007) examined graduate statlsocializatioras opposed to

undergraduate students in light of academic capitalism. Based on her case study, graduate

students held positive views ofDedpiteei r depa

corporate sponsor s hiemigcprdiessmmemamtainszha toreon t o t

structure of Mertonian valueso (p. 90). Me
|l ooking at faculty in a department that 1is
useinspiredand develops new technologi&he found hat t heir work i s s
the traditional cannons of theéprofession
and understanding, free dissemination of Kk

other work, Mendoza argued thatdemic capitalism is not universally manifested and

65



must be understood in its particular disciplinary and institutional cont&xésdyi
(2013)similarly explored the socialization of graduate students, with a particular focus
on the meaning of money the training of science and engineering doctoral students.
Based upon interviews with 48 graduate stu
i mportant focus of doctoral student soci al
generation of scientists aetgineers to embrace the academic capitalist, mdrkesn
culture increasingly characterizing academ
that this process of socialization was hotly contested by some students and faculty
members.

Although thetheory of academic capitalism provided a useful analytical leres for
number of studies that inform my inquisgveral gaps in the literature remain. First,
most of the studies applying the theory have focused on faculty memgissisate
students, andpecific academic units, rather than the instantiation of academic capitalist
values and norms at the institutional level. Second, money is still the principal prism
through which researchers conceptualize motivations for engaging in academic capitalist
activitiesd with the exception of Szal§id £013) discussion of the symbolic value of
money,they do not explore the possible ratiosalélegitimacyand prestige
enhancement. Third, asnad tSzferlo®mn yMedfisd 0(z2a061s3 )(
graduate stude socializationthe transmission ofalues and norms of the academic
capitalist knowledge/learning regime to university actors, including undergraduate
students and faculty membeirsan understudied arehastly, most scholars have
accepted the theonf academic capitalism without attempting to improve upon it. This

study proposes to address these gaps and t
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development and translation of an institutional ethos of innovation and entrepreneurship.
As follows, the proposed project builds upon a rapidly increasing stream of literature

related to entrepreneurship in the context of higher education.

Entrepreneurship in Higher Education

If public universities are constructidgand operating withiéd an academic
copitalist knowledge/learning regime, entrepreneurship is both a guiding value and vital
mechanism in the purswf cost recovery mechanisms amelv money.
Entrepreneurship, however, is not universally understood, carrying a variety of eontext
dependent medngs. This section provides a working definition of entrepreneurship in
the context of higher education based upon classic scholarship on the subject. It also
positions entrepreneurship within American society, arguing that, since the 2008 financial
crises, the concept has flourished in everything from popular culture to government
efforts aimed at economic growth and competitiveness. Much of the section is given to
analyzing research on entrepreneurship in higher education, beginning with a review of
thehentrepreneuri al universityo and proceedi
faculty and students. This review of research includes a growing number of studies
related to teaching entrepreneurship and measuring entrepreneurial competenajges amon
students. The result of this analysis is that research on entrepreneurship in academe is
growing and presently represents a hot topic in the field. However, it is also in its
infancy, and unchartered watersre$earclriemain in order to understand thegure of
change in higher education.

Understanding and contextualizing etrepreneurship. According to Joseph

Schumpeter, the entrepreneur is the agent that connects invention and innovation, where
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Ai nvention is the fir stoductorpuwaesseviilee of an i
i nnovation is the first attempt to carry i
Schumpeter (1934, 1950) provided an often cited conceptualization of entrepreneurship
in his theory of economic development, which posited tHatieficy and growth in a
free market capitalist system requires disturbance to reallocate physical, financial,
human, and social capital. Thus, the entrepreneur thrives in uncertain environments and
Adi srupts the cyclical ecosb@gnae quwinl olvreir u
(Mars & Metcalfe, 2009, p. 12). In his conceptualization, Schumpeter stressed
redistribution of resources and alteration of practices to create profit. Breaking the status
guo and spurring wealth generation through innovatagpires that the entrepreneur
assumes some economic and social risk. Lounsbury and Gynn (2001) suggested that
cultures of entrepreneurship develop with norms that suppottakskg, and
entrepreneurs often concoct stories of suécdsxh true and mythald to assuage
investor fears. Storytelling demonstrates that the work of the entrepreneur is not merely
technical or economic, but also social.

However, risktaking does not mean that entrepreneurship is unplanned or
unsystematic. Firstly, many entreprarelook for ways to minimize risk by making use
of business incubators, entrepreneurial training centers, or subsidized research centers,
which provide assistance in carrying out an invention in practice and sometimes even
assume some of the initial cadtthe venture. Additionally, as Drucker (1993) noted, the
reallocation of resources inherent to entrepreneurship, though initially disruptive,
fundamentally reshapes economic conditions. It is perhaps for this reason that Schultz

(1980), best known for Biwork on human capital theory, emphasized that
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entrepreneurship was less about disruption than about the processtaidecing
equilibrium after destabilization occurs. In this process, entrepreneurship represents a
constant variable in the circuldow of productionin a free market economy

Mars and Metcalfe (2009) captured many of these features in their definition of

entrepreneurship in the context of higher education, which is the meaning preferred in

when the concept appears in subsequentssecs : fiwe define entrepre
activities that combindsk, innovation andopportunitto among bot h i nstitu
individuals, fparticularly in times of wunc

wealth (p. 4; emphasis added). Thuss important to note that entrepreneurship in

higher education ithe process of taking an idea to the market for exchange, but also
about the recognition of opportunity, refl
mi ndset o ( Hi gd o s proj2ddderieys.on edtteprdneutiag ialues and

norms as an expression of the academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime, it is worth
noting that the attention given to entrepreneurship extends beyond the walls of campus; it

is weaved into the Amerioasocial fabric.

The United States is in the midst of an entrepreneurial moment, evident in popular
culture as much as government al i nitiative
of Steve Jobs, the dounder of Apple, Inc. andn icon of innoviaon was aNew York
Timesbestseller in 2011. In the same year, Eric Ries published with much anticipation his
bookThe Lean Startup: How Todayds Entreprene
Create Radically Successful Businessdsch sold 90,000 copies édmvas named one of
Amazonds best busiRnes®d Imedkho dofl otglye eynearu.r a

experimentation, customer feedback, and iterative desisgead of elaborate planning
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or intuitive decisioamaking.Most Recently, LinkedIn céounder Reid Hoffmamwffered
The Startup of You: Adapt to the Future, Invest in Yourself, and Transform Your,Career
whose publisher description offers what mightthe manifesto for the age:
In a world where wages are virtually stagnant, creative destruction is rocking
evay industry, global competition for jobs is fierce, and job security is a thing of
thepastve 6r e all on our own when it comes t
uncertainty, thé&ey to success is to think and act like an entrepreneur: to be
nimble am seltreliant, to be innovative, and to know how to network and stand
out from the crowd.
Hence, the entrepreneurial moment is not merely about starting new businesses, but also
thinking and acting like an entrepreneur.
In television, budding entreprerur s can | earn | 8hsrtkons wat
Tank whi ch featur es a0 wlownfielcapda to domestantsst or s (A
basedupon their business pitch in exchange for partial ownership of the company.
2012,Shark Tankvas the most watched Hay night television program in the country,
averaging seven million viewers per episode. The History Channel took advantage of the
entrepreneurial moment, runningafgua r t A d o ¢ uThe Mem@Wido Buili t | e d
America In addition to lionizing historidandustrial magnates like Cornelius Vanderbilt,
John D. Rockefeller, and Andrew Carnegie, the series also included running commentary
from presentlay entrepreneurs on persistence, taking risks, anthioking competitors.
On the big screen, F. ScottFz g e IMleelGedt &atsbwas adapted to film for the
fourth time. While the tale of Jay Gatsby, a millionaire who made his fortune through

guestionable means, is not about entrepreneurship, its relevance to the moment was not
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lost on critics and journaits. Nick Gillespie (2013) dhe libertarian magaziriReason

intoned that, r e garGdtthgis ss dfh et lge efaitl Mdnme r9 @
ways in which free marketseéoverturn establ
what Joseph Schymet er cal |l ed &¢r3ati ve destructi on

The U.S. government has actively supported entrepreneurship, motivated by
census data showing that startup companies have been the primary source of job growth
in the economy over the preceding thirty ye&tal(iwanger, Jarmin, & Miranda, 2008;
Markovich, 2012). Job creation became a central concern to the government after the
2008 financial crisis, when real estate pricing plunged and major financial institutions
teetered on the brink of total collsg Unerployment soared to 10.1 perceam2009 as
the United States entered a prolonged period of economic recession. In 2012, Congress
passed the Jumpstart Our Business Startups (JOBS) Act in order to reduce regulations on
young, growing companies from makingiaitial public offering to investors and to
legalize crowdfunding, or the solicitation of a large number of unaccredited investors
(Markovich, 2012). Beyond legislation, in 2010 former Secretary of State Hilary Clinton
established the Global EntreprendupsProgram and, together with tbeS. Agency for
International Development, launched an online toolkit to help country partners share
research and best practices related to facilitating the business startup process. According
to a Department of State me& not e, fAentrepreneurship is i
which Ais uniquely placed to support and a
expertise and entrepreneuri al cul ture. o En
tandem with theseayernmental initiatives and messages from popular culture. However,

references to the entrepreneurial university predate this recent blossoming of the concept,
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as reformers sought | anguage to capture wh
challenges.

The entrepreneurial university. Institutional chang®riented activities and
survival mechanisms in times of financial uncertainty gave rise to the notion of the
entrepreneurial university. Although several scholars have employed this language (e.g.
Etzkowtiz, Webster, & Healey, 1998; Slaughter & Leslie, 1994), Clark (1998) presented
the most detailed characterization of the entrepreneurial university. Using case studies of
universities in England, Scotland, the Netherlands, Finland, and Swedgn(10@8)
devel oped a set of concepts to understand
organizations successfully changed the way they operated in the midst of the dramatic
financial challenges of the 1980s and 1990s. Clark (2004) classified his toasep
Atransforming el ementso and fAsustaining dy
in each institution, point to the emergence of entrepreneurial culture in each and provide
a taxonomy for assessing trends at institutions in a variety of contexts.

The first element of the entrepreneurial university is that these institutions
diversify their funding base to promote sedfiance and create discretionary income.
Secondly, entrepreneurial universities are neither overly centralized nor decerdralized
theyii nt roduce professi-omiaé¢nzed admishniestsr @f o1
or a bureaucracy fisteering the core®d throu
in other words, an ethdp. 359). Thirdly, entrepreneurial universities aré no
overburdened with traditional, disciplinabpund units, but rather feature many
interdisciplinary and transdisciplinary research centers that specialize in new modes of

thought. The periphery of the entrepreneurial university is populated by proféssiona
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education programs, extension offices, distance education centers, and other units that
build external relationships. Fourthly,-soa | | ed fAheartl ando departn
change and attract faculty, students, and resource providers, genettadl\sarences and
technology, lead the entrepreneurial university, while those less open to change may fail
to survive. The final element of entrepreneurial universities is inténsity force with
which it pursues a futur®oking agenda. Clark (2004) cdaded rather fatalistically as a
result of this analysis: AThe study of mod
teaches well, that, one by one, as the twdinsy century unfolds, universities will largely
get what they deserve. The luckyonedwilhave built the institut]
(p. 368).

Clarkbés definition of the entrepreneur.i
institutions as a way of explaining and, at times, celebrating the nature of their change.
This is especially truef scholars examining European universities. For example,
Kristensen (1999) chronicled the entrepreneurial activities of the Copenhagen Business
School in Denmark; Schutte (1999) charted
regional teaching universitgto a national research university and its incipient
entrepreneurial activities in the Netherlands; and Pawlowski (2001) argued that the
Higher School of Busineddational Louis University in Poland had transformed from a
business school to an entreprerrei a | uni versity and fAda bluep
hi gher educat i oWNolkmann R4 ebsedvedtiatp. 42 7) .

the United states followed by the United Kingdom and the Netherlands in Europe

are pioneers in the introduction of entrepreneipras an academic field of

teaching and research. However, other west European countries such as Belgium

73



and Germany are catching up at high speed. Thus, at the beginning of the twenty

first century, entrepreneurship is becoming an important acadésuiplohe in

the Unted States, but also in Eurogp. 185)

The creation of new academic programs and research ifieflds United States is one of
several manifestations of the entrepreneurial university.

Entrepreneurial activities in the academy. A number of researchers have
attempted to describe and analyze the activities of faculty and students combining risk,
innovation, and market opportunity at universities to generate wealth in times of
uncertain resources. With a few exceptions, (e.g., StaughRhoades, 2004), much of
the literature related to faculty focuses on entrepreneurial activities in the applied
sciences, sttas medicine and biotechnolo@owell & OwenSmith, 1998; Owen
Smith & Powell, 2003), as well as factors that contributiatalty involvement in
technology transfer (Owemith & Powell, 2001; Renault, 2006) and its measurement at
the institutional level (AUTM, 2012; Colyvas & Powell, 2009). Student entrepreneurship
is comparatively understudied, with most research advoctgpread and
improvement of entrepreneurship training and a small number of scholars exploring the
motivations, expressions, and implications of student entrepreneurialism (Mars, 2006;
Mars, Slaughter, & Rhoades, 2008). Reviewing this body of literatuseclear that
research on entrepreneurship at universities is in its infancy, whether at private or public
institutions, and there are several gaps in knowledge, specifically related to the normative
dimensions of academic entrepreneurship and eetneprial behaviors among students.

Faculty entrepreneurial activitiedAs part of their theorization of academic

capitalism, Slaughter & Rhoades (2004) conducted tkigit semistructured
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interviews with faculty, largely at research universities, waad interacted with industry

in the previous five years. Their sample reflected some of the demographic patterns of the
academic entrepreneur: the majority of interviewees were male, tenured, white, and

leaders in their departments (engineering, sciencemerticine). Based upon these

interviews, Slaughter and Rhoades identified three areas of conflict related to the

academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime: publishing versus patenting, access

versus secrecy in relation to consulting work, and cordest@ership over intellectual

property in the creation of spwff companies. The authors found that, when facing

power ful market incentives, fAprofessors re
place in the university community but also assuminggrole of (statesubsidized)

entrepreneurs who were sometimes consultants, officials, or even presidents of their own
companieso (p. 129). Recognizing that thes
Mendoza, 2012), the acadencapitalist dimensions of #seareas of corictd patenting

andforming spinoff companiesin particula®d provide an organizational schema to

discuss literature on faculty entrepreneurial activities.

Patenting is the most researched faculty entrepreneurial activity, with empirical
studies of frequency, motivation, and consequences. According to Slaughter and Rhoades
(2004), whereas in the past only industry scientists patented and professors published
their research, many of the faculty they interviewed believed in the value ofipgien
addition to publishing. In fact, 60 percent of the faculty interviewed held a patent.

Zusman (1999) calculated that, as a result of the Balh Act, the number of patents
awarded to academic institutionstween 1984 and 1994 tripl@8erman, 202).

Although patents were not always sold or licensed to companies for royalties, there is a
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clear relationship between the uptick in patenting activity and revenues institutions
collected from intellectual property licenses. When the Association of Witier
Technology Managers surveyed universities in 1991, it found that licensing revenues
totaled $123 milliod this figure would reach 2.5 billion dollars by 2011 (AUTM, 2012).
AWhil e questions remained about hfhhad t o bes
become firmly established by the end of the decade. If the passage eDBlayhnd the
institutionalization of thegchnology transfer office [had natinched the deal, the
revenues that were finally sta@emamgp. t o be
114).

Questions surround both the management and efficient production of patents from
inventor faculty and al€b more fundamentalfy why faculty patent. Berman (2012)
argued that Athe increased ent raetipeywereeur i al
becoming attuned to the commercial valwue o
(p. 113). This value is exemplified in a number of noteworthy patent successes. For
instance Stanley Cohen and Her bsaledinaBoyer 0s
patent awarded to Stanford University and the University of California, which would
ultimately bring in license revenues in excess of $250 million. Several studies have been
conducted to empirically answeammont he quest.
explanations: 1) financial incentives for and personal beliefs of faculty and 2)
institutional policies and procedures. Ow@&mith and Powell (2001) interviewed 68
faculty and licensing professionals at two research universities. They found that
incertives to patent varied between physical and life scientists, with physical scientists

generally improving upon existing products and processes and expecting little personal
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gain. On the other hand, life scientists, who usually develop therapeutic compounds
medical devices, expect to make money from patent royalties, favor exclusive licensing
arrangements, and defend intellectual property. These perceived personal benefits of
disclosing a discovery to university officials is then weighed against theafosts
interacting with licensing professionals and dealing with campus interstitial
organizations, namely technology transfer offices. Finally, O%mith and Powell
suggested that patenting activity among faculty is enhanced when academic and
commercial rewards are linked. That is, apart from making money, faculty are also
motivated by the prospect of receiving tenure or being further promoted.

Renault (2006), though corroborating the finding that faculty were more likely to
patent when institutions prowd financial incentives through revenue sharing policies,
determined through interviews with 98 professorsaience and engineering departments
atl2 southeastern universities that dAperson
universities in commerdiaing technology are the single most important predictor of
their actual behavioro (p. 237). Using a L
academic capitalism and Mertonian values, Renault found that for each one point
increase otheacademic capitam scalehe developeda professor is approximately 60
percent more likely to collaborate with industry, 63 percent more likely to patent their
research, and 407 percent more likely to start aafhicompany. Yet this does not mean
Athe neweademrm odpatal i sm is universally
Mertonian values in light of often steadfast support of technology transfer at the
institutional level is noteworthy (p. 237). Part of reason that faculty attitudes toward

patenting variess that there are concerns among many about the consequences of
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entrepreneurial activities in the academy. Research on the consequences of academic
entrepreneurship has identified a set of frequent issues related to tenure and promotion,
the true benefitef patenting, distraction from other job responsibilities, and changes to
epistemology and research ethics (Stein, 2004).

Holbrook and Dahl (2004) observed that faculty receive conflicting messages
about promotion expectations because the job now incladey activities, such as
innovation and entrepreneurship, which have not been added to traditional areas subject
to review (e.g., research, teaching, and service). They suggested that junior faculty are
unlikely to engage in patenting if it does not cowimtards tenure, but optimistically
noted that North Qalina State University an@hio State University, among many
others, have revised promotion and tenure guidelines to reward patenting. They caution,
nevertheless, that fentcvaluesid gdantpremotioaantl r uct i v
tenure based on licensing revenue, industry contracssadu p par ti ci(mati on
98). Although many researchers point to the billions of dollars in licensing income to
universities, Thursby and Thursby (200énhtended that this figure is misleading, as
licensing tends to be concentrated in a few institutions (e.g., MIT, Caltech, Stanford) and
very few licenses generated revenue. Toborw f r om Steim (2004), AF
universities have the financial or stafoeirces to market the patents aggressively, so
most of them languish in offices of technology transfer. Only a very few universities have
ever made substantial dollars from patents
spend more on technology tramsbffices than they receive in royalty income (p. 7; see
also Washburn, 2005). Stein additionally expressed concern that if faculty spend much of

their time generating income and fringe benefits, they spend less time with students or in
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the classumomwimveidiTm todayobds academic settin
money is, which means that they cannot tak
their students or participating in other o
(1994) wondereavhether academic entrepreneurship reshaped epistee®lmigicience
and ar g[aeutty] bedamtd seéicommercial application as inevitable, sometimes
as intrinsic, to their inquiryo and dAdid n
broadodeep chasm between the twoo (p. 184) . F
need to create a center for responsible innovation to evaluate the ethics of faculty
involvement in entrepreneurial activities, and Krimsky (2004) reinforced the idea of
creating giidelines to separate publicly funded knowledge producers and stakeholders
who have financial interest in their research.

The creation of spHoff companies or statip ventures is one of the least studied
areas of faculty entrepreneurship. Although fgcdb not factor prominently in his
study, Shane (2004) produced one of the only accounts of the universitffspin
company phenomenon. Drawing on data from the Association of University Technology
Managers, he reported that 3,376 university-gifis were founded in the United States
between 1980 and 2000. Similarly, in the United Kingdom, many universities formed
technology transfer offices in the late 1990s, and 554@picompanies were created
between 1996 and 2001. Although the number of firmsdedns modest in both
countries, university spinffs tend to be successful: several billion dollar companies are
university spiroffs, and university spHoffs, on average, are more likely to go public.
Since the 1980s, a growing share of patent licensigging to these firms, rather than

universities themselves, although it is not uncommon for institutions to hold equity in
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companies established and operated thanks to university resources. Because of the
increasing economic importance of universitynspifs and their revenugenerating
potential, fAmany institutions focus signif
intellectual property by establishing incubators, venture capital funds, business plan
competitions and support systemsto helpentrepe ur s t o start new cor
p. 2). Faculty participation in spioff companies they help found includes research and
patenting contributions, recruiting talented graduate students for employment, assuming
leadership responsibilities, sitting oxersight boards, and owning stock.

The formation of spioff companies and its consequences on the academic
profession constitute one gap in the literature on entrepreneurial activities by faculty.
Research on patenting has proliferated, perhaps dbe tuantifiable nature and
availability of data, yet other areas of faculty entrepreneurial activities, including research
on consulting, has stagnated. Moreover, there is a dearth of scholarship related to
entrepreneurship outside the fields of appli@drsces. Although it is possible that
entrepreneurial activities among faculty in the arts and humanitessisvidespread than
in science and technology disciplin&aughter and Rhoades (2004) pointed to the
exi stence of sever awhoséareation aacsalearemgt bopnmdbyd u c t s
disciplinary borders, such as educational materials (lecture notes, syllabi), curricula,
video lectures, and course management software. These products are increasingly being
seen as intellectual property, mucteligcientific discoveries, and are similarly
commodified. Finally, it is worth noting that most research reviewed above positioned
faculty entrepreneurship as a peripheral happening whose presence on university

campuses, nonetheless, was growing exponbndiatl creeping into the core of the
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academy. Thus, more research is needed at the institution level to understand how norms
associated with entrepreneurship have developed to foster faculty venture creation, what
tensions and oppositions have developearesy such institutionalization, and what the
cultural dimensions of entrepreneurship reveal about the public good functions of
universities.

Student entrepreneuriakévities. Student entrepreneurial activities are
remarkably understudied compared tos# of faculty, perhaps because efforts to
encourage student entrepreneurship during their time on campus are a recent
development at many public universities. The aforementioned study by Mars (2006) is
one of the few scholarly works that focuses on studetrepreneurship, concluding that
t wo entrepreneurship education centers | oc
between the university and the private marketplace in ways promoting the emergence of
statesubsi di zed st ud edl)tMaesStaugletqr,are Rieoadess(Z008] p . 1
followed-up on the concept of a stagabsidized student entrepreneur, believing that
Astudent entrepreneurship i s an emerging p
entrepreneurship, by opportunities for markeivagt particularly in science and
technol ogy fields that are close to the ma
authors developed a conceptual framework to account for differing entrepreneurial
agency among students based upon accessversity resources like office space,
information technology, ability to consult with experts, and social capital. The
implications of student entrepreneurship, according to their study, arefaoldeEirst,
students are unmistakably involved in the mudgbf the division between private

industry and public universities. Second, students in disciplines favored by the
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knowledgebased economy are more privileged as entrepreneurs than their peers. Third,
student entrepreneurship presents the possibilitygwfrelationships with faculty
business partners, disturbing traditional role definitions. Much of the literature that
involves students is not about entrepreneurial activities, but rather how to teach students
to become entrepreneurs and how to assessithemes of this training.

The first collegdevel course in entrepreneurship was offered to 188 MBA
students at Harvard University in 1947 (Katz, 2003). The idea spread from Harvard to
other institutions, but the diffusion was initially slow: accordingne survey, only
sixteen institutions were teaching entrepreneurship courses in 1970 (Vesper, 1993).
Within the past three decades, however, entrepreneurship courses have proliferated, and a
new course of study in higher education has emerged. ThemnkaufCenter for
Entrepreneuri al Leadership (2000) reported
dramatically, as reflected in the increased student enrollment, formal entrepreneurship
centers, intercollegiate business plan competitions, new entrepshigecurricula and
programs, and endowed chairs and professor
AAmeri can infrastructuredo for entrepreneur
more than 2,200 courses at 1,600 institutions. In Candelazie (2004) reported growth
rates for entrepreneurship course offerings of 444 percent at the undergraduate level.
Katz (2004) found in a survey that the number of entrepreneurslaiied chairs
increased from 237 in 1999 to 406 in 2003. One additiodatator of the expansion of
entrepreneurship as a field of research is the fact that no fewer thafotorty
entrepreneurship refereed journaé been created as of 20B&tz, 2003). Kuratko

(2005) proposed that this growth in entrepreneurship ie4deof research and course of
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study would have been more rapid were it not checked by a number of challenges,

including the low number of quality articles published in too many journals, the lack of
gualified PhDs to teachusionuass si,namnmndg rt theen die
2005, p. 589). Whereas three decades ago it may have beerisi@mt, there has

recently been an efflorescence of efforts to teach the next generation skills, knowledge,

and values related to entrepreneurship.

In terms ofcurricular content, students in entrepreneurship academic programs
tend to complete course work in financing new ventures, marketing innovations,
intellectual property management, new product development, entrepreneurial law,
business negotiations, andacacteristics that define the entrepreneurial personality
(Mars & Metcalfe, 2009; Solomon, Duffy, & Tarabishy, 2002). Courses draw upon a
variety of sources of information, including textbooks, Hovguides, government
publications, conference proceedingad biographies of innovators (Kuratko, 2005). A
common feature of entrepreneurship education is participation in busioess$ orplan
competitions, where teams of students attempt to wingbamtoney to fund their
fledgling ventures. Such competiti® typically allow students to network with industry
experts and gain experience pitching ideas to investors (Mars & Metcalfe, 2009).
Opportunities are created for students to meet with entrepreneurship mentors, interview
experts, and go on field trips t@arby firms (Kuratko, 2005). Not all entrepreneurship
education, then, is relegated to classroom activities, and universities have sought ways to
integrate experiential entrepreneurial learning through simulations andlieangng
programs. RasmussendSgrheim (2005) argued that traditional, individcehtered

instruction in entrepreneurship should be replaced with an aatiented approached,
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where students work on teams and actually form new ventures. Yet even after
incorporation of experientidarning opportunities, some have argued there is need to
improve existing curricula and pedagogy.

Gibb (2002), for instance, argued that unresolved issues remain in
entrepreneurship pedagogy, |l eading him to
entreprenership and enterprise in the higher education sector may lie outside the
business school o0 (p. 259). This is the cas
culture and focus upon venture management, business model planning, agiitih
companies. Gib recommended that universities create independent centers that draw
from a wide range of disciplines Ato di st a
association with business and mar ket | i ber
reviewed gjhteen entrepreneurship course syllabi and found that many courses lack
theoretical rigor. The teaching of entrepreneurship, he argued, should bedheeny
and not descriptive, which requires the identificadiomith student approval of
competencies tbe mastered. Focusing on the development of competencies has been a
recent focus in assessing the success of entrepreneurship training, deviating from
measures like the number of businesses created. The Organization for Economic
Cooperation and Developmgi@ECD) (2009) authored a study that called for more
evaluation of entrepreneurship training ba
attitude. Several studies have sought to demonstrate whether entrepreneurship training
has a meaningful impact on dnt interests, intentions, and seificacy. Lee, Chang,
and Lim (2005) compared the influence of entrepreneurship education on American and

Korean studentsd® interest in and intention
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effects are greateramokgor ean students, where the entre
the embryonic stage of developmento (p. 41
(2003) used a preestposttest control group design to evaluate an entrepreneurship
education programinAustrl i a and found that the program
of the desirability and feasibility of starting a new company, especially for those who
previously had limited exposure to entrepreneurship. Empirical studies on the outcomes
of entrepreneurspitraining are few in number, but are likely to increase as the field
continues to grow (Alberti, Sciascia, & Poli, 2004).

One of the organizations responsible for encouraging the expansion of
entrepreneurial training in general, and crdssiplinary efrepreneurial studies in
particular, is the Ewing Marion Kauffman Foundation. As thededicribed largest nen
profit enterprise in the world dedicated to entrepreneurship, the Kauffman Foundation
represents a perfect example of an intermediating netlwodging private industry
interests and public educational institutions. The central Kauffman initiative at the
tertiary level is called Kauffman Campuses. Beginning in 2003, the initiative awarded $5
million to each of ei gneurshipedscationtavailableoanrgss it o
their campuses, enabling any student, regardless of field of study, to access
entrepreneurial training.o0 Another six cam
the ultimate goal ofprpeamewrcs migp éa tiAhcrud u guhr eme
from the institution. In addition to Kauffman Campuses, the foundation publishes
periodic research on the state of entrepreneurship education in the United States. A recent
report on higher education contended that,bexa @t he nati onds abil.i

thrive in an increasingly knowledgea s ed gl obal soci ety and ecc
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welleducated popul ati on, fdecationraee pmexeicaldyu r s hi p a
bound (p. 4.

The extant literature on stugteentrepreneurship raises more questions than it
answer s. |l ndeed, the frontier of research
appears to be shifting fromdalty patenting to the domain sfudents. Future research
may address how entrepreneursiijoication affects student conceptions of the mission
of public universities and the use of knowledge. It is possible that a select number of
students see a college education as a platform to start a business, and not an opportunity
to intellectually develp. Furthermore, subsequent studies are needed to understand how,
in the words of the Kauffman Foundation, <c
entrepreneurial studies. o That is, what ar
which a culture of etrepreneurship is institutionalized on public university campuses?
Similarly, do the values and norms that are transmitted amount to a celebration of
entrepreneurship, disallowing the expression of skepticism or critique of market forces in
solving majoiproblems? A final gap in research on student entrepreneurship relates to
guestions of power and privilege distribution. If it is, indeed, the case that students in
science and technology fields are better positioned to receive resources that enable
entrepeneurial activities, are students studying disciplines less integrated in the market
marginalized or ineligible for resources and rewards? Such questions surrounding how,
precisely, entrepreneurship becomes enshrined in modes of thought and factors into

campus power dynamics resonates strongly with scholarship on governmentality.
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Governmentality Studiesin Higher Education

Governmentality is an undettilized concept in higher education literature,
despite its relevance to understanding how certain loksasme internalized among
university actorsUnderlying this section is the notion that public universities wield and
exercise power when they attempt to shape the conduct of actors. S@hglarfgitchell,

2006 Servage 2009 ave positioned initiative® promote an enterprisgiented
subjectivity, or entrepreneurial self, among faculty and students in higher education as
confirmation of a neolibergovernmentality in puix higher education. This study

would be one of the few in existence that meghilty applies the concept of
governmentality to U.S. higher education and specifically ties it to the promotion of
innovation and entrepreneurship at a public doctoral/res@ateatisive university.

The concept of governmentality is the brainchild of Erephilosopher Michel
Foucault, who stated that the core objecti
a history of the different modes by which, in our culture, hubgngs are made
subj ect p 82§. Fdu®ditdavas keenly interested @fations of power and a
concept of government that is broader than taehr®f the state (Mitchell, 20D6
Governmental ity concerns itself with figove
of the possible fiell@d6pB8B3actilionobheot wersds
framework for analysis that begins with the observation that governance is a very
widespread phenomenon, in no way confined to the sphere of the state, but something
that goes on whenever individuals and groups seek to igipewn conduct or the
conduct of otherso (Walters, 2012, p. 11).

Sobe (2012), is to examine how techniques of governing are enshrined in modes of
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thought, encouraging people to sedfjulate or seffjovern acording to a set of

rationalities. For Foucault, governmentality provided a means of understanding how
power i s exercised in the neoliberal state
governmental activity must be determined by reference ifciity arranged or

contrived forms of the free, entrepreneurial and competitive conduct of ecerairaral
individualso (Burchell, 1993, p. 271-). He
based system of reason based upon the iddamb eonomicusor the assumption that

all people are selhterested individuals (Peters, 1996). The concept of governmentality,

and more specifically neoliberal governmentality, has become increasingly popular

among social science scholars since the 1990€v8aP012). However, its use in

educational research, especially at the postsecondary level, is limited. Several scholars
have built the concept into titles and subtitles, but failed to effectively incorporate it in

their analyses.

One example of thisteerargumeni s Mi | | er 6s (2003) attemg
history of U.S. wuniversities fiis character
sense of research undertaken for the public weal, and teaching that reaches into the lives
of the populace ttrainitinselfr egul ati ono (p. 898). In real
about governmentality, aside from a few re

schools away from governments and toward students, who are regarded more and more

ascmsumers who must manage their own | ives,
(p. 901). The same is true of Ol ssen and P
Education, and the Knowledge Economy, 0 whi

governmentalityand higer educati ono that says more abc
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governmentality. Its main argument with regards to governmentality is that power is
exercised through principalgent lines of command, which insert a hierarchical mode of

authority by which market angtate pressures are instituted among faculty. Thus, the

academic profession is increasingly subjec
on contract, Awhich in turn I s premised up
accountability organized n a management | ineo (p. 325).

elaborate analyses using the concept of governmentality have been crafted, although their
point of reference is na&blelythe United States.

Looking at both Canada and the United States, Serva@8)(2égued that a
scholarship of teaching and learning movement is taking place at North American
universities. This movement seeks to improve pedagogy at thegumstdary level and
that college teaching itself should be an object of research, inquéyeer review. For

Servage, this movement took shape in a context of neoliberalism in higher education,

giving rise to Anew public management o pr a
competitionéin the interests oéndeff ficiency
appraising the organization and its worker

concept of governmentality, Servage shows how new public management combined with
discourses of lifelong learning due the precariousness of work. People ceomeltiat
themselves within these di scoasersterseprceomesdrm,
| egitimizing fia declining role for governm
Through her analysis, she demonstrates that the scholarship ohtgactilearning

movement constrains teachers and learners to choose and evaluate their actions based on
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economic return, and fAthus come to regard
work and |l earningo (p. 35).

Mitchell (2004) uses neoliberal govenentality to frame her analysis of polices
of the Education and Culture Directorate of the European Commission. Her contention is
that policies aimed at i mmigrants are fori
and sekgoverning European labogeand less oriented towards an institutionalized
affirmation of civic awareness or the importance of respect for and valuation of
individual and group differenceo (p. 391).
efforts to add empirical support tcetisoncept of governmentality in higher education.
There is thus much room for contribution t
to the provision of empirical data it is neoliberalism as seen through the lens of
governmentality that is most conamly undefr e s e a r ¢ h eThépretenmt.study,8 9 ) .
therefore, intends to add empirical weight to the theoretical conversations surrounding
governmentality in higher education.
Conclusion

This chapter attempted to map out four streams of literature nelevthis study:
institutional legitimacyand prestigenhancement, university corporatization,
entrepreneurship, and governmentality studies in higher education. It discussed how
higher education institutions calibrate their structures and behaviors iyase a field
that sets the parameters of appropriateness and normalcy. Such efforts to enhance
legitimacy are designed to ensure that public universities remain comprehensible and
retain the trust of supporters. This has become all the more imporéatitret when

observers are questioning the practices and future existence of many institutions. One of
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the ways that public universities responded to increased scrutiny and economic volatility
was to translate research into economically viable productsterdfore, contribute to
economic growth and competitiveness. Some theorists bemoaned the growing intimacy
between private industry and public postsecondary institutions, arguing that
corporatization corrupts the academy. Others, however, saw highetiedasaan

industry itself, in desperate needfibew business modetgHowever, this chapter agrees
with Slaughter and Rhoades (2004) that the nature of change in higher education can be
best understood throughe theory ofacademic capitalism. Acadeneatrepreneurs
participate in networks that, due to the global knowleolgged economy and neoliberal
state, prioritize profimaking in higher education. The third stream of literature
exemplified the various ways in which faculty and students act apsatigars in the

context of higher education. Additionally, it illustrated how higher education institutions

are ever more interested in training a new generation of Americans equipped with an

3t

entrepreneuri al mi nds et . oaySShatpfomaeftifeo r t s

3t

entrepreneurial selfo embody what some
These scholars contend that higher education institutions are implicated in efforts to
enshrine mobility, flexibility, lifelong learning, and eepreneurship as modes of thought
in faculty and students, such that they come torsegifilate in ways deemed compatible
with contemporary capitalism

Several gaps in the literature came to light in the preceding sections that justify
the proposed stud¥irst, many studies have explored how the search for new sources of
revenue have triggered marketization, private industry influence, and entrepreneurialism

in academe. However, little empirical research moves beyond resources to examine the
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ways in whichpublic universities, in the midst of unparalleled criticism and economic
recession, adopt an institutional ethos that builds or maintains legitemaqgyrestige
Second, most scholars who have applied the theory of academic capitalism to explain
phenomenan higher education have not attemptedahtprove it. Furthermore, only a

few studies havanalyz& how norms and values of the academic capitalist
knowledge/learning regime are transmitted to university gototis most focusing on
graduate student s@dization Literature on academic entrepreneurship has tended to
focus on faculty patenting and business creation, as well as institutional technology
transfer. Studies of entrepreneurship at the institutional levelviréually absent in this
review, ard there is a void in research with respect to the institutionalization of
entrepreneurial values and norms through conslnaping mechanisms. This means that
the proposed project would be one of the few studies that utilizes the concept of
governmentalityo understand the translation of an institutional ethos constructed around

Ai nnovation and entrepreneurshipo withi
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CHAPTER THREEMETHODOLOGY

Introduction
This chapteexplairs how | approabed empiricallyansweing the research
guestions posed in the introduction. It is, in many wthessoadmap followed in
carryingout a project that contributes to understanding of and/why a public research
university transmits values and norms af #ttademic capitalist knowledge/learning
regime.Writing in theirHandbook of Qualitative Researdbdenzin and Lincoln (2000)
reasoned that Athe situated researcher app
framework (theory, ontology) that specifiesed sf questions (epistemology) that he or
shethee x ami nes i n specific ways (methodol ogy,
effectively synthesizes their five phases of qualitative research, which | use to guide my
di scussion of t hianda@gdganizd hedreamaindersofete chagter. d e s i gn
Phase one describes how | am situated as a researcher and the experiences that led
me to these issues, culminating in a restatement of the purpose and research duestions.
this section, | also provide a morev@étloped explanation of institutional ethdbe
second phase is dedicated to detailing my interpretive paradigm, focusing on the
ontology, epistemology, and methodology of the study. Phase three is given to working
through the research design, bridging thterpretive paradigm and empirical materials.
This section coverthe data collection stages, sites, &ypks of dataollected | describe
in some detail the interview participants and documents that informed the arguments
offered in chapters four tbugh six.The final two phasedluminate how | analyzed and

presented data
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Phase One: The Researcher

This section represents a deliberative attempetaonstrate reflexivity anshow
the ways in which | am situated in the proposed study. This meatnistti to reveal at
the outset my voice as a researcher and recognize my limitations as a human instrument
of data collection. An essential premise of this section is that values influence the inquiry
process through the choice of whabtgects to stugl selection of an interpretive
paradigm, use of theories to develop a framework, and so on (Denzin & Lincoln, 2000). |
enter this project cognizant of those values. | am deeply invested in public higher
education, having for the better part of seven ystdied and worked professionally at
the doctoral/researdhtensive university that forms the institutional case: Tidewater
University (TU).

|l came to TU in 2007 in order to pursue
worked partime in residential mgramming. Upon completion of my degree, | stayed at
Tidewater to work fultime as a staff membaer international affairend soon began
doctoral studies. In my time at TU, | have had the opportunity to directly experience
university life from a varietpf vantage points. For example, | lived in a residence hall,
taught courses for engineering students, directed at&nortstudy abroad program,
lived with a GreeHetter organization, volunteered at the bussschool, served dhe
faculty affairs comrmitteeof the university senateand worked irthe officeof the povost.
These experiences informed the study by providinglifeaéxamples of the ways in
which public higher education has responded to financial stresses and challenges to
legitimacy. Futhermore, these experiences allowed me to understand the complexity of

the case and access information to enhance the richness and depth of the study.
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The decision to pursue a dissertation related to academic capitalism and, more
specifically, institutonal attempts to foster innovation and entrepreneurship, came by
way of a constellation of micrevents. kook noteof several businesaodelpitch
competition® where students present their ideas to a group of mecuonsnvestor®
happening in various deges on campus early my years as a student®t. At the
same time, | could not help but peruse popular print media that claimed to address higher
educationbés problems through,0t wbaoi deas of
purportedly reinventingpostsecondary learning through online platforms and market
based reforms (Selingo, 2013, p..Xyorking in the office of thenpvost, | heard
mention of entrepreneurship in meetings related to revisions to the promotion @aned ten
guidelines. Meanwhilehe pesident issued a press release as | was developing this
dissertation topito announce that a newstitutefor Innovation and Entrepreneurship
would soon launch in order to ensure that all 37,000 students receive exposure to
entrepreneurship traininglthough the true influence of this Institute remains to be,seen
the timing of this press release was fortuitous, and it galvanized my belief in the
importance of this topic.

Given that several @ntrepreneurshimitiatives began as the United Statesed
an economic recession and employment crisis, my mind gravitated to sociological
theories of university change. It seemed as though TU was operating in concert with a
host of external forces championing the entrepreneur and condemning public higher
educationbés perceived inefficiency and inef
magnified as | continued to study comparative education policy from a critical

perspective. Through critical scholarship, | was able to draw links between the
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entrepreneual trend at TU and efforts in many advanced capitalist states to educate a
particulate type of pers@nat equal turns mobile, flexible, and enterpriginfigr

purposes of economic competitivenédsssop, 2008Bimilarly, | saw connections
between corporatefluence in U.S. higher education and forms of education
privatization globally. | became sensitive to the use of language that equated public
universities and businesses daldeledstudents as consumers, especially at TU.

In addition to being a highe@ducation professional, | am also a student of the
political economy of education. APolitical
interdisciplinary social scientific approach that studies the interaction between
democratic politics and marketreath s 6 ( Morr ow, 2006, p. XxXX) .
economy is skeptical of the notion that selfjulating market processes inherently or
necessarily serve public interests. With this is mind, studies from a critical political
economy per spe c tempirieal exidence and thedrpticab argundeats for
showing how, when, and with what consequences the use of market mechanisms are
utilized in problematic wa3086ptxx). gui de publ
Historically, critical political economy has nbéen applied to U.S. higher education to
the same degree as it has been to lower levels of education, epitomized in studies of
socioeconomic and cultural reproduction (Bowles & Gintis, 1976; Apple, 1982). This is
largely because of the relative autonongnirgovernment intervention of higher
education institutions compared to primary and secondary schools. | see this project as an
opportunity to inform the conversation surrounding public highdruc at i onds pr es

future
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Inspiring action, whether iretms of institutional transformation or social
transformation, is a vital goal of undertaking this research. This means not merely
thinking of ways to promote positive transformation in public higher education, but also
recognizing what should be protecfesm change and giving thought to what might be
lost in the fervor for reform. Therefore, | approach this study not as a disinterested,
objective observer, but rather as someone intimately familiar with, and embedded within,
the higher education landscapbose changes | attempt to chronicle in the pages that
follow.

Restatement of prpose The purpose of this study is to critically examine the
development of an institutional ethos tha#ttibutes great importance to innovation and
entrepreneurshiat apublic doctoral/researeimtensive university in the United States.
Accordingly, this study is interestedtimmeesulrareas of interest. Firdtpw did the ethos
develop and what are its fundamental values? This question allows me to assess the status
of the ethos and its meanings. Secamlaly was this ethos initiated and supported by
university leaders? Out of a vast universe of values and norms related to knowledge
transmission, thodenked toinnovation and entrepreneurship were championed over
publicengagement, democratic citizenship, or social justice. This study seeks to explain
this choice in the politicatconomic context of higher education todalird, how was
this ethos translated into incentivies faculty membersand academiopportunitiesor
undergraduate students? More than a slogan, the twin notion of innovation and
entrepreneurship hantered conversations related to promotion and tenure, as well as
academic programming his study is keenly interested in how this ethos become a

condud-shaping mechanistnor an exercise of pow&rdesigned to (re)produce a set of
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social relations in keeping with capitalism today. In this wapproach academic
capitalism as a process that affects multiple levels of one institution over time.

Restatementof research questions The research questions guiding this study
investigatehe means and motivations through which values and norms of the academic
capitalist knowledge/learning regime amstitutionalized andransmitted to university
actors.

1 Queston I Through what processeg aninstitutional ethos ofnnovation and
entrepreneurship develop at Tidewater University?

1 Question 2Why did university leaders (e.ghancellor presidents, provosts,
deans and program directoy#itiate and supportreinnovation and
entrepeneurshigethos?

1 Question 3How was an innovation and entrepreneurship ethos translated into
incentivesfor faculty membersand academiopportunitiefor undergraduate
students?

On institutional ethos. The common denominator tifese three questions is the
concept of institutional ethos. According

character or spirit of a culture, o which

particular groupb6bs vaktuwveatasdandembbggnahn

13). The core themes of a campusdé et hos gi
staff, and faculty, and the ideology must

not develop on its own, educatorsmust nd t heir institutionbs e
and consistently work to align Thuslitisci es an

important to note that implicated in the development and transmission of an institutional
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ethos is a combinatiorf @alues, norms, and sustaining practices. With this in mind, |
define institutional ethos as the values that are appropriated and cultivated by key

university planners and decistomakers to coordinate and normalize the activities of

faculty and undergradhte student® some desired end. An ethos is transmitted and

sustained through purposeful policies and practices.

I n K esehalarshipn institutional ethos, interviewees at several schools
revealed the mechanisms through which an ethos was mathtamideenhanced. These
mechanisms included creating a shared understanding of the ethos through retreats,
strategic meetings, official depammal communiques, and regutanversations. After
a shared understanding is reactadnstitutional ethos wasaveloped through co

creation, or fian ongoing willingness on t

h

perpetuate the ethoso (p. 17). A third mec

entails communicating the ethos to campus community members befgrevénm arrive

on campus through mailings and promotional materials. Finally, institutional ethos was
sustained through relationship building so thatre was transferent® new members of
the communityandperiodc refreshmenof core themesThis studyis keenly interested

in these mechanisms, especially the development of the ethos anectieatoan of its
accepted meanings. It intends to highlight the ways in wdmathos is transmitted to

university actors through varionsechanisms

Phase Two:Interpretive Paradigm

The construction adhe researcquesti ons was i nformed by

epi stemol ogical and ontological premises, O

Lincoln, 2000, p 19). There are at least four interpretive paradigms common liarkcho
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research: positivist and pesbsitivist, constructivist, critical, and feminist. This study

most closely aligns with the constructivist paradigm, meaning it reflects and represents a
relativist ontology, interpretive epistemology, and naturalisticffeneutic set of
methodological procedures (Denzin & Lincoln, 20@Ach of these components of a
constructivist paradigrs treated in turn below.

The basic question of ontology ask#hat is the nature of reality? For modernists,
realityissingle,ii s fAout there, 0 and it can be appro
there i s mini mal (or no) Ahuman contaminat
2000, p. 176). By contrast, this studkes theview that reality is relative, meaning it is
construced from community consensus regarding v
rise tomanylocal instantiations. Epistemology is fundamentally about the relationship
between knowledge and the knower. Knowledge in this study is taken to be the product
ofhumam agents, and it acknowledges the knowe
intersubjective relations shaping what counts as truth. Becaiden o wl edge of t h
social (as opposed to physical) world resides in meamiakjng mechanisms of the
social, mental, antinguistic worlds thaindividuals inhabit, knowledge c annot be
separate from the knower, but rather is rooted in his or her mental and linguistic
designations of that worldodo (Lincoln & Gub
understand a society oudsi of its cultural and linguistic categories, and knowledge must
in some measure be infused with values. Lastly, the methodology of this paradigm
prefersto study the phenomenon as it naturally occurs. Its methods draw heavily upon

observation and the im@retation of texts, whether verbal or nonverbal.
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Case study nquiry . These methods common to a constructivist paradigm are
often employed in a comprehsive strategy for empirical inquiry known as case study.
This is the strategydmployedn this projet. Case study has a long genealogy in the
history of scholarly research, although many researchers doing case study have called it
by another name (Stake, 2000). Like ethnography, case study is both an empirical
strategy and end product of the researctgss (Merriam, 1998). The initial incarnations
of this strategy arose out of a desire to understand and explain particularly complex social
probl ems. I't has proved adept in circumsta
posed, when the investigator hasdd control over events, and when the focus is on a
contemporary phenomenon in its natural setting (Yin, 1994). Additionally, as Merriam
(1998) noted, case study is a suitable design when, like this study, the researcher is
interested irthe processes lwhich something happens (e.g., transmission of norms and
values)

Although much can be inferred about case study from its name, Yin (1994)
offered a multipart definition

1. A case study is an empirical inquiry that:

-investigates a contemporary phenomewthin its reatlife context,
especially whené
-the boundaries between the phenomenon and context are not clearly evident

2. Case study inquiry:

-copes with a technically distinctive situation in which there will be many

more variables of interestthandata i nt s, and as one resul
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-relies on multiple sources of evidence, with data needing to converge in a
triangulating fashion, and as another
-benefits from the prior development of theoretical propositions to guide data
collection and analysis. (ft3)
Yin noted that the development of theoretical propositions prior to data collection is one
way that case study departs frothreography or grounded theoeveloping theoretical
propositions helps to direct attention to issues in the literaturbakatnot been
resolved, while also informing the researcher of where to look for relevant evidence.
Furthermore, theoretical propositions give some sense of the level at which the findings
of the case study are generalizable. This project corstitutaiStake (2000) called an
instrumentalversus intrinsiz case studgnd Merriam (1998) labeled an interpretoase
study. Il n general, this category of case s
theoretical assumptions held priortothe databae r i ngo ( Merri am, 1998
pursues as one criterion of quality analyticals opposed to scientific or statistial
generalization. Yin (1994) described analy
developed theory is used as a template witlthvio compare the empirical results of the
case studyo (p. 31). The case is thus desi
generalizationo (Stake, 2000, p. 437).
According to Stake (2000), focusing too intently on theorizing or generdiigabi
can detract from the value of examining the particularities of the case itself. In fact, for
several researchers the focus of case study should not be theory, but rather understanding
the case as a bounded, integrated system (Merrian, 1998; Stake,3t@8e (2000)

suggested that case study is not a methodological choice, but instead a choice of what to
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study. He argued in favor of investigating a single case, which may well exist as simply
one instance in a whol e cédrstandghiscdse vatleoste s: A m
knowing about others; but while we are studying it, our meager resources are
concentrated on trying to understatec o mp |l exi ti eso (p. 436). I
balance between underscoring particularities and searchiggrieralizability must be
struck, such that the caseds unique histor
contexts can be brought to light in ways that foster broader inference, or transferability,
on the part of readers.

| attempt to strike this batae through the development of theoretical
propositions and foll owi ng S tinfoknatidreabo(t2 0 0 0)
the nature ofhe case and its historical backgroumtis project looks at a single case for
two reasons Yin (1994) raisedr#i it can illuminate whether the theoretical propositions
| developed are correct or whether others might be more relevant. Second, there is value
in selecting a single case if the researcher has rare accessibility to observe and analyze
the particularies of phenomenon in question. As previously mentioned, my intimacy
with the universityand work at the office of thergvost provides me with unique access
to data.

Why Tidewater University? This is a case study of a pubdloctoralfesearch
intensiveuniversity. Its parameters are not limited to a single department or group of
people Rather, it looks at how and why an entire institution developed values, norms,
and practices in a certain historical moment and poligcahomic context, with the goal
of coordinating a wide range of activities and achieving desired Eadsliarity is one

reason why Tidewater University was selected as the site of the study. Nevertheless,
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beyond matters of proximity and convenience, TU is representative of a popaofation
doctoral/researcimtensive public universitiei® the land grant traditiorTidewater
University has embraced innovation and entrepreneurship as an unmistakable
coordinating theme in institutional decistameking. These two words grace the cover of
canpus publications and adorn advertising
thinkingp i n fAsparking quantum advanceso and
not unique in its desire to encourage innovation and entrepreneurship. Thasetieat
constitutes this dissertation was not selected because it is entirely unique or drastically at
odds with prevailing policies and practices in U.S. higher education. Rather, it is
reflective of a trend and, therefore, is appropriate for beginoniegipirically explore the
theoretical propositions detailed below. That being said, TU was selected, in part,
because efforts to promote innovation and entrepreneurship aestimted to certain
programs oareas of campudsthe emphasibas beemplacedon innovation and
entrepreneurshipcrosghe entire institution, making it suitable for an institutional case
study.

| bound the case in several ways in order to clarify the question: What is this a
case ofOne of the ways in which the case is boundet identify it as a institutional
case made up offaublic research institution in the U.S. postsecondary system. A second
way that | bound the case is to determine a specific time period within which to examine
the institutional ethos. While endeavaito remain focused on a contemporary
phenomenon, | also seek to acknowledge the fact that many of the leaders instrumental in
the devel opment and transmission of TUOGs

are still accessible for interviewing). Withis in mind, I limit the period ahquiry to
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between 1998 and 2013Bhis periodcaptures the inception afany of the
entrepreneurship initiatives at TU. I n thi
functioning thingo sitni corddeesrc rtiop tfiaocni |aintda teex p
1998, p. 29).

Limitations of the study. There are several limitations to consider when
interpreting the findings of this dissertation. As previously noted, the research design
does not empirically substantiageneralization beyond the case and its relationship with
the theoretical propositions guiding the s
innovation and entrepreneurship are consistent with programmatic and strategic trends
across American postsecondaducation, it is important to recognize that this case study
stands alone and should be read as a rich example, not as a representative sample of all
publicresearchuniversitiesThe fact that the institutional case is a public univedsity
more specificdy, a public research universétyshould also be acknowledged, as the
missions of these institutions may be strikingly different than those at other institutions.

Another limitation of the study that should be considered is that interviews were
largely condicted with individuals familiar with and involved in campus
entrepreneurship. There are certainly exceptions to this pattern, but the overall picture of
the case could be skewed because of a lack of interviews with individuals who are less
active in this pace. In particular, the arguments presented in later chapters could have
been strengthened by additional interviews with faculty members representing more
disciplines.t is possible that my research design, which favors interviews with high level
adminigrators, biases my data in ways that eeemphasize the importance of these

individuals in the development of the institutional ethos. However, | believed it was
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crucial to interview central administrators based upon the findings of prior research,

which indicates the increasing power of these positions on many campuses (Stromquist,
2013). Ttere is one glaring omission in the interview data, as | was not able to interview
the universityodos top administrator ué or in
to a lack of effod theindividual simply could not find time to meet.

Theoretical framework. The theoretical framework of this study is based upon
the theory of academic capitalism and its conceptualization of the academic capitalist
knowledge/learmg regimeAs described at length in other sections, the norms and
values of this regimeenter upon

1 viewing publicuniversities astricately bound to the private sectoraddress
funding shortfalls and capitalize on market opportunities;

1 treating kmwledge as a raw material and academic research products as
commodities that can be ownedarketedand sold;

1 pursuing external money and profit as core university functions;

1 cultivating faculty entrepreneurship and training students as entreprenears as p
of an orientation teconomicaelevance and growth in the knowleelggsed

economy (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004
However, | draw upon works frofive additional theoretical perspectives to develop a
set d propositions that addresiortcomings of theheory of academic capitalism. These
theoreticaperspectivesreculturaldimensions opolitical economynew
institutionalism, théneteronomous model of university changeyernmentalityand the
new sociology of knowledgén general, these perspecsvaove beyond structural or

materialist theories of social phenomena and instead privilege the semiotic constitution of
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social reality (Berger & Luckmann, 196@&s follows, these propositions foreground
symbolic projectpublic universities undertaki®r strategic purposesonsistent with the
Acul tural tur no i andtreypayiclaser atsemtiondonpower r esear ¢ h
dynamics in the academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime

Cultural political economy 6education Thefirst theoretical propagon is
inspired by emerging scholarship the culturablimensions of theolitical economy of
education. Althouglits name isconvoluted andits methodsemainratherabstract
cultural political economyffers two important ideas for this study. Fjist
problematizes the knowledgmsed economy as a material reality. Mefgamirez
Frank, and Schofer (200fpr instancearguedt hat fAthlkee amdeld dknowl ed
societyod Iis more i mportant autiudalclimstinitst i ¢ a
is as an actual depiction of a naugstheyne soc
referedto the knowledgdased economy as a coordinating nfgtheducational
institutions Similarly, Jessop (2008) conceptualized the knowldziged economgs
the Ahegemonic economi c | magiotoeatngthisih t he ¢
relation to the crisis of the main forms of economic growth inthewastr per i odo ( p
34).

By economic imaginary, Jessop suggested that the knowhssigel econmay is
discursively constituted, particularly by organizations like the World Bank and OECD,
and materially reproduceéccording to Mulderrig (2008he knowledgebased
economydiscourses, as they relate to education, focus upon performance,
competitivenes, and skills for economic growth and social cohedibgher education

institutions argoositioned as kegites of translatingnowledgebased economy
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discourseinto policiesrelated toaccountability, incentives, and curricul®hat | take

from this first idea is thapublic universities may not be responding to true economic
exigencies, but rather appropriating the language of powerful institutions to coordinate
activities, including the preparation of individuals wallited to the demands of the
capitlist system.

The second idea of cultural political econohmyges upon a key assumptidhe
capitalist system is not naturally sedfproducing (Jones, 2008). It relies upon particular
social relations and institutions to determine its trajectory asdrents perpetuation.

This is where t heavefsaionlintameaaihgfulwaynther s t he co
Aeconomi co anddigiirett r smptah at écplorblddespitegdarsofor i
disciplinarydistancing of the three ared$is argument indiates that they economy is

no less symbolic than culture and no less concerned with power than politics. In this way,

the economys always partiallypolitical andcultural, consisting ofaluesand practices

that areshared, communicatednd enforcedThus, when public universitiezient their

activities to contribute to economic growth, more is at stake than simple transactions of

goods and services for money. They become institutions implicated in capialism

cultural project, serving as vital playensthe reproduction of social relations that help to
maintain the systerand guide its development

As Mars, Slaughter, and Rhoades (2008) poignantly suggested in their article on
entrepreneurship training, the education of students as entrepreneurssatodie
socialization of young capitalistaot because they necessarily start companies but
because they learn to think in an entrepreneurial \Magse two ideas are still being

actively refined by scholars, but their application to this study rekintthe following
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theoretical propositiorProposition 1 Public universitiesalign their activities with
discourses of the knowledgased economgnd (re)produce the social relations of
capitalism.

Newinstitutionalism One question flows naturally fnothe preceding discussion.
Why does public higher education validate entrepreneurship as a body of knowledge and
coordinate its activities to serve economic growth and competitiveness? The traditional
response has revolved around money: the push of fyedits and pull of market
opportunities for new knowledge has produced changes to public higher education
explained in the second chapter. However, | find this response laBkingxamplewe
do not have a clear picture of how much money institutionsaigtmake from academic
capitalist activities relative to their cos&me information, such as revenue from
licensing patents, is often readily available, but this is just one part of entrepreneurial
activities. Information on spending related to tedbgy transfer, research
commercialization, and entreprenehnipseducation is harder to find, magt be
publicized or may not reach decisianakers As such, iis difficult to determine the
costeffectiveness or profitability of academic capitalist ati#g, meaning money alone
may not be the only or most important axis of decisi@king.

Therefore, propose an additional explanatory variable based on the theoretical
perspective of new institutionalistNew institutionalism theorizes thaot all
organizational behavior is efficacious. Some practices are ra#edah an
organizationafield and institutionalized in society. Moreover, new institutionalism
contends that itsinot enough for public universities to succeed economically to survive.

In order to compete in the institutional and consumer marketd garner prestigethey
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must establish and maintain legitimacy. Legitimai®eanacted within a cultural
framework of institutional fields (e.g., education, publishing, healthcare, etc.) defined b
the government, professional associations, and the most prestigious schools (Leslie &
Rhoades, 1995).

For the purposes of this project, new institutionalism suggests that
entrepreneurship may not be required for public universities to achieve theeir cor
functions. Instead, the decision to develop an institutional ethos that attributes great
importance to innovation and entrepreneurship, and to translate this ethos into incentives
and academiopportunities may be a strategy to accumulate resaittat signal
normalnes®r beingfcutting edged The logic at the heart of this perspective is that
public higher education institutions, particularly in an era of intense scrutiny, are looking
to see what the government, professional organizations, and jmestgiversities say
theyshouldbe doing in order to survive and thrive. If the institutional field is prioritizing
innovation and peer institutions are developing entrepreneurship incentives and academic
programs, public university leaders are apt topadhese priorities and practices in order
to keep pacerlhe effect of this sensitivity to legitimacy is convergence around certain
practicesof prestigiousnstitutions.Proposition2: The development artcanslationof an
institutional ethos is influersd by perceptions of legitimaeyd prestigen the higher
education field.

The teteronanous model of university chande 1994, Daniel Schugurensky
developed a comprehensive model of university change to guide his analysis of the
Universidad de BuenosiAr es. Using Sl aughter and Leslie

academic capitalism as a starting point, Schergsky subsequently argued that
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the service university is a necessary but insufficient concept to provide a
comprehensive descriptor of the naturéhaf changes [to higher education]. From
my perspective, by focusing on the relationships between the universities and the
market, the concept of the [entrepreneurial] university tacitly overlooks the new
relationship between the university and thees{@&006, p. 306)
The model he developed is based upon heter
and impositon8t hat i s, subordination to the | aw o
Thus, two forces are responsible for the heteronomous universitiiet demandand
state i mperatives. Schugurensky detailed t
university (see Table 4).

Table4: Schugurensky's (2006) 10 C's of the Heteronomous University

Commercial University Controlled University
Cultivation of private and foreign Cutbacks

universities Conditional funding
Customer fees Coordination (collaboration and
Client-oriented programs conpetition)

Cooperation with business
Corporate rationality
Casualization of labor
Contracting out

The twopart heteronomous model of university change describes features of a
university that is both commercial and controlled. The commercial side of the
heteronomous university, according to Schu
packagérased on a combination of policy instruments, including the proliferation and
strengthening of private institutions, entrepreneurial management, and a multiplicity of
costr ecovering mechanismso (p. 306). The com

sy en CoOs, a dourGrusially the hetaronbnaobslumversity is not simply the
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product of a reoriented relationship between higher education the market; it is also
directly shaped by state controlzezdbHence, t
decreased funding as well as conditional funding( p . 306) . One of the
the heteronomous model of university change is that it was developed in reference to
universities outside the United States, principally in Latin America. ltcgly,
Schugurensky makes clear that the forces driving university change are inherently linked
to globalization.
Schugurensky developed four caveats when applying the heteronomous model of
university change. First, it is certainly the case that untesdnave been influenced by
the state and private interests in the past. What is ditfereéhe present is that this
gl obali zed model of dependency to the m
beyond the classic control of a specific institutioraldyusinessperson through
endowments or donations and beyond conjunctural infringements on institutional
autonomy by the government in a particular university or naiate (p. 307)
Second, the heteronomous model does not suggest that institutioristebngurrender
autonomy, but rather that the space of decismaking is reduced by external logics.
Third, the heteronomous model is an abstraction and should not justify overlooking the
specific context in which it is applied. Lastly, the transitioth® heteronomous model
often triggers opposition from those with alternative visions of the university.
Acknowledging these caveats, Schugurensky?o
proposition that incorpored the role of the stat@roposition 3: Accomanying the
marketization of public universities is increasing responsibilities to the state, creating

dual external controls closely tied to globalization.
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GovernmentalityThefourth theoretical propositiotakes as a starting point the
notion that pubt universities wield power in deciding was is thinkable in society.
Decisions about how to exercise this power are made in concert with prevailing ideas
abouteconomic relevance and legitimaaypublic higher educatiorHowever, the
distinctive contribubn of governmentality scholars is in theorizing how this power is
exercised atthemickoevel and affects the | ived exper
concept gvernmentalityma i nt ai ns t h aametlgng th& goesaon whenevers i
individualsal gr oups seek to shape their own conc
(Walters, 2012, p. 11). Of particular interest to Foucault in generating his concept was not
situations of outright domination or coercion, but instead contexts in which people have
liberty to maneuver within a space that is subject to ratioeslénd techniques of
governing These contexts certainly include educational institutions like public
universities. Therefore, governmentality reveals how university actors are made into
particularkinds ofsubjectsincorporating values and norms into their modes of thought
in ways that benefit the institution and other powered interests.

Public universities do not compel faculty to research specific topics or force them
to turn their discoveriesito sellableproducts. Furthermore, students have great liberty in
choosing what tatudy, where to live, and how to spend their free time. Yet there are
undeni able efforts to shape faculty and st
professionalives of faculty are shaped by the tenure and promotion process, which
assigns differential weights to scholarly activities and sets parameters for effectiveness in
the professoriate. Higher education institutions also design pathways for students by

creathg and marketing academic programs and instituting scholarship programs in
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knowledge areas that lead to employment. At no point do faculty or studiectsyd
surrender their freedom; they have the option of ignoring tenure criteria and selecting any
numker of academic programs to pursue. However, they are induced-toss&e or
put their current or future livelihoods at riskcoposition 4: The translation of an
institutional etlos into incentivefor facultymembersandacademic opportunities for
undegraduate students represents a form of governmentality.

Thenew sociology ofdrowledgeThe new soci ol ogy of knowl
larger movement in social science generally, distinguished by a turn away from
materialist theories or theoriesof sdciast r uct ur e, and a turnéfoc
societyds multifarious meanings are commun
22). Previously, sociologists of knowledg&arl Mannheim chief among thémargued
that knowledge is socially determined. Maidnave long assumed this to be true, basing
their analyses on the notion that peopl eds
predominant forms of social organization (e.g., classes). In this line of thought, as the
social structure changes so, too, dibessalience of certain ideas (McCarthy, 1996). The
problem with social determinism, according to new sociologists of knowledge, is that it
does not account for the now pervasive contention that social reality does not exist in its
own right, but rather isemiotically produced and communicated. Consequently,
knowledge is not a mere reflection of some-@xesting social structuéeit is a
signifying system through which social order is made manifespmstructedThe new
sociology of knowledge, therefagre as ks: A What kinds of symbol
used and by whom? How are they produced and disseminated? What do they teach? How

are they linked to strategies of action and opportunity? Attention is given to the
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productiono f knowl e d g e ¢he powead that accompaniea suthyproduction
(McCarthy, p. 24).
| agree with Gumport (2007) that the new sociology of knowledge provides
unigue insights into the functioning of higher education institutions. Drawing upon the
work of Clark (1983), Gumport ntgained that much of higher education research is
preoccupied with the peopfocessing functions of universities: students undergo
development, increase their human capital, and seek upward mobility through earning
credentials. By contrast, Clark undsssed the knowledgprocessing functions of
universities: AKnowledge materials, and ad
higher education system's purposes and essence. This holds true throughout history and
across societies" (1983, p. 13). Unsities wield power as central locations where
knowledge is processed:
As educational institutions in general evolve, they develop categories of
knowledge and thereby determine that certain types of knowledge exist and are
authoritative. They also definategories of persons privileged to possess the
bodies of knowledge and to exercise the authority that comes from knowledge.
Education structures, in effect, are a theory of knowledge, in that they help define
what currently counts as knowledge. (p. 26)
Theidea that universities themselves are a theory of knowledge constitutes one lens
through which change in higher education can be viewed and understood. It raises
fundamental questions about what bodies of knowledge public universities produce,

teach, andink to opportunities.
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The new sociology of knowledge is relevant to this study because it stresses that
public universities do not simply respond to-esasting environmental conditions in
determining what ideas to research and teach. They simultapeogahize and validate
certain bodies of knowledge over others and play an important role in deciding what is
thinkable: fAHigher education i s seen as a
things, defines areas of expertise that are worthwhiledietyo behaviors that are
appropriate among precollege youth for competitive admission, [and] parameters for
creating new knowledge through researcho (

One concrete example of how public universities endorse certain bodies of
knowledge is in deciding which academic programs to fund and which to cut.

Historically, higher education institutions have fulfilled a dual role of preserving and
developing new knowledge, and their preferred approach was simply to add new
academic programs those already in existence (Gumport & Snydman, 2002). Now,
however, fiscal constraints have rendered purely additive approaches impossible,
requiring that difficult choices be made. The decision to fund academic programs in
entrepreneurship, for examplastead of classics makes a statement about what
knowledge is judged valuable and shapes how people define problems and develop
solutions. These insights yield the fiftheoretical propositiorProposition 5: Public
universities wield power in validatinggedain ways of thinking and being in society

through its knowledgerocessing functions.

Phase Three: Research Design
The resealt design for this study consistetitwo overlapping stags of data

collection at foumainsites within Tidewater Universit{see Tabl&). Although | strive
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to differentiate data collection and sites in tle stages, analysis apdesentation of

findings drewon data in a more fluid manner to effectively answer the research
questionsCase study seeks ctiptionpfthe phéendneencaoffit hi c k o
interest, which typically means it assembles multiple types of data through several

methods of collection (Merriam, 1998). According to Yin (1994), there are six sources of
evidence in case study inquiry: documentary evidegr@hival records, interviews,

direct observation, participanbservation, and physical artifacts. In this designatie

use of documentary evidence, sestructured interviews, and direct observatio

Interviews provided the largest share of data, aswhtucted a total of 30 semi

structured interviews with 31 individualBhe goal of data collection wdo follow one

of Yinds (1994) pri nci ptliaegslatianfwhiche&Stalke (2000)u dy d
defined as t he 0pr ceptiens ® clayify mearsng,veifyimguhe t i p |l e
repeatability of an p#48)ervation or interpr

Table5: Data Collection Stages and Sites

Stage Data Type Site(s)
1. The Institutional Interviews Offices of key decision
Ethos and Its Documentary Evidence | makers
Meanings
Why University

Leaders Initiated
and Supported the

Ethos
2. Translating the Interviews APT task force members
Ethos into Documentary Evidence and meetings
Incentives and Direct Observation Institute for Innovation and
Academic Programs Entrepreneurship
Colleges of business and
engineering
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Stage me: development of and explanations for thetbos. The fird stage of
the research design wadedicated to understanding the development of an innovation and
entrepeneurship ethos at Tidewater University. This stage indladikecting data to
ascertairthe fundamental values appropriated and cultivateghibyersity leaders;
identify the key individuals who played a role in its developmeisioverthe
mechanism$y which this ethos was communicated to universitpactand, in general,
highlightits various meaningsidditionally, stage onaimed to collect data concerning
why university leaders initiated and supported an innovation and entrepreneurship ethos.
Of particular interest in this stage was understanding the motivations for adopting and
means for disseminating values and norms associated with the academic capitalist
knowledge/learning regime, such as knowledge privatization, {tadditg, and research
commercialization. Close attention was paid in this stage to how university leaders talk
about innovation and entrepreneurship with
economic landscape, taking specific note of references to the knowladge economy.
Attention was also paid to any mention of peer institutions or the development of market
niche.Data in this stage o from15 semistructured or serrstandardized interviews
with individuals who served in strategic planning and institutional deersiking roles
at TU between 1998 and 2QlBcludingat least onehancellor as well agpresidents,
provosts,deansand program director3 able6 provides alist of stage one interview
participants All interview participants were assigned pseudonymsderoio protect
their anonymity.

Accessibility wa one of the challenges of interviewingiversity leaders

However, my access to many of these individwads facilitated by my work in the
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office of the provostStill, theavailability of some individua for interviews was

somewhat brief, as noted in Table 6 belbWadcontact withseveraluniversity leaders

through meetings for whichwaspresent, andwasable to regularly and persistently

work with their administrative assistan@f course, his did notguarantee Wasable to

interview all keydecisionmakers for this studyror example, | was not able to interview

the newly named associate vice president for innovation and entrepreneBesioipd

guestions of accessibility, the challenges téiviewing elitesnecessitatedonsideration.
Hochschild (2009) defined elite intervi

chosen because of who they are or what pos

necessarily mean someone of high ab@conomic, or political standing; the term

indicates a person who is chosen by name o

Dexter (1970) noted thalite interviewing is a specific type of intervidacusedon

specialized knowledge whose protocaiféer from other typesi-or one ting, elite

interviewing required that | knoas much as possible about the context and participant

as possible beforehamal avoid wastindheir time. It alsorequiredsteering the

participant to answer the question vaitih recourse to strategic rhetoric or politicking.

Lastly, | had to avoidhe temptatiomfc api t al i ze on participant s

by simply asking them to answery research questions. In the words of Hochschild:

AFew i ntervi enw tshueb jweacytss tthhaitn ks oici al sci ent. i

own analytic puzzle to the subjeaterwsdudlply

3). In this way, | triedo create enough space in the interview process to allow the

participant to teacine what thg think theproblem, questigror situation at hand truly is
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(Kezar, 2003). These strategies complemetitose designed to promote successful data

collection through interviewing more generally.

Table6: List of Stage Oa Interviewees

Name Position Years of Int. Length
Term
1. KennethHofbauer | Chancellor of the State| 20027 Present| 41 minutes
University System
2. William Pierson Former president 19981 2010 | 57 minutes
3. Nancy Martin Former provost 20117 2013 47 minutes
4. Nicholas Johnson | Research executive 20117 Present| 60 minutes
5. Tony Christensen | Research executive 20137 Present| 44 minutes
6. Amy Curtis Former pesident of 20117 Present| 39 minutes
senate Professor in
humanities
7. Travis Campbell | Academic exedive 2013i Present| 49 minutes
Green
8. Vanessa Trevali | Deanof college 20047 Present| 46 minutes
9. T.Y. Patel Academic executive 20107 Present| 50 minutes
10. Francis Brenner | Program director 20117 Present| 43 minutes
11.Dorothy Winters | Budget executive 20127 Present| 35 minutes
12.Carol Hawthorne | Admissions executive | 20017 Present| 28 minutes
13.Don Roberts Dean ofcollege 20097 Present| 60 minutes
14.Wes Smith Dean ofcollege 20127 Present| 59 minutes
15.Bradley McDowell | Program director 201371 Present| 25 minues

Interviews constitute a vital method of data collection in this study and, consequently,

carewas given to ensure that theynproperlyconducted. According to Berg (1995)

semistructuredorserrs t andar di

number of

zed

predeter mi ned

i nter vi

guestions

ewba i nvol ve

and/ or

systematic order (p. 33). However, the researcher is expected to digress and probe

answers. Using a standardized set of questions requires that they be worded in & way tha

is familiar to participants and consistent with their education ao-ssmonomic level. As

a way ofdrawing out the most complete stomterview questionsveredivided into four

categories: essential questions, extra questions, {way questions,na probing
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guestions. The former categomgrethose most central to the study, designed to glean
specific information, while extra questions closely resethessential questions with
slightly different wording to check for reliability of responsésrow away questions
couldbe discarded if they jeopardzthe asking of questions central to the study.
Probing questionweredeveloped in the moment in order to seek clarification or
elaboration of a respondeastly, | did not usedoublebarreled or affectely worded
guestions.

As previously noted,3semtstructurednterviews were conducted for stage one.
Il nterview participants tended to be part o
reporting directly to either the president or prova8tof the 15 interview participants
were formerly fulitime faculty members, and many of them retained appointments in
their respective academic departmetlitshould be noted that the term of appointment
for many interview participants does not accurately refleet long many of them have
been employed at Tidewater. Indeed, over half of the interview participants had worked
at the university for over 25 yealtsterviews lasted between 25 minutes and an,hour
with an averageterview length o#5 minutes. All inerviews were conducted
individually, either over the phoneormer son at the interlvi ew pa
interviewsweredigitally recordeduploaded to clouthased storageand transcribed
using computer softwarétook notesduring interviewdo capture significant nenerbal
moments in the interview. Additionally, | wrote a short two to three paragraph memo
after each interview tkeep track of trends as a way of tailoring subsequent rounds of
interviewing or other data collection. AppendiXéatures the interview protocol for

stage one.
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Aside from interviews, data for stage aso cane from a limited selection of
documentary evidence. The reason for collecting documentary evivesde
corroborate and augment interview data. Althougkethora of documents speak to
innovation and entrepreneurship at TU, only certain souvees consultech order to
ensure irdepth interpretation and avoid unnecessary data hoarding. Specific sources of
documentary evidence includlpublicly available peeches and other writings from the
aforementioned university leadepsess releasepromotional literature, and newsletters
Such méerial culturepresents its own challenges of interpretation for the researcher. It
must be interpreted without neceshatiie benefit of indigenous commentary (Hodder,
2000). To ensure effective interpretation, documentary evidence must be read with
reference to various contexts of production and consumption. One way to confirm the
interpretation of documentary evidencéasheck hypotheses against accepted theories
inside and outside the discipline. Moreover, coherence aids in confirming interpretations,
which entails checking that the arguments do not contradict one another and conclusions
follow from their premises (Hider, 2000). Thus, documentgreclosely interpreted in
light of the theoretical framework and hypothesesechecked against interview data.
Through such meanssbughtin stage one to answer research questioreand twq
developing an understandiogf T UGS i nst i t utdevelaped/aswetldsos an

identifying the reasons why the ethos was initiated and supported.

Summary oftage One Data Collection
1 15semistructured interviews with individuals who served in strategic

planning and instittional decisioamaking oles at TU between 1998 and
2013 includingat least onehancellor,as well agpresidentsyice

presidentsprovostsassociate provostdeans and program directors
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1 Documentary evidence, including publicly available speeché®ter
writings from the aforementioned
strategic plan and followp reports, relevant articles from the faculty and
staff newsletterpress releases, and program brochures.

Stagetwo: translating the ethos into ncertives and @&ademicopportunities.
Thesecondstage of data collection presedinoredifficulties than the first. Because |
wasinterested in determining how an institutional ethos has been translated into
incentivesfor faculty membersand academiopporunitiesfor undergraduate students,
there wa no clear limit on the number of objects of study or data collection sites. Thus,
the picture drawn from data of how the ethos is transiagesinherently partialln order
to approximatea holistic sense of éhcase and capture key themes in areas heavily
involved in innovation and entrepreneursHipelected three sites of data collectibn
the joint provost/university senate task forcegoidelines for facultypromotion and
tenure 2) the colleges of busess and engineering; andtB¢ Institute for Innovation and
Entrepreneurshiprhese sites offer a window into the ways in whiatlewatershape
faculty and undergraduate student cond@stfollows, | completel a second round of
interviews, colleadadditional documentary evidence, and enghigedirect
observation.

More specifically, this stage entadla total of 5 semistructurednterviews with
16 administrators, faculty members, amidergraduatstudents. Interviews lasted
between 30 and 62 mites, with an average length of 43 minutes.Table 7indicates

below, | interviewed three faculty members who were involvetempromotionand

® One interview included 2 students, hence the discrepancy between the number of interviews and the
number of interviewees.
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tenureguidelinegstask brce, which is currently in the process of revising university
guidelines fopromoton and tenurgvith specificinstructionsto consider inclusion of
innovation and entrepreneurshidditionally, | conducted four interviews with
individualsaffiliated with the college of engineering, including thesgrepreneurship

program directors angvo undergraduate studentdio manage a startup incubator on
campus Three of the interviews were widmtrepreneurshiprogram directors and

faculty in the college of business, as well as two organizers of business model pitch
competitions who work closewith the college of busineskastly, | interviewed two

new staff members in the Institute for Innovation and Entrepreneurship and the president
ofastudent un fisocial ventureo housed in the of
again digitally reorded, securely stored, and transcribed. As was the case in stage one, |
took notes during the interviews and wrote short memos following each interview.
Beyond interviews, tolleciedrelevant documentary evidence of proceedighe

promotion and teme guidelines task for¢g@articularly theask force charge arfohal
report.Documentary evidence for this stage, moreover, included cevitabi, state

system policies, university policies, course catalogues, award announcements, and
strategic plansThe final data collected during stage two came from observation of the
promotion and tenure guidelines task force meetings and the fieldnotes written during the
meetingsThis data was used to corroborate my interpretation of interview data and

documentarevidence related to the work of the task force.
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Table7: List of Stage Two Interviewees

Name Title Site/Sponsor Int. Length
1. Lee Nguyen Professor in Sciences P&T Task Force | 62 minutes
2. Flora Harter Professor in Humanities | P&T Task Force | 37 minutes
3. Tonya Aydan Faculty Ombuds Officer | P&T Task Force | 32 minutes
4. Tom Park Director, Tidewater College of 51 minutes
Technology Enterprise | Engineering
Collaborative
5. Craig Elgin Director, Honors College of 57 minutes
Entrepreneurship House| Engineerimg
6. Keith Meyers Director, Crandall College of 55 minutes
Entrepreneurs Program | Engineering
7. Student 1 Undergraduate Student, | College of 34 minutes
Startup Incubator Engineering
8. Student 2 Undergraduate Student, | College of 34 minutes
Startup Incubator Engineering
9. Christine Neilson | Director, Prince College of 37 minutes
Entrepreneurship Center| Business
10. Danielle Ramirez | Director, Center for College of 36 minutes
Social Innovation Business
11. Mathias Gruber Lecturer College of 53 minutes
Business
12. Steven Walker Staff person College of Saocial | 40 minutes
Sciences/College
of Business
13. Courtney Foster Staff person School of Public | 30 minutes
Policy/College of
Business
14. Samantha Stone | DevelopmenOfficer Institute for 44 minutes
Innovation and
Entrepreneurship
15. Brianne Loring Lecturer Institute for 30 minutes
Innovation and
Entrepreneurship
16. Nate Gallagher Undergraduate Student | Institute for 48 minutes

Innovation and
Entrepreneurship

social sciences, and is vital even in research designs structured around interviews

Observation represents ookthe fundamental methods of data collettio the

Whereas in the past distance was placed between the researcher and people, today
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through fieldnotes that observations and lived experience are translated into text for
purposes of description and analy§is. el dnot es r edescribiggent faccou
experiences and observations that the research has made while participating in an intense
and involved manner o6 (Emerson, Fret z, & Sh
observation into text involves perception and interpretation, as it is not possible t
perfectly capture what happened. In order to increase the likelihood of a rich
interpretation of observationmadeuse of jottings, or brief written records of
impressions through key words and phrases (Emerson, Fretz, & Shaw, 1995). With the
help of pttings, Imadeevery effort to immediately write up fieldnotes after leaving the
observation settintp take advantage of the freshness of recollections.

The objective in stagevo wasto shed light on how univetg actors
operationalized thennovationand entrepreneurship ethos, incorporating it into the core
functions of the university. Additionally,doughtto understand the ways in which the
conduct of faculty and undergraduate students is shaped through incentives and academic
programs. Underlyinghis effort is the question: what kind of faculty member or
undergraduate student is being cultivated at an institution that is actively promoting and
building an identity around innovation and entrepreneurship? Thus taétageokup the

third researclyuestion.

Summanyf StageTwoData Collection
1 15semistructurednterviews with members of tiromotion and tenure

guidelinegtask forcejnstitutefor Innovation and Entrepreneurshgs
well as faculty and staff the collegs of business andngireering.
1 Documentary evidence in tiierm of task force proceedinggports and

course syllabi.
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9 Direct observation of task force meetings.

Throughout théwo stages of data collection, several themvesepursued and
given particular attention. One ofetbe themes is how various participants define and
understand entrepreneurship and its relation to the values of the university. The second
theme is reasons provided by participants to explain the promotion and importance of
entrepreneurship in campus aites. Included in this theme wasy mention of
resources, revenues, peer institutions, and challenges to the operations of public
postsecondary institutions. The final theme of interest is efforts on the part of university
leaders to encourage faculty migers and undergraduate studeathink and behavan
certain ways through the creation of incentives and sanctioning of knowledge via
academic programming.
Phase Four: Data Organization and Analysis

Yin (1994) maintained that analysis of case studglence is one of the least
devel oped and most difficult aspects of th
few fixed formulas or cookbook recipes to
an investigator 6s o wlongsvithyhe sufficleht presenggionafu s t h
evidence and careful consider3dDatawas of al t e
organized into a database that includes: fieldnotes, documentary evidence, interview
transcripts, and memos. The strategy for datysis, drawing upon Yin (1994), \wdo
closely read in light of the theoretical propositions that led to the case study. These
propositions help to decide which data nestdttention and with couldbe ignored. |
agree with Edwards (2013) that datalgsis in qualitative research an iterative process

and thatechniques are often utilized concurrently. Additionally, data analysis involves
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both induction and deduction, raising data to a higher level of abstraction, while
attempting to forge and véyitheory.

The main goal of data analysis sv@ pattern match (Yin, 1994). This means that
| lookedfor patterns in the data and comghtteese to the theoreal propositions. This
task soughto discover convergen@nd divergencbetween data and thgo However,
identifying patterns, taking note of convergence, and, uléipatnaking conclusions
requireda rigorous, systematic approach to analysisadleuse of Miles and
Huber man 0 s -partlappbodch, candisting ef: 1) data reductyrdat display
and 3) drawing/vefying conclusions

Data reduction. According to Miles and Huberman (1994)etreduction process
happens throughout data analysis. Initially, reduction takes shape in editing and
segmenting texts so that they can be easdlgl.rin later stages, the most important means
of data reduction is coding. Coding is the process of assigning tags, names, or labels to
chunks of data (Punch, 2009). Ryan and Bernard (2000) usefully listed at least three steps
in coding: sampling, buildingodebooks, and marking texts for drawing conclusions.
Sampling refers to choosing the corpus of texts being analyzed and determining the unit
of analysis (word, phrase, sentence, etc.). Instiuidy, the texts being analyzed inclutie
documentary evidenceterview transcripts, and fieldnotéslected to use phrases and
sentences as the unit of analysis in order to ave#tdecontextualizing the dat&efore
developing a codebook, | ubdescriptive or irvivo codes to get a feel for the data
(Miles & Huberman, 1994). | then deductively baltodebook with the help of existing

literature and the theoretical propositidRyan & Bernard, 2000). Coding waot
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limited to a single round. Rather, | coded the entire set of data each time | sought answers
to the research questions.
During the coding processwrote up initial ideasn order to pinpoint
relationships between codes (Miles & Huberman, 1994; Strauss & Corbin, 1990). Miles
and Huberman (1994xlled thisa memo:
A memo is the theorizing writep of ideas about codes and their relationships as
theyst ri ke the analyst while codingeéit
pageeéahtbusts the analystds momentary
perhaps a little conceptuallaboration. (p. 72)
| used several notebooks to memo, which proved to be the most important means of
organizing my ideas. Memos formed the building blocks of the outlines from which |
wrote chapters four through six, which present the main findings of data analysis.
Displaying data. The second part of the data analysis appro&mbklis
displaying the data. Data displays help to organize and summarize the often voluminous
amount of data, even in segmented fofime maindisplay techniquesemployed was a
critical events timehe According to Miles and Huberman (1994) a critical events
timeline chronologically orders events and the actors involved in them. It typically
includes only the most important events that are relevant to the case. A critical events
timeline is useful beause it can illustrate the moments in which data points cluster
around particular events or actors, suggesting the need for further analysis to understand
the importance of that moment to the case (Edwards, 2013).
Drawing conclusions The drawing of fial conclusions in qualitative research

happens only after a prolonged conversation with the data. This finaif plaet data
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analysis approach wanly possible once the data Haeken reduced and organized in

displays, although many conclusicar®sefrom earlier stages of analysis via memos

(Punch, 2009). An importa step in drawing conclusions svalso to consider rival

explanations and show that the patterns do not substantiate such claims. For the purposes

of this study, conclusionsereintendedtob answer s or expl anati on:
Awhyo research questions posed at the outs
process, which allows for both inductive and deductive reasoning, | atteétatevelop

a set of explanations for the adv®f innovation and entrepreneurship as a guiding ethos

at TU. Theexplanations that are proffered are, by design, tentative because they are

based on a single case. However, they suggest a possible line of inquiry for additional
research.

Quality dimensions Denzin and Lincoln (2000), in describing the constructivist
paradigm, indicated that qualitative researchers use as criteria of quality terms such as
credibility, transferability, dependability, confirmability, and authenticity, in lieu of the
validity or objectivity conceptualizations common in positivist paradigms. Credibility is
the constructivist equivalent of validity, and Mertens (2005) defined it as correspondence
between what participants say in the course of data collection and how tpenses are
interpreted and portrayed by the researcher. As previously noted, the best means of
improving the credibility of a casudy is through triangulatio®eyond triangulation, |
increasedhe credibility of this study by sharing my data analysid explanations with a
peer and sharing interpretations with select interview participants for feedback

| consider the next two criteria of qualitytransferability and dependabildyto

be linked. Because analytical generalization is an important goafpinding this study,
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transferability and dependability are conceptsok seriously. Transferability is
effectively concerned with the extent to which explanations can be applied in other
situations, which is an essential step in achieving true andlgaoaralization (Mertens,
2005). The ability to make such inferences is left to the reader based upon the strength of
the case study writap and the detail provided. Analytical generalization is only possible
through replication. Therefore, dependabijlity being transparent and clear in explaining
the data and its collection, organization, and anglisisssentiaso that other researchers
can make judgments about the appropriateness of the research design in addressing the
guestions at hand. One meahrough which | enhance dependabiitgs to construct a
case study database (Yin, 1994).

The last two criteria of quality are confirmability and authenticity. In many ways,
the need for confirmability goes without saying should be a requirement imya
research design that claims are based upon empirical materials. The tactit®| use
ensure confirmabilityvereto cite pieces of data and, when appropriate, make frequent
use of direct quotations from participants to supporconclusionsSecondly,
borrowing from Yin (1994), | interetito expose the logic by which | arrived at
conclusions through a chain of evidence (e
were related to other themes, and yselded
whether the researcher considered and reported all evidence and considered several
viewpoints in constructing their interpretation. Authenticity should not be confused with
objectivity, which is purposefully abandoned in constructivist paradigms. Insteatls
on the researcher to be balanced and diligently report data that conflicts with theoretical

propositions or contradicts conclusions. The criterion of authenticity means that | must
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remain true to the data, even if it means refuting my schatariypations and theoretical
propositions.

In the end, one of the most important dimensions of qualityd tasevaluate this

study is derived from a question posed by

sufficiently authentic that | may trustyself in acting on their implication$?ore to the
point, would | feel sufficiently secure about these findings to construct social policy or
| egi sl ati on b a3 &etogoizing that reome8earch(dgsign can/d8liver
absolute truth, Wwasmotivated by the desire to trigger action based on this project, which
demaneédrigorous application of the aforementioned methods and constant reflection on
credibility, transferability, dependability, confirmability, and authenticity.
Counter-evidence In this design, | also gave thought to what might disprove my
theoretical propositiong-or example, ata that would raise significant questions with
respect to the theory of academic capitalism wouldrdphasize the influence of
administrators and, in geradrthe upper tier of university leadership in initiating and
supporting the innovation and entrepreneurship ethos. That is, if data points to the role of
student or faculty member demand, signaling that innovation and entrepreneurship
Abubbl ed naptoaluessandipractices, iheoretical foundatioof this study
would require revision. A similar rethinking would be occasioned by the strong presence
of social goodinstead of moneygs a motivation for entrepreneurial activities. For
instanceif interview participants resoundingly pointed to the desire to serve humanity
through entrepreneurship and not generate reyacademic capitalist explanations
would be weakened.ooking at the first proposition, the applicability of cultural political

ecoromy would be reduced if university leaders at Tidewater paid little attention to the
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knowledgebased economy as a justification for their practices and if there was not an
effort to instrumentalize the education of students to serve economic growth &at cap
accumulation.

With regard to the second theoretical proposition, derived from new
institutionalism, counter evidence that wouddjuire alternative explanations includes
interview participants disregarding the influence of rankings or institutieebmnd
even indicating signs of indifference to prestigious institutions in determining
organizational values, norms, and practices. One type of counter evidence related to the
third theoretical proposition on the heteronomous model of university clhhande be
clear signs that marké&trcesalone condition public universities, resulting in numerous
commerci al mani festations. The absence of
entrepreneurship would undermine the usefulness of this theoretical proposition.

Governmentality, the subject of the fourth theoretical proposition, would be
difficult to confirm if TU showed no interest in shaping the conduct of faculty members
and undergraduate students. If entrepreneurship was not translated into incentives on
canpus, and if the entrepreneurial mindset had only a minor part to play in this case
study, governmentality would be less germane. Lastly, counter evidence for the fifth
proposition would center on Tidewater taking a rather localist view of its operativais. T
is, it would be difficult to argue the fifth proposition if evidence demonstrated that TU
did not believe its decisions affected the dispositions and behaviors of society writ large.
Although this counter evidence is difficult to ascertain becauseiten predicated on

absence, | nevertheless remained sensitive to data that refuted my thinking.

133



Ethics. Most qualitative researchers interact with and, at times, are members in
the communities they study. As such, they are inherently intrusive anlgdedva the
lives ofinterviewparticipants. This description certainly apglte me, as a researcher
deeply situated in the case | investigafEherewereboth rich opportunities for data
collection in this angement, as well as scenarfi@ight withpossibilities for harm.
Beyond adhering t o-ndadhhaer nboa sriecs eparredsavesatl oi f mpilde
steps to ensure the study is ethical. First, | guardiied participants (not informants)
take part in interviews voluntarily, following theles of informed consent. To this end,
an applicatorwass ubmi tted to my universityods insti:Ht
required the development of an informed consent form for all netei@mvolving human
subjects All participants sigadan informed consent form, which werdectronically
stored. The informed consent form explains the study and seeks to demystify its purpose
and methodology. It specifically asks if participants agree to being digitally recorded.
Moreover, the consent form clearlyatds that confidentially will be maintained at all
times.

Confidentiaity wasespecially important in this study becaligeterviewed
university leaders, many of whom must answer to various stakeholders and constituents,
including the state legislatur®ne of the ways in whh | maintain confidentiality wat®
assign the institution a pseudonym and, when possible, give generic names to programs
and departments so that readers cannot identify participants. Furthermore, all of the
participantsvere gven apseudonym, and their true identitiwere onlyaccessible
through the original interview transcriptions, whigbresaved on a passwoptotected

cloud storage progranThe general idea is that the participaméseable to freely
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express themselves withiofear of their opinions being used against thetineh made
every effort to conceal the identities of participants to help build trust and ensure that
conducting this study improves higher education without compromising the livelihoods
of those who helgd me. Finally, it is worth noting that an ethical commitment to action
permeates this study. Thus, part of what makes this project ethical is that is designed to
inform decisioamakers and truly make a difference in deciding what public higher
education Bould look like in the coming years.
Conclusion

This chapterexplains my roadmap fampirically answerig the research
guestions of this dissertati. These questions were developed based upon an interpretive
paradigm anchored in constructivism. Baspdruthe process and explanataented
nature of the research questions, | selected case study as a comprehensive research
strategy. | outlined in this chapter my rationaledonductinga single institutional case
study of Tidewater University and ilevelopment and translation of an institutional
ethos that centers on innovation and entrepreneurship. Data collection methasts align
with case study inquiry and includl&énding relevant documentary evidence,
interviewing universityactors and directlyobserving sites where innovation and
entrepreneurship are translated into incentives and acadppuoctunitiedor faculty
membersand undergraduate students. This chapter also provided a detailed discussion of
the techniques through whi¢fanalyzedhedata, as well as the various means through

which the quality of my explanationgereachieved.
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CHAPTER FOUR: MEANINGS AND DEVELOPMENT OF
THE ETHOS

Every president comes in and wants to make a mark in some way. | think this is [our
presi dent &thegflagthéwantgto putlinithe ground.
-Staff person

Who doesndét | i ke innovation and entrepren:
something actionable is kind of the difficulty.
-Research executive

Introduction

This chapter addresses thetfissearch question: through what processes did the
innovation and entrepreneurship ethos develop at Tidewater University? As | collected
data, it became clear that this question ultimately entailed two tasks, which informed the
organization of the chapteFhe first task was to better understand the nature of the ethos
and its status at TU. | employ interview data and select documentary evidence to present
the meanings of innovation and entrepreneurship and how these concepts are understood
by various actrs at Tidewater. With this fountlan, | shed light on severabre values
that underlie the ethos, consistent with the definition of institutional ethos elaborated in
previous chapters. Analysis reveals that disparity in the meanings ascribed to inmovatio
and entrepreneurship, as the ethos continues to undergo development. Moreover,
conceptualizations rely upon a preponderance of language and examples taken from the
for-profit sector. Despite efforts to conceptualize entrepreneurship as a process and
mindset that are applicable to the Apfit sector and to government, meanings showed
a bias towards consumer product formation and company building as intended outcomes.
In the end, this chapter argues that the ethos remains a project under construction,

receiving real investment. However, its future is rather tenuous.
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The second task was to pinpoint through interview data the principal sites in
which these meanings of innovation and entrepreneurship are being crafted, as well as
where on campus the undeng values are commonly communicated. | group these sites
by their administrative homes, yielding three groups: the college of engineering, the
college of business, and the offices of the president and provost. The origin of a few
illuminating sites withireach group is treated in turn, attempting to demonstrate an
approximate chronology of development covering several years, primarily between 1998
and 2013. Entrepreneurial programs and initiatives were spearheaded by a surprisingly
small group of individuls, and | highlight those people who were frequently mentioned
in interviews as instrumental in championing the emerging innovation and
entrepreneurship ethos.

Upon closer examination of the findings, it becomes apparent that sites
responsible for helpmto create and perpetuate the ethos are concentrated in the colleges
of businessind engineeringRecently, central administrative offices have also
contributed to the campuwsgide promotion of the ethos, transforming it into an
institutional priorityandnar ket i ng campai gn under the sl o
Many new programs in this campwsde orientation reflect a trend towards teaching
entrepreneurship to undergraduate students. Just as important as where the ethos is found
is where it is absent. THaeimanities are on the margins of the ethos, based upon its
intended outcomes. Perhaps the most striking theme that emerged from the data is that
the ethos can largely be traced back to the ambitions of administrators, many of whom
are engineers by trairgrand profession. Although there is a desire to make innovation

and entrepreneurship a signature feature of Tidewater, there has been littidrbay
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faculty members writ large. Accordingly, this chapter argues that the ethos has been a
top-down initiatve that was devised centrally and not through popular will or
mechanisms of shared governance.

The remainder of the chapter is divided into two sections, one for each of the
aforementioned tasks. The first section charts the meanings and values théectmp
innovation and entrepreneurship ethos, while the second section chronicles the
development of the ethos based upon the places and people that brought it into existence.
At the conclusion of the chapter, | discuss how the findings relate to tretikal
propositions elaborated in chapter three. Although this chapter mainly serves as context
and a launching point for answering the remaining two research questions, the findings
speak to theory, especially the theory of academic capitalism. Iowartithis chapter
shows Tidewaterdéds treatment of knowl edge a
of the theory, such as interstitial organizational emergence. The next section begins by
revisiting the definition of institutional ethos | developbdfore proceeding on to
meanings of innovation and entrepreneurship.

Nature and Status of the Ethos

Reuvisiting institutional ethos. For the purposes of this dissertation, | build upon
Kezaro6s (2007) work to def i awreapproprsatedahdut i on a
cultivated by key university planners and decisimakers to coordinate and normalize
the activities of faculty and undergraduate students to some desired end. An ethos serves
as a philosophy that guides the construction of institatimentity. While it emerges
gradually, it seeks to be pervasive and lasting, finding sustenance through purposeful

policies and reinforcing practices. The idea is that an institutional ethos is an expression
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of a particul ar grtended o providadonsistencydortheé i s of t e
experience of students, faculty, and staff. Importantly, an ethos resembles ideology in that
it must be regularly reinforced, and the i
it. This chapter centers upon athprecisely, the innovation and entrepreneurship ethos is
and which individuals labored to bring it to fruition as an expression of certain values
about knowledge production and the mission of the university in thee?ttury. The
guestion of how thetkos has been translated for the purposes of reinforcénasnivell
as the implications of these effadtss left to later chapters. Interview participants and
documentary evidence provided an array of meanings of innovation and
entrepreneurship, which shahe contours of the ethos and allow for the distillation of
the values as they are crafted and circulated at Tidewater University.

Meanings of nnovation. This subsection demonstrates that innovation proved to
be a contentious concept among interviewipigdnts, and the few concrete
conceptualizations displayed a diversity of viewpoints. Some interview participants
understood innovation only in connection with or comparison to entrepreneurship, as if it
had no meaning by itself. For a few faculty mempiensovation was a source of
contempt because they believed their entire careers had been predicated on being
innovative and, therefore, the elevation o
longstanding contributions to the advancement of knovdeBlgrhaps the only pattern
that emerged in the meanings of innovation was that it was attached to entrepreneurship
for strategic purposes. The process of attaching innovation to entrepreneurship clouded
the conceptds meani ng,participants, headerenyieeghero f s o me

more commercialized or bordering on empty rhetoric. Furthermore, there was general
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consensus that innovation is inherent to universities and the academic profession, yet
entrepreneurship was a recent development. Somgamevas made of innovation in
teaching or instruction, often accompanied by discussion of online delivery platforms,
resulting in strong reactions from a few interview participants.

One of the basic meanings of innovatio
between 1998 and 2010, William Pierson. For Pierson, a former professor of mechanical
engineering, Athe essence of innovation i
i mpl ementation. 0 He eschewed what he call
inmnovation, explaining: AWhen someone says,
idea of innovation might be very narrow. It means they might create new widgets of some
kind. That could be an innovationyofbut it
further clarifying his understanding, Pierson contrasted innovation with invention, the
essence of which fis t he adeanafbne aftactcollegs o f i
since 2009, similarly distingucasinivend i nnov
anything. You and | can sit here and argue about some problem, and you and | can each
come up with an idea, but neither one mig
about fAthe process of turnings something i
conceptualization as follows: #Alnnovation
the process that makes some software product or other product valuable, affordable,
reliable, and that some customer owatmmis s t o
unique in that it closely resembled many
entrepreneurship. In this way, Robertsodo c

repeats in this chapter: there is a wide range of understandings regandwetion and
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entrepreneurship, vacillating between broad, abstract meanings and meanings clearly
grounding the concepts in the world of free market enterprise.
In manyinstances, interview participants conflated innovation and
entrepreneurship, or usétk concepts interchangeably. To some degree, this conflation
is attributable to what many saw as the strategic linking of innovation and
entrepreneurship, such that the two concepts were considered an indissoluble pair. There
was a pervasive belief thaniversity leaders consciously linked the two in order to make
entrepreneurship more palatable. Kéitayers who has managed an entrepreneurship
themed livinglearning program since 2004, reflected:
| think we tend to add innovation to make it more atakle to certain schools
and certain facultyéfor fear that entre
synonymous with a feprofit venture exclusively. So, there is the need to try and
title things and promote things, while entrepreneurship alone would &yditab
the bill.
I n this way, innovation was attached to en
forpr of i t v ent uringhe écieri@eseho worke dartireesdivecting faculty
leadership initiatives for Tidewater, traced the decisigeaeioinnovation and
entrepreneurship back to the office of the president and bo#amuktédes
| dondt know why the administration cho
entrepreneurship. Well, it might have come from [tlistee$in their guidelines
about what ought to be considered in tenure cases. | think they had the
phr aselédm not s ufnom. It @amefrora above mycpayngeade.

Although several interview participants likewise believed that the choice to pair
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innovation and entrepreneurshigmnaee from highest levels of university leadership, there
was no record pointing to a particular moment when the decision was made. | revisit the
role of key university planners and decisioakers in initiating and supporting
entrepreneurship programs laiethe chapter.

Among a small number of interview participants, the pairing of innovation and
entrepreneurship made perfect sense. The d
entrepreneurship center, the Tidewater Technology Enterprise Collaborat&€),TT
explicated: AFor us [engineers], innovatio
acknowl edged that Athereds | ots of parts o
entrepreneurship. You know, in the school of dance [innovation]isa diffat t hi ng. o
the other hand, several interview participants took issue with the pairing of innovation
and entrepreneurship. Kellleyersb e |l i eved t hat @AdAthereds | ots
that are not innovati ve, rvieerbasedlthingshTheylddt he b
value and theydére significant and meaningf
creative. 0 When asked what connotation cam
entrepreneurshigere used in tandem, an academic executivéebpl i1 t 6 s t hat
connotation that is attached to entrepreneurship, that people should be out there somehow
creating businesses and making money. | think that gives innovation a shaded meaning.
Einstein was very innovative. | doubt he ever thought aboutrmgki money . 06 The d
to separate innovation from entrepreneurship emerged emphatically among those who
saw innovation as inherent to academe.

At least two interview participants expressed contempt at the prevailing campus

usage of i nn othiakttaikingnaboutithe phease tinoosaltidn gnd
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entrepreneur shi p i keeMguyenprofiessain the aciencesg 06 opi ne
because it Ain some sense demeans what peo
unl ess theybére entneepdeneéByimy.def Hei tban
research we do is innovation. Someti mes it
research is plowing new ground, discoverin
the term innovation was a prefererghared by former provost Nancy Martin, who

served in that role between 2011 and 2013. Martin made clear her feelings regarding

i nnovation: Al really dislike that term be
always done. | consider innovation knowledgeatiod new ways of doing things. So, |

dondét 1 ike that  Ltaeesearchexediifiveas oot canvincdddhatrals o n

faculty work is innovative, but he articul

~—+

TUGs recent adophisnwofdshefimestn. facul ty
thatdos a buzzword thatdos sort of vacuous a
of describing both innovation and entrepreneurship throughout the interviews.

Two faculty members inthe humaeits not ed t hat Ainnovatio
entrepreneurshipo were popular in higher e
understanding of what was nmdy the concepts. Amy Curtise mar ked: Al nnova
and entrepreneur ship a Tk ChramideniWHighed s € Theydr e
Education | was chair of the campus senate last year, which meant that | met a lot of
trustees, and these are words that drip of
frequent presence of innovation left her asking many questionr8 As a schol ar a
who has chosen a lifetime of responsibility to also be a teacher, | want to know, what do

A

you really mean? 1tdés | i ke, whAadtheri n t he he
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professoiin the humanitiesalled the frequentuseofimbvat i on Apuzzlingo

herself to the possibility that Atrying t

because thereds really nothing there. I t 0s

their resumes so itrhregyv atainv es.adyg I6mOhgv dt iwoars
of academe was placed in stark contrast with entrepreneurship, which was viewed by
several participants as a more recent development in response to financial challenges.
One of the few ways in which innovati was decoupled from entrepreneurship was in
reference to teaching, in which case it was often tied to online delivery platforms that
were thought to reduce the costs of instruction

Without a single interview question related to online means of inginyatiis
worth noting that online and blended learning, which combines online and classroom
based teaching, were mentioned in no less thasttorteof the interviews. In many
cases, online delivery platforms like massive open online courses and blendsssc

were cited as examples of innovation at Tidewater. According to Nicholas Johnson,

AOnl ine education [is] another example of
which is an example of innovatidmwin a sen
technol ogies can i mprove teaching is fdthe
| &m mor e i nt er e sihthechunanitieshowelverytook sontote eyaicplu e

view of the relationship between innovation and teaching after servingamraittee

dedicated to online and blended | earning.
Aand there was a | ot of rhetoric about in
compl etely misguided. 0 Speci fevedwabthey, s he

desire among administrators to bolster their own records:
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There were a lot of high level administrators on that committee, and sometimes
they get carried away with this idea of
type of innovation on thef€ V é But [the committee] was weighted toward

something that was innovative, not toward finding what was best.

Her chief concern was finding what was best for undergraduate student learning, as she
did not agree that i nnov amweoansasemoneyoh me an
educating [students] by putting them in fr
online | earning was finot hel ping students
innovation itself, online delivery platforms, as exales of innovation in teaching and

instruction, generated mixed responses, with more negative views coming from faculty
members.

The preceding discussion of the meanings behind innovation raised several points
that merit reiteration, as they supportth@ apt er 6 s centr al argument
that innovation was not universally conceptualized or understood. Far from being a
concept that helps to create an emotional connection, as Regat)argued in her work
on institutional ethos, some facuitiewed innovation with contempt and as a rhetorical
device thatompromisedhe tradition of pushing the frontiers of knowledge at a public
research universitynterestingly, distaste with the use of innovation was not limited to
faculty members in thBumanities, as one of the strongest critiques came from two
faculty members in the hard sciences and engineéungh contempt does signal the
existence of some common meanings of the concepts, even if there is no universal
conceptualization. Concomitaptlinterview data uncovered a lack of bimywith respect

to how the term innovation was employed at TU. There is an unmistakable sense in the
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data that innovation was tacked onto entrepreneurship Hgwepadministrators and
trumpeted by trustees. Theepoints are given fuller expression in the next subsection,
which explores in some depth the meanings of entrepreneurship.

Meanings ofentrepreneurship. The meanings of entrepreneurship offered by
interview participants were more numerous than thosenofvation; however, similar
themes emerged. For purposes of structure and clarity, the meanings of entrepreneurship
are presented in three clusters: entrepreneurship as a process, entrepreneurship as a
mindset, and entrepreneurship as an ecosystem. Utlss&ion examines each of these
clusters, as well as the outcomes of entrepreneurship, as identified by interview
participants. The most common outcome that emerged during interviews was the creation
of value, typically through a product that could bedsml the development of a company.
Although there was frequent mention of social entrepreneurship, its presence was less
pronounced than traditional entrepreneurship and often amounted to an afterthought.
Language and examples from the-fwofit sector dminated conceptualizations of
entrepreneurship, and the models of entrepreneurial success were almost exclusively
derived from corporations, many of them technolbgged. | present several of the most
common meanirgjof entrepreneurship in Table®his &ble illustrates some the
aforementioned clusters and their attendant features, such as scarcity, scalability, and
sustainability. I't also underscor-adls the pe
phrase to explain entrepreneurship.

As a result oinalyzing the meanings of both innovation and entrepreneurship, |
was able to extract five values that constitute the innovation and entrepreneurship ethos at

Tidewater University: 1) innovation and entrepreneurship are pertinent to all academic
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disciplines and any type of organization; 2) innovation and entrepreneurship are a means

to problemsolving in the 21 century; 3) innovation and entrepreneurship produce

greater impact than traditional forms of research; 4) innovation and entrepreneurship

make fora more efficient institution; and 5) innovation and entrepreneurship befits this
generation of university students. However, there was hesitance on the part of interview
participants as to whether these vhldsues ha
Despite obvious recognition that many parts of campus were trying to make innovation

and entrepreneurship Tidewatero6s ethos, so
scheme.

Table8: Common Meanings of Entrepreneurship

Inter view Participant Meaning
Mathias Gruber, lecturer of Entrepreneurship is the rise of opportunity
entrepreneurship Il ndependent of resg

about innovation and about finding
opportunity and nurturing growth out of
opportunity.

Craig EDin, director of Honors The way | really look at entrepreneurship
Entrepreneurship House (20p@esent)j]s o mebody t hat 6s goi
something innovative in a sustainable
business manner. And finding a way to sc

that.
Keith Meyers director of Il t hi nk wbrkingtostart i t 0 S
entrepreneurship livinggarning something newvith scarce resourcekat
program (2004present) has some sustainable value.

Christine Neilson, director of Prince | Entrepreneurshiis a mindset as well as a
Entrepreneurship Center (20p€esent)| process. It is a way of thinking about solvi
problems and a way of uniquely using
resources to solve them.

William Pierson, former president The essence of entrepreneurship is value

(19982010) creation. Could be economiclue, social
value.

Nicholas Johnsomgsearch executive | Entrepreneurs are those who are not

(201ZXpresent) constrained by the resources currently un
their control, and

risk to establish a new and sustainable
enterprise, wherthe value created exceed
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the value consumed.

Travis CampbellGreen,academic Innovation has such a wide range of
executive(2013present) meanings that it could apply to almost
anyone at the university, maybe
everyoneéEntreprene
seento be more connected with a profit

motive.
Nancy Martin, former provost (2011 |[Ent r epreneur ship, t
2013) because thatods the
commer ci al busi nes s
entrepreneurship, b

organizing peog around an idea, a produg
a conceptéan activi
revenue.

Among the interview participants were those with intimate knowledge of
entrepreneurship, including four who taught courses on the topic. One of the common
features of their conpgualizations of entrepreneurship was that it was a process that
starts with an idea and ends with a product or service that meets two key criteria:
scalability and sustainability in an environment of resource scarcity. Keyers
di scussed esounees didatesalat @& the curriculum and a lot of the
programmi ngo i n t hdeargingiprogeapm heedireets. Becdusepis | i v i n
program focuses on startups, he explained that recognizing scarce resources is crucial:

Al t 6s e as ypank o launeh 2®products anarfigure out which 5 work and ditch

t h e rFersa startup, you might have one [product] and it might raise or sink the
company i f that one doesndét wor k. | think
For this reasarseveral interview participants stressed that either the initial idea driving

the entrepreneurial process or the process itself should be resource independent or
uniguely leverage the resources available. This is one reason why entrepreneurship has

been s closely associated with online technology firms.ofAse academic executive
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explained fii nf ormati on t ec hncodpoiglyd ligso le&n e alorridg h
can teach yourself the language, get access to a computer, make an app, and then you can
be I'i ke that kid in England and make a zil
scarcity, the entrepreneurial process should, according to this conceptualization, involve
scalability.

Scalability refers to the ability to increase revenues while margosts decrease
with each unit sale. The example of scalability one intersegwovided went like this:
AThe way | talk to my [students] about it
we want you create eit he tastly,the toaceptualivationf | owe
of entrepreneurship as a process hinged upon sustainability, not in terms of
environmental impact, but rather in terms of making money. Danielle Ramirez, director
of the Center for Social Innovation, listed as one of thesgufahe entrepreneurial
process: fieconomic sustainability or viabi
The centrality of generating enough income to sustain the enterprise was a point of
conflict that emerged in the data. A few interview pants argued that
entrepreneurship is not about making money. In his rodeesearclexecutive Nicholas
Johnson frequently told people that M@Amoney
phase between value thatoésouncy.&at eléde ddeé aro
about the moneyod b yonedean salwmoney@s a defimieg parttoh er h
what separates entrepreneurs from inventors. For example, he distinguished the Wright
brothers from Lockheed and Martin, who were the reabprnéneurs because they had a
business model and made money: AThat was a

away from the Wright brothers and their <co
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but they didnét make amgsofmdrepeyeurshiphsaof it . 0
process were based upon taking an idea to the marketplace and selling it for money. The
examples, like FTD and Lockheed Martin, were derived largely from ther&dit
sector.

While conceptualizations of entrepreneurship asradset were often less
contingent upon business creation, the infusion of language and examples from the for
profit sector were still manifest. Christine Neilson, director of the Prince
Entrepreneurship Center, defined entrepreneurship as bothamatess a mi ndset .
way | see entrepreneurship playing a role
about venture creation, but about an entre
characterized by opportunity recognition. One lecturentle@reneurship reinforced this
idea, saying entrepreneurship i s fHa perspe
things and to view opportunities that do n
entrepreneurial mindset idea is, atthe mostbac , opportunity recogni
recognition consisted of an awareness of problems and issues, as well as an appreciation
of the market and what customers want and will buy. In the words of Danielle Ramirez,
AWhat wedre sayiongt hhes wned ewalnyti ntgo cgaeuts etes o f
have to point to solutions from government and-pon o f .iThe so€ial entrepreneur
asks whathe underlying issuesar€an we buil d businesses ar ou
the entrepreneurial mindset is gnoled in recognizing opportunities, with an eye to
seizing opportunity through the creation of a business.

Not all interview participants viewed the entrepreneurial mindset as a positive

development. For exampla,program directonoted that the entreprearial mindset is
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Athis identification that the people that
people that make change have been identified in this view with the people who seize on
opportunities in the marksympahom. 0f HBEwe aw®h
of success in the marketplace that is goin
time of the interview he did not think teaching the entrepreneurial mindset was a major
problem, he worried tharaddisdewadlerowas bepg
place where the market has failed and ideas have to be nurtured outside the capitalist
worl d. o Neverthel ess, his voice of alarm w
entrepreneurial mindset was useful in a wide rasfgettings. In general, the opinion of
interview participants was that more entrepreneurial thinking was needed across
Ti dewaterds campus. Daniell e Ramirez summa
entrepreneurial mindset for many interview participants:

We should still have those programs for students who are going to launch their

businesses. Those true entrepreneurs on campus. But more broadly, this context of

critical thinking, or entrepreneurial thinking, I think we should offer that in every

mgor. It applies in every field.
A point was made to include the arts in humanitiegnaslean here exemplifies:

This is very important training for the arts because people in dance and music

need to figure out how to make a living out of those professi&mso be able

toérun a business, or be innovative wit

students these skKills.
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Additional dimensions of the entrepreneurial mindset are addressed in chapter seven as
part of a more detailed treatment of the ircgions of the innovation and
entrepreneurship ethos for students and the role of the university in shaping their conduct.
The final meaning of entrepreneurship that was it was not simply the actions of a
certain type of person and it was not encapstlet@ single program or set of policies.
Rather, entrepreneurship was based upon and fed into an ecosystem. According to
another director of an entrepreneurship living ar ni ng program, fThere
ecosystem, which is a word they liketouse adount hi s campus. 0 Two i n
participants indicated that there were thriving entrepreneurial ecosystems in the colleges
of engineering and business, foreshadowing one of the findings presented in section two.
The dean of the college of engineering, asxample, related about when he first heard
about entrepreneurship on campus: @Al knew
if I can use that term, that was availabl e
Christine Neilson, director of tHerince Entrepreneurship Center, described the
entrepreneurship ecosystem at Tidewater:
Il think [ TU] has a very strong ecosyste
connecting the dots. So, iIif youdre a st
anika, theredés resources for you to star
along the way. Or if you are working in a lab and you have a technology you want
to commercialize, we have resources for that, too. A lot of those resources are
over at TTEQn the engineering college.
TTECO6s director suggested that the ecosyst

pr ovi dttoegn diicve nsdupport, which makes it unique
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such as Stanford University and Massachusetts Instiftutechnology (MIT), do not
need to have an exid-end ecosystem because they are located within robust innovation
hubs in the Boston and San Francisco areas. Comparison to MIT and Stanford were
widespread, as shown in the next chapter.

Whether entrepremeship was conceived as a process, mindset, or ecosystem, the
intended outcomes were comparable. Perhaps the most frequently employed phrase
among interview participants in relation to entrepreneurial outcomes was the creation of
value. The value createdaw not considered only in monetary terms, and there was a
clear desire to anchor entrepreneurship in
launching businesses or making money. When Nicholas Johnson defined

entrepreneurship as establishing a netemrise where the value created exceeds the

value consumed, he was quick to point out:
didndét say anything money. I didndt say an
that improves the wealth of natics . 6 Yet , when tal king about

characterized entrepreneurship as figetting
by any means necessary. o0 Thus, iif it is no

to the corporate world. Adtibnally, with respect to patenting intellectual property,

Johnson was unequivocal: AJust filing a pa
have somebody who is motivated to go to th
what is the businesspla 6 I n al most every interview, ev

entrepreneurship was simplified to value creation, there was mention made of students

and faculty receiving assistance to launch a company.
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Two entrepreneurship center directors discussedlbusiness creation was not
the metric they used to evaluate Tidewater
the Prince Entrepreneurship Center related
The [state higher education system] tracksrtbmber of companies coming out of or
spun out from uWeveealltly teaekrthé peopl e.
from the center tell a different story. One flier, modeled after a napkin on which a novel
idea is scribbled, describesthe Pridce nt er 6 s i mpact i n a | ist:
started, more than $25 million plus raised, 20,000 students inspired, hundreds of jobs
createcduntmqmd TTEC in the college of enginee
using business creation as a metfisuccess. They produce annual impact reports, and
the 2011 report detailed that TTEC created 7,053 jobs since 1985 and graduated three
major companies from its incubator, two of which sold for over $1 billion. Startups, in
particular, receive an extraandry amount of attention in documents. One
entrepreneurship |l ecturer conceded, fAOne o
the idea that entrepreneurship is about startups. Some of the biggest problems are
improving existing institutions, and thiss par ti cul arly true in th
refrains |Ii ke Al tds not about starting a ¢c
success were almost exclusively-foofit technology firms. The most common examples
of entrepreneurship success offebgdnterview participants were a mixture of large
social media firms, especially Facebook and Twitter, and Tidewater alumni who
launched noteworthy businesses, including a-eigth athletic apparel company and an

internet search website now worth clos&300 billion. One interview participant
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referred to the glamour of technolegya s ed st artups as the fAMark
allusion to the founder of Facebook.

Near the conclusion of at least three interviews, participants sought to call
attention ¢ the social benefit or good that is also an outcome of entrepreneurship. Former
president William Pierson, for one, challenged the idea that entrepreneurship is driven by
narrow economic interest: AThere are a | ot
organizations that founded themselves on social entrepreneurship. They provided
resources to build up societies and commun
for the Institute for Innovation and Entrepreneurship, Samantha Stone, said the curre
presidentds message fAdoesndét say this is a
benefit, whether societal or economic, or starting companies, or whatever it is, the
societal benefit is very importhynsotialdo As ev
entrepreneurship in the conversation, interview participants pointed either to a-student
run fAsocial venture, o which | discuss in c
The centero6s director, Danicetl lies Riapnri orbeazb, | yo
ondo to discussions of entrepreneurship bec
Al think wedre ready for that conversation
that | evel yet. o

Despite some awareness of thercernt pr esi dent 6 s messagi n
entrepreneurship must include social good, a profesgbe sciences ecal | ed: Al h
heard a lot of discussion from high levels of the university about social
entreprenednonsn®itpé hi nk t thektldeg mearhf@mingt hey me a

c o0 mp a Mhisewas one of several ways in which faculty members believed their views
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on entrepreneurship to be at odds with the way that administrators understood the
conceptStill, a few interview participants cautioned nototi e r pr et A busi ness
strictly. As one business model competitio
that appliestonepr of i t s. |t applies to community sSeé
the only moment in an interview when nprofit organiations, including universities,
were equated with businesses. The principles of entrepreneurship were believed by many
to be universally applicable, even if organizations with a social mission were by and large
eclipsed by other examples.

Values underlying the e¢hos. | distilled five values of the innovation and
entrepreneurship ethos based upon how interview participants described their
understandings of these two concepts. The first of the five values is that innovation and
entrepreneurship essentiallgdhno boundaries, and it is useful to all campus constituents
and units, regardless of discipline or organizational mission. Although | show in the next
section that the origins of entrepreneurship at TU can be traced back to the colleges of
engineering ah business, the ethos revolves around the assumption that all students
benefit by being exposed to entrepreneurial thinking, all fields of studgecanhanced
by the inclusion oéntrepreneurship, and all campus units can better ensure their future
by beng entrepreneurial. Consequently, this value reflects the desire to make innovation
and entrepreneurship a key c od@gmthewotds of T
of Don Robertsa collegedean AWe are trying to transpl ant
uni versity.o

One manifestation of this effort is modules in design thinking, which are

produced by the Institute for Innovation and Entrepreneurship and implemented in a
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variety of courses, including several offered by honors progr@msdean called thse

modul es fia very big deal 06 because fAyoudre

sophomores. 0 I n the message announcing the
Entrepreneurship, Tidewaterodds current prov
innovaton and entrepreneurship across all coll
this idea went so far as to suggest that there be an innovation and entrepreneurship
requirement in the general education curriculumich one dearejected, preferring

insted fian abundance of different kinds of o]

this. o
The second value was that, in the face of seemingly intractable social, political,
and economic problems in the®Xdentury, innovation and entrepreneurship is seen as
highly effective means of problesolving. Complementing this value of the problem
solving potential of entrepreneurship was a lack of faith in the ability of government,
social institutions, or faculty to function properly or provide solutions. Daniéimirez
of the Center for Social Innovation succinctly captured this lack of faith:
Professors are not equipped to give [students] the tools that they need to become
problem solvers. And to go to a decfo answer that we need policy
c hange érllg thé days bfiuscbaing able to do broad, sweeping policy
changes are probably over.
There is little recognition of the tensions contained within this value, including the
possible ineffectiveness of consumer products or startup firms to solve complex

problems. Although Danielle Ramirez admitted that the product focus of the ethos is a
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fair critique, she |Iinked it to the fact t
about gadgets and things |ike that.o

Throughout the lionization of innovat and entrepreneurship at Tidewater, it is
not clear students are taught that there is no app to address growing income inequality or
racism. In fact, one of the more arresting aspects of this value is that it does not consider
the darker consequences gibte in entrepreneurstpthat entrepreneurship may create
social problems, not solve them. As an example, a professor of computer and electrical
engineering recounted that two faculty members who recently won a state award for
entrepreneurship formed armapany through the TTEC incubator. The primary client for
their battery technology is a tobacco company who plans to use it in their electronic
cigarettes.

Redefining impact as it relates to research is the third value underlying the
innovation and entrepneurship etho®©nedean explained that basic research is still
important, but

in general éuniversities are spending a

the direct impact of this research. How can we transfer the technology? How can

we make tht easy for faculty to do? It may even be profitable for them.

At the heart of this value is the idea that research that is not translated into a business

venture or, at minimum, does not have some type of external value is not impactful. In

the words of Ncholas Johnsoninhe di vi si on of research: Alf
research] is only in a vague, academic sen
he advanced the notion that Ayou have i mpa
youhavea mproved their | ife without you having
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is interpreted to mean external money, especially obtaining grant money to support
research. Some interview participants took issue with this, suggesting that not all ideas
areappreciated in their time, nor are all ideas popular in a way that garners external

money.A professor in the humanitiéemoaned that the university increasingly asked

the program to support itself financially,
someti mes been wagging the research dog. An
Galil eods ideas were certainly impactful,

getting funding at certain points in his c

faculty at TU to think about the value of their work based upon these new definitions of
impact.In fact, several faculty members remarked that the primary way in which they
understand entrepreneurship relates to securing grants to fund their research.thione o
faculty members interviewed for this dissertation expressed a desire to be entrepreneurial
through the formation of a company or other commercial venture.

The fourth value is that innovation and entrepreneurship is not just designed for
individuals;it is necessary for Tidewater as an organization. The chancellor of the state
universitys y st em, Reuben Hof bauer, explained: AT
entrepreneurial and innovative transcends the entire university, not just the academic side
ofthingsbut al so t he aAdaoiege deathinkedstich adeministratidee . 0
entrepreneurship to credibility and compet
telling students to go off and do this and
conpete as a university unless we are more
university as an organization was seeking to be more innovative and entrepreneurial

included developing large purchasing agreements to lower operational costs and
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launching degre programs that generated profit for academic units, such as professional
ma st er 0 Onedeamcites the creation of a cybersecurity program funded by $1.1
million grant from defense contractor Northropu@man as a byproduct of

organizationalenter eneur shi p and At he positive aspe

Ni cholas Johnson believed that, because of
evolve and become | ess dependent and mor e
private university n t er ms of our business model . 0 Th

was that, as an institution, TU needed to be innovative and entrepreneurial, which
generally amounted to reducing costs and seeking new revenue streams.

The final value that surfadevas that innovation and entrepreneurship fit this
generation of students and spoke to the type of student Tidewater attracts. Students at TU
were frequently described as fAscrappy, 0 re
obstacles. The director of ddepment for entrepreneurship programs commented that
Al 6ve al ways felt |ike this was a very ent

on this campus is very peifldevaterstnderdssThatappy ,

persona for beinganene pr eneur i s there. o0 This generat
does not want to Asit in a | ecture for an
They want [it to be] interactive. 0o Additio

more inteested in the interdisciplinary and collaborative nature of entrepreneurship.
Rather than sit in a class and listen to a professor talk about problems, they were
characterized as wanting to develop solutions and were accustomed to immediate results.
Thus, hnovation and entrepreneurship is congruent with how this generation of students

prefers to think and work. The director of
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the rage with students. o6 However, the exte
among students sparked the creation of initiatives is arguable and explored in the next
chapter. Even among those who acknowledged that entrepreneurship fits this generation
of students also realized that student interests change, implying a degree of
impermanence to the ethos.

Status of the ¢hos. As a closing to this section, | examine whether the values
underlying the innovation and entrepreneurship ethos have truly found traction at
Tidewater. Many interview participants believed that innovation atr@greneurship
were developing into institutional valu&3nedean believed that innovation and
entrepreneurship Ahas emerged over time as
a whole. 0 However, as val ues  ,ncampansorvtat i on a
references to excellence in teaching, access for students of the state, and the production of
knowledge. Among several interview participants, there was reason to believe the project
of constructing this ethos was incomplete. For instaamt@cademic executivevhen
asked if innovation and entrepreneurship were fundamental values of Tidewater,
responded:

|l think youdéd know if we werenodt tal kin

talk about it all thea htiinmke ymeuadn s iktn oiws m
not a special thing. When you donodt hav
courses in it.

This view is at odds with the notion that an institutional ethos, particularly one still in
formation, requires constant reinfernent, explaining its strong presence in

conversations and curricul um. Ni chol as Joh
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v a | u.Elds & been adapted by the faculty as sort of an axiomatic thing? | think not
guite yet. o0 He s aw ibrhaad entnrepenaushipraainstituional o f i n
val ues as subject to the fnecclesiastical p
Some interview participants believed it was possible that the push for innovation
and entrepreneur shiepoon, campusoasctl d ufied a
be replaced by something else in a few years. One interview participant assumed that
innovation and entrepreneurship was a marketing ploy that would one day be replaced by
something else that resonated witinsumers. The notion that innovation and

entrepreneurship was a passing fad was met by skepticism by many who saw this as an

irreversible progression. In the words of
the policies and practices and expectatn s of i.hsé6stunbhconséi vabl e
this could ever be reversed or in that sen

regard, and the university, | think, will forever be a primary resource and catalyst for

t hese c h ate gfferts topreBdeirmqvation and entrepreneurship camioles

and inculcate the aforementioned values, questions remain about the place of the ethos in
the future. For this reason, | argue that the status of the innovation and entrepreneurship
ethos renains far from guaranteed@he next section traces the development of innovation
and entrepreneurship from its origins in the colleges of engineering and business to an
institutional priority and marketing campaign, highlighting in the process those campus

actors who are championing the ethos.

Origins and Champions of the Ethos
Innovation and entrepreneurship were unquestionably happening at Tidewater

University before there was any such eth@ven one still under constructidrof which
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to speak. This sectiollustrates the initial administrative sponsors of entrepreneurship in
the colleges of engineering and business and the processes by which this largely
peripheral activity in 1998 become an emerging institutional ethos by 2013. Central to
these process@se the ambitions of a core group of central administrators, and this
section reveals the role of several individuals whose names came up often during the
course of interviews. In addition to demonstrating that the ethos wadevénitiative,

this sction shows that the campwide promotion of innovation and entrepreneurship
became increasingly interested in undergraduate education as a primary sphere of
influence. Moreover, it illustrates that not all parts of campus felt included in the ethos,
andthere was substantial concern that the humanities were going to be left behind as a
result of Tidewaterods new orientation.

Table9: Critical Events Timeline

Year Event

1981| Patent committee formed in legal office

Tidewater Bchnology Enterprise Collaborative (TTEC
1984 | founded

1986 | Prince Entrepreneurshipenter

1998 | William Pierson assumes presidency

2000| Crandall Entrepreneurs Program founded

2001 | Vincent Chin becomes provost

2006 | Transfer student entrepreneurship progfaomded

Bull's-Eye Cup business modgitch competition
2006 | launched

2007 | TU research park established

2007| Omar Nuri becomes provost
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2009 | Center for Social Innovation founded

2010| Honors Entrepreneurship House founded

2010| Henry Pryor assumes prdsncy

Vision for Innovation and Entrepreneurship at Tidewa
2011 | committee convened

2012 | TideVentures launched

2012 | Board of Trustees amends P&®licy

2013| Institute for Innovation and Entrepreneurship founded
Request for proposals for FeaseT hinking
2013| blended/online courses

2013 | P&T guidelines revision task force initiated
2014 | Proposed entrepreneurship minor

Siteswhere the ethos éveloped In 1998, entrepreneurship at TU was relegated
to two centers on campus: the Prince EntrepreshguiCenter (the Prince Center) and the
Tidewater Technology Enterprise Collaborative (TTEC). Several new initiatives were
launched from or under the auspices of these centers, particularly to expose more
undergraduate students to entrepreneurship aneddé&arning opportunities. | begin this
subsection by chronicling the origins of the two centers and a few of the illuminative
programs that were established. Starting in 2010, when current president Henry Pryor
began his presidency, entrepreneurshipmasgied to innovation and together made into
a signature priority at TU, resulting in the creation of the Institute for Innovation and
Entrepreneurship and a marketing campaign
show that these initiatives were hodse the offices of the president and provost, not
academic colleges, and reflect an increasing interest in teaching entrepreneurship. As a
result of the findings presented in this subsection, | contend that the influence of original

administrative homesf@ntrepreneurship remains strong, while other areas of campus,
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namely the humanities, are relegated to the margins in terms of involvement. The
campuswide spread of innovation and entrepreneurship can be linked to a core group of
administrators, whose l®in the development is described in the following subsection.

The college ofggineering The college of engineering has the longest history of
entrepreneurship at Tidewater, and interview participants frequently acknowledged this
history. In 1984,twéd or mer Navy researchers establ i she
vision that building companies is somethin
according to its current director, Tom Park. This vision was partially in response to what
the cefoundes saw as a problem at TU. Park explained:

This campus has something call@dT [the Office of Technology Transfer].

They collect invention disclosures, they patent a few things if a case could be

made, and then they find people to license thingshoa®™ 6 s a necessary

do, but it doe s.sdtherebvasithisdissing piepeaand tieiss é

wast he venture creation piece, and that 0:
The OTT began as a patent committee organized by the legal affairs dticthaf
passage of the Baybole Act. Tony Christensen, an early staffer in the legal office and
currentresearch executiye r e me mber ed, Al n-Ddeheeerykodyr | vy days
t hought everybody was going to bseaccmaki ng a
The committee turned into an office dedicated to managing faculty inventions with the
help of a venture capital firm. University Technology Corporation offered Tidewater
$500,000 to establish the office, in exchange for a cut of any royaltieéirihe
eventually went bankrupt because many of the offices it helped establish were not

lucrative enough. The college of engineering sought to fill a need for technology startups,
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instead of technology licensing. The center it created eventually was ttel@tlewater
Technology Enterprise Collaborative (TTEC).

The first two programs in TTEC, however, were less about technology startups
than serving existing companies in the state. One of the programs, for example, was a
technology extension service,des i bed by a TTEC brochure as
solutions to help [state] manufacturers gr
Christensen described the program as fian o
the cooperati ve ecrllege of agriaulture.dtevould hetpe 6 i n t he
manufacturers become more efficient, Ajust
go out and teach farmers how to be more ef
began a separate pr orgesearchpmjectsipr ovi de fundi
connectingécompanies with [ Ti tasedarbdaats] f acu
services or training.o0o Since its inception
receive funding from the state to subsidize expensive reseajebtpnoeeded to improve
their products or services. From these modest beginnings, TTEC continued to grow. Its
director related that 0T HkeGeamsarsfaca HE®i’ pr og
kind of a catckall for a lot of programs that either nabowanted or knew how to do or
were failing at other places within the un
only one that said weoll do it and propose
programs housed within TTEC, including a teclugyl startup incubator and venture
accelerator (see Tabl e 8 -dlell ®we mpITdyyes eafd p rec
fiftyfull-t i me equi valent staff peopl etinead resear

bigger than all of the rest of everythingelsecoa mpus combi nedo in ter
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personnel. The mission of TTEC now include
of technology entrepreneurs, create successful technology ventures, and
connectécompanies with usiucereidty dedsaumcae
area of education and reveal the origins of two programs created in TTEC during the
19982013period.

Tablel10: TTEC's "Entrepreneurship/Innovation Ecosystem"

Educate Create Connect
Crandall Entreprenesr Technology Business Industry Partnerships Progra
Program Incubator
HonorsEntrepreneurship Venture Accelerator International Incubator
House
Transfer Entrepreneurs Startup Company Lab Biotechnology Research and
Education Program
Minor in Technology Entrepreneur Office House | Intellectual Property Legal
Entrepreneurship Resource Center
Entrepreneurship Courses $75K Business Plan Manufacturing Assistance
Competition Program
Startup Boot Camp

Source: TTEAmpact: 2011report

In 2000, TTEC launchetithe Crandall Entrepreneurs Program for undergraduate
students of all majors in their final years of study. The idea for the program came from
Vincent Chin, a professor of computer and electrical engineering who, at the time, was
dean of the graduate schawld became provost for the years 2001 to 2007. According to
a former director of the Crandall Progr am,
the graduation of one of those incubator companies. And he saw students and faculty and
everyoneintheroomnd | ooked around and said, OWoul
put students in a dorm and | et them start
of the computer and electrical engineering department, Theodore Crandall, who had
started a stringfasuccessful telecommunications companies and moved to Silicon

Valley. Crandall agreed to fund the program with aytear, $2.5 million gift. Thus, the
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Crandall Program owes its existence to an administrator partnering with a wealthy donor.
This setup wauld be repeated in 2006, when a real estate mogul approached TTEC to
start a similar program for community college transfer students.

The Crandall Program was housed in TTEC because both the donor and the
administrator responsible for its creation wemnt the college of engineering, with ties
to the same department. The first director, who was initially a staff person in the
department of computer and electrical engi
with no formal curriculum of which to spearhey recruited an initial class of sixty
students and hosted a few events, usually around guest speakers. Over time, they
officially decided to make the program residential, placing it in a nesaamus
apartment complex. Additionally, they enactededd-based curriculum for the
program. Impact reports proudly state that the Crandall Program has produced two
companies inthe magaziheecds | i st of the nationd6s fastes
of pride, according to the report, is the fact thabther programs based on the Crandall
Program have been established at other universities. So successful was the Crandall
Program that it inspired the creation of a spihprogram for underclassmen at
Ti dewat er . I n 2009, ChriNoriovgho Smilarlg careesfroom  as pr
the department of computer and electrical engineering and left Tidewater to become
president of another university after his term as provost, sent out a call for proposals for
new living-learning programs. TTEC turned in posal, and it was accepted and
named a new honors house to attragtaming students to the university.

In a press release about thenors Entrepreneurshfpo us e from 2010, T

associate director for entr ejdseporether shi p ed
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awardwi nni ng [ Crandal | Entrepreneurship Progt

director of the honors program recounted that the selection of entrepreneurship as the

t heme was decided by the provosofthe il had n
progr amj . |l didndt choose it. I didndt neg
recoll ection, the program ficame from the p

he felt he and his staffififjad baotvoboel ude
program: fiWould | have picked it? Maybe no
smashing success with students. o These two
support the main arguments of this chapter. Firstotiygns of the program reflect the
decisive influence of administrators and, in particular, individuals with connection to the
department of computer and electrical engineering. Second, the programs were
educational in nature and designed to be opendergraduate students from all
disciplines, demonstrating the increasing desire to make entrepreneurship education a
campuswide offering. Nevertheless, both programs remain squarely under the
administrative umbrella of TTEC in the college of engineerirt Vittle to no
engagement with other academic colleges. The idea that entrepreneurship existed in silos
with minimal communication and collaboration was a frequent remark made during
interviews. The next subsection foregrounds the other primary silopllege of
business, after which | discuss attempts on the part of the offices of the president and
provost to bridge the gap between the two colleges and further expand innovation and
entrepreneurship at TU.

The college of lisinessLike its counterparacross campus, the college of

business traces its history in entrepreneurship to thel880s. In 1986, then dean of the
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college, Rick Truman, set out to establish an entrepreneurship center. He partnered with
Jamison Prince, a wealthy investor who wasléege of business student before leaving
Tidewater to work on Wall Street. In the words of Christine Neilson, the current director

of the center, Dean Truman freally felt 1|
institutions, o0 akhkd astabitesbaked at hUsowe o
entrepreneurship centers. The Prince Entrepreneurship Center evolved over time in terms
of its mission and offerings. Neilson expl
on what the offerings are. Somé mes it 0s been more research
MBA focused. 0 Recently, they have sought t
to Athis kind of community feeling. o Refer
Pri nce Cent efthe8tadentstldca enttepreneuesy faculty members,
investors, advisors, ot he-makiogplattormiinzasgotof o n s .

ways. o One of the centerés major programs

wealthy individual whohaséxt ed from wusually a technol ogy
making investments in early stage companie
capital. The service, explicated Neil son,

the regi onét hbamostagpealing fo nuk investoss. Then we really coach
the companies on how to present, give them
In addition to entrepreneurship courses and a startup academy for student ventures, the
Prince Centerisknow as Ti dewater 6 s mmodelpiichbonvener of
competitions.

Twice annually, the Prince Center sponsors its Pitch Price competitions, which

provide $3,500 in startup funding to fledgling student businesses. Prior to the
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competition, students are@uraged to attend one of the Innovation Sessions held each
Friday in the Centerodés offices. Students ¢
practice their pitch at these sessions. The biggest competition the center manages is called
t he HyelCupdwehich brings student companies from around the country to
Tidewaterin order to compete for over @000 and access to-person advising from a
weal thy al umnus t ur n-eye Cupakes maperircamassive. The B
auditorium and garme national media attention. Because of its expertise in organizing
competitions, other units on campus have looked to the Prince Center for guidance and
assistance. For example, the college of social sciences began its own business model
pitch competitionin 2012, and it works with the Prince Center to deliver practice sessions
with student contestants. From 1998 until 2010, entrepreneurship activities at Tidewater
could chiefly be found within either the Prince Center or TTEC. Most interview
participantgpointed to these centers as the where entrepreneurship began at Tidewater,
and many suggested that the two fought for ownership over entrepreneurship until it
became an institutional priority during the administration of Henry Pryor.

The colleges of busess and engineering are regularly cited as places where
entrepreneurship began at Tidewater, and their influence over how the concept is
understood and takes shape is patent. Don Robattgn at TU st at ed: Ai nnov:
entrepreneurship started affthe business school and landed in the engineering school
roughly about the same time, abouttwehty ve t o thirty years ago.
the I nstitute for I nnovation and Entrepren
campus whenthexeer e t hese two anchors and nothing

~

participants referred to these sites as fip
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Tidewater and would continue to grow, irrespective of any campdis push. However,
t hey not e dwetema aveaysfinconvesatian with and sometimes competed

against one another. As the director of the entrepreneurship honors house told it:

|l tds been a little bit of a challenge f
campus and some ofthecfas | t i es because i td6s been a ¢
verti cal .Whesedoeyp [Entraprersedrship] sitand who gets to own it?

You knowthef i ght bet ween engineering and bus
campus.
TTEC and the Prince Centéid not see there being a conflict. The directors of both
programs said that they serve different functions on campus, with TTEC focusing on
technologybased startups and the Prince Center working more closely with
undergraduate students. Still, the pared gulf separating these two sites on campus was
used as a pretext for more centralized involvement on the part of the offices of the
president and provost. Former president William Pierson put it this way:
The fact of the madhadkboththeJTTEGaodPriktd year s
programs], and they were actually working against their own best interest because
they were almost struggling to see who was going to be the most important one.
So that was one of the big goals of the whole plan wasrig those guys
together.
The plan he mentioned was to create an Institute for Innovation and Entrepreneurship,
and it was developed in direct response to the strategic priorities of President Henry

Pryor.
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The offices of the president anbpost On Apiil 28, 2011, Henry Pryor was
inaugurated as &3president of Tidewater University, although he had served in the role
since fal/l of 2010. I n his inaugural addre
entrepreneurshipo the s e ctatiordjussiehind stiwent ¢ pr i
opportunity and achievement and in front of internationalization. Quoting his address,
Pryor decreed: AThe vision is to make inno
our academic culture; to expand curricular andwoicular opportunities; to accelerate

the commercialization of ideas; to make the University a catalyst for economic vitality in

[the region]. o A landmark initiative to ac
for Innovation and Entrepreneuh i p, desc+itloed coannciae®rgree ser v
Awill coordinate undegeneatiorandveriigedtidna t he ma

activities on campus. 0 Pryor attributed th
William Pierson, who Pryortasde wi t h chairing a committee r
l nnovation and Entrepreneurship at Tidewat
The recommendations of this committee informed the creation of the Institute and other
initiatives to make innaation and entrepreneurship a standout feature of the campus.
The committee consisted of William Pierson, the vice president of industry
relations, and twelve other individuals, many of them coming from the private sector. In
t he commi t t eteedacessity of mdkingrineqvaiiontand entrepreneurship a
strategic priority was framed as follows:
A public research universityos mission
of innovation and entrepreneurship to p

problems. Every function of the University can benefit from innovative thinking
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whether it stems from administrative operation, research, teaching, service or

creating value from ideas. Innovative thinking must be nurturegtery member

of our canmunity and introduced to all students early in their studies.

Recognizing that the colleges of business and engineering would seek to retain control of
their programs, the committee noted that s
unit,dDotwheftel E services are needed by the

l nnovation and Entrepreneurship would addr
pointofcont act for | E at the wuniversityo and
comprehensivedricational programs and the creation of initiatives of commercial
value. o0 The I nstitute would be headed by a
and 0l ed-it-kiad, cannpussvtde program that will become [Tidewater

Uni ver si tirgdesigh of a Zigpmuaytuniversity model for inspiring innovation

and entrepreneurship.o After the creation
introducing the vision to the university community.

Henry Pryor followed many, though not alllLtioh e commi tt eeds r ecol
Administratively, the committee called for as many as five assistant directors, and it
suggested that the Office of Technology Transfer be moved to the new Institute. To date,
neither recommendation came to fruition. TheTGdecame part of a parallel initiative
coming from the state legislature to merge Tidewater and another campus in the state
system that is home to professional schools, like dentistry and medicine. In the end, the
merger did not happen, but a new entitys@med, known as TideVenturds spur
greater technology commercialization from collaborative research. The technology

transfer offices at both campuses joined together and reported to the director of
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TideVentures. Nevertheless, Pryor did appoint a-wediwn figure as director of the

Institute, Michael Briggs, who was formerly the director of TTEC. In the press release for

the institute, Briggso statement closely m

[Institute] is to ignite the entrepreneursgdirit throughout campus. We will build on the

strong foundation of innovation that already exists and foster new collaborations that

| everage diverse strengths. o Pryor decided

provost, which invested some morteycomplement the nearly $2 million coming from

the state. This decision was noted by several interview participants as a sign of the

i mportance of innovation and entrepreneurs

remar ked Sama n tnovabrirgingitnné the dc&demicacurreculum. This

[ I nstitute] is out of the provostos office

thatos our differentiator, and whatos goin

the implication is thiabeing under the auspices of the office of the provost means that the

I nstitute wil./ be integrated into the curr
The vision for innovation and entrepreneurship became more widely publicized

thananyof Pryars ot her strategic priorities. I n f

mar keting campaign around the sl ogan fiFear

greeted by references to AFearless Thinkin

poles lining canpus streets showcase faculty and students who exemplify fearless

thinking. The magazine which the office of university relations produces came out with

an entire issue on AHow to Be Fearless, o f

coachesAn admisions executiveCarol Hawthornendicated that all of the materials

they produce interface with this marketing campaign. In fact, the application to attend
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Tidewater now includes an essay on how applicants are innovative and entrepreneurial.
Accordingly,there are efforts to communicate the place of innovation and
entrepreneurship before students arrive on campus, demonstrating the anticipatory
socialization Kezar (2007) found to be a mechanism in the creation of an institutional
ethos.

Increasing interest in teaching atrepreneurship. The trajectory of innovation
and entrepreneurship at TU can be characterized as an increasing interest in teaching
undergraduate students about entrepreneurship, as opposed to actual entrepreneurial
activity in the form ottechnology transfer, partnering with industry, and launching
startups. When Tony Christensen described his early work with the OTT and the start of
TTEC, he joked that these efforts were fbe
time, he related, Tileat er Adi dn6ét focus on student ent
on two things. One, getting more technology from faculty and then partnering with
industry. o Only | ater were students factor
reasoning behind this tegjtory is examined in the next chapter. Nevertheless, it is worth
noting that sever al i nterview participants
Asofto entrepreneurship. Hard entrepreneur
license technologiesncubate new firms, and translate faculty research in
commercializable products. By contrast, soft entrepreneurship was the domain of the
Institute for Innovation and Entrepreneurship and other largely educational centers. Of
the two types of entreprenship, there was a pervasive belief that hard entrepreneurship
would continue to thrive into the future, while soft entrepreneurship may be more

temporal . One o execltivetsetwaatteedr Otsh ibsu dagse tf ol | ows :
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in five or ten years it [education] piece will have just gone by the wayside. But in five

or ten year s, it is wunlikely that we stil]l
Sites on the margins of thethos. As A Fear |l ess Thinkingo be

campus, there were sitésat remained on the margins of the conversation surrounding

innovation and entrepreneurship. The colleges of business and engineering have, for the

most part, enthusiastically embraced the ethos, and many interview participants pointed

to the increased Hdaboration between the Prince Center and TTEC as evidence of the

desire to propel innovation and entrepreneurship out of its traditional silos in order to

reach more faculty and students. Still, an inveterate concern was that some colleges were

going to [ left behindA programdirectora s k ed, fAwhat are the oppo
of this? I think when we talk about opport
saying, if youodre interested in Ibearning V
happy, youdbre not going to make any money,

intersect with the mar ket are fAnot being t
to the student whose trying to rotedghatr e out O
the humanities are not as involved in Tide
activities.

Amy Curtis,professor in the humanities r ecal | ed that #@Aa coup
|l 6ve talked to have voiced auotesaegoingtohat i n
get |l eft behind.o While she acknowl edged t
new, 0o there is a feeling among some of her

elite trade school . 0 S hpartlytolblameifor noteadking hat t h

about their worth, but ended by saying: fl
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probl ems. More corporatized wedve become.
humanitieslode weaker . 0 Anot henmnmitiegexpedsed @xlosionfiom t he
the conversation more concretely: fAln my o
completely irrelevant. | 0ve never heard it
generally, one interview participant voiced concern notfprsthe humaities, but for the
futureofl i ber al arts education. Sheducatedcal | ed t I
person was someone who not only developed critical thinking skills, but was also
enormously embedded in the history of the culture,landd on 6t know t hat we
to |l ose that.o I n her estimation, the prom
threatened the | iberal arts. AThis was a p
educat e d Arddthat méansfthaté/ou have, anusic, and a love of literature and
all of those things that enrich oneod6s |ife
interview participants that the Tidewater University guided by an ethos of innovation and
entrepreneurship created some partsaofipus that were winners and others that were
losers.

Champions of theethos. Most interviews included a question about when
participants remembered first hearing about innovation and entrepreneurship as they went
about their lives on campus. Interestinghany of them associated it with periods
corresponding to the administrations of a core group of university leaders. More
specifically, there were four administrators whose names were frequently mentioned as
being instrumental in the promotion of innaeatand entrepreneurship. Two

administrators served as president, William Pierson and Henry Pryor, and two served as

provost, Vincent Chin and Omar Nuri. Three out of the four administrators were
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engineers, and two of them rose up the ranks from the degarof computer and
electrical engineering. At the same time, a theme in the interview data was that the
decision to make innovation and entrepreneurship an institutional priority did not arise in
response to a groundswell of faculty demand or suppbetchoice of innovation and
entrepreneurship as institutional ethos was made in centralized officesdovtop
fashion.

Former provost Nancy Martin responded when asked about her first experiences
with innovation and ent r enp[WwdlianeRierssnhwas: @ Our
very keen on this concept. He was an engin

the assistance to business and the growth

Pierson, Martin noted, current president HenryoPry ficame i n and t ook u
continued to develop it. So, itbds been a c
interested in this particular aspect. o A f
voiced the opinion that innovation andentrepneur shi p Ahad a | ot to

president of the university. So I think it came under [Pierson], who was an engineer and

al so understood that the | andscape was <cha
particularly under the new presidentwhotlinka gr eat deal about it.
sort of the centerpiece of what he thinks
participants put forth the view that Pierson laid the groundwork for Pryor, who is now

seeing the positive outcomesofhispdecessor 6s | abor . For exal
coll ege of engineering explained, dAlt took
Pierson] was saying this stuff, and then [President Pryor] is going to be the one who gets

to actually executeit [ Pi er son] started it, and now [P
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However, there was a sense that President Pryor has pushed innovation and
entrepreneurship more than Pierson.

Many interview participants observed that Pryor mentions innovation and
entrepreneurship in all of his speeches, representing, to borrovofrelean a ficent r a
piece his vision for the wuniversity, no qu
Atrickled down. o0 Sever al I nt ebeing@mMitiea r t 1 C i
to translate the ethos into programs. This worried one interview participant, as it
encouraged welhtentioned but undenformed people to try and embrace the vision:

AOnce you put funding behi nd ldenteringmdielda mand
who donét have knowledge about it.o The ex
available, but Travel CampbdBreen suggested that the resources devoted to it are still

modest, Al ess than one pFerone deariVanessafTredalh e o p e
the presidentdés vision represented more of

This is how the university works. The president announces this is one of his

priorities. A couple of times in passing, never anything director vathnaail,

but simply in passing’resident [Pryor] has turned to me over the last couple of

years and said, 6You are going to help

that, | would have understood that to be the case.
While the trend has clearly beene of increasing emphasis under the current
administration, interview data points to William Pierson and Henry Pryor as the two most
critical champions of the ethos.

While the influence of these two administrators proved to be most significant to

manyinterview participants, two provosts were also referenced on a regular basis:
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Vincent Chin and Omar Nuri . On gDoroty t he Ti d
Winters recounted how, in a period of rising costs and falling state appropriations, these
twopr ovosts encourage academic units to be
provost [Chin], o0 she reflected, fand it ce
directive to go forth and be fruitful, be creative, be entrepreneurial, ctezdens of

revenue to help you do what you need to do
masterds degrees with fAimixed results, 0 mea
geographic information systems, and finance, were lucrative while atieeesnot. In

addition to this directive, Chin and Nuri were mentioned frequently because of their role

in helping to launch new programs related to innovation and entrepreneurship, including

the Crandall Entrepreneurs Program andHbeors EntrepreneurghHouse An

academic executive for faculsyt at ed t hat Nuri Asaw the worl
and believed entrepreneurship to be a good
Nuri were products agéngineering departmentsnd the place of enggers in central

administrative positions was not lost on many interview participants. Nicholas Johnson
argued that Aif you | ook around the countr
administratively. o0 At Ti dyeugahlaekrexcepifor parti c
president Pryor, all of the senior administrators at this university for the past thirty years
have been scientists or engineers. o The im
entrepreneurship ethos attributed to a coogig of administrators, but that the values of

these administrators hold as a result of their academic training and professional lives have

inordinate sway over the rest of campus.
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Interview data points to the fact that the promotion of innovation and
ertrepreneurship at Tidewater has come from a small number of voices. Onegriofess
the sciences asserted il dondét think there-tméomdheen any
chairs [of the vari ous.lt®@dsyerytdp dovrEktrerhelyas f ar
top down. o William Pierson admitted that A
interest from students and faculty members. It was well established on the campus in the
business school and in engineering. And the rest of campus sorkedl labit as a
province of the business school and engine
innovation and entrepreneurship a campige priority by saying that, once he started
talking about iit, Apeopl e welasclJohmser y | acked
explained the | ack of support from faculty
the stuff that goes on at the university a
suggests an alternate reason why faculty members have not suppooteztion and
entrepreneurship as Tidewaterodés ethos: the
right direction.A professotinthe sciences | | ustrated this senti men
emphasis is too strong. Just the way it sounds to people své#rgbody needs to be
doing this, and wedre not even clear what
moneyée do fear that theredés too much emphas
ethos, according to interview participants, were centraim@dtrators, many of them
engineers by training and profession. At no point during data collection was the view
expressed that the ethos came by way of popular demand or with amjitefimng

faculty members.
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Connecting Emerging Developments to Theory

The preceding two sections, which together provide a snapshot of the origins of
the innovation and entrepreneurship ethos at Tidewater University, support several of the
theoretical propositions elaborated in chapter three. At a basic level, the valwes of t
ethos align with key el ements of Sl aughter
The norms and values of the academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime include
treating knowledge as a raw material and academic research products as comratdities t
can be owned, marketed, and sold. The same value is apparent in the innovation and
entrepreneurship ethos, whereby the impact of research is defined in terms of its external
value and problems are frequently believed to be solved through the créairodurcts
and businesses. Additionally, the academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime views
public universities as businesses that link with corporations to address funding shortfalls
and capitalize on market opportunities. Interview data unmistakablfyrmed that
Tidewaterds ethos valorized administrative
reducing costs and seeking revenue streams. Lastly, the academic capitalist
knowledge/learning regime placed a premium on cultivating faculty entrepremeanshi
training students as entrepreneurs as part of an orientation to economic relevance and
growth in the knowledgbased economy. The innovation and entrepreneurship ethos,
perhaps above all other values, promoted the idea that all campus constitoelsts sh
embrace entrepreneurial thinking and incorporate it into their lives. As follows,
Tidewaterdés institutional ethos is a mirro
regi me, providing evidence to supngtet Sl au

nature of change in public higher education.
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One of the theory of academic capitalis
chapter: interstitial organizational emergence. This construct refers to the creation of
units within universities to nmage activities related to revenue generation, such as
technology licensing offices. The birth of several units, such as the Office of Technology
Transfer, TideVentures, and TTEC, clearly exemplify this construct. Although the next
chapter examines the efftiveness of these units in generating revenue, their role is
Aboundary spanning, bringing universities,
the purposes of creating income and spurring economic development (Sl&ighter
Rhoades, 2004, p. 2Moreover, a critical argument of this chapter was that the ethos
was a topdown initiative coming from central administrators. According to Slaughter
and Rhoades, university presidents, as heads of wealthy institutions that produce
knowledge, have beconmeore important actors in the new economy. This chapter
demonstrates that fApresidents are now ofte
have management powers similar to corporate CEOS. Colleges and universities could not
engage in academic capitat m wi t hout the involvement of
207). Without Tidewateros two most recent
may not have become an institutional priority and target of investment.

Beyond the theory of academic capitadijghis chapteelaboratedne other
theoretical proposition, derived from the new sociology of knowletige fifth
theoretical propositionontends that public universities wield power in validating certain
ways of thinking and being in society throutggh knowledgeprocessing functions. In this
way, the structures that are built around categories of thought comprise a theory of

knowledge that has the potential to powerfully shape society. This chapter illustrated the
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rise of many new programs to teacli gmomote entrepreneursbias a process and way

of thinkingd based upon the value that@¥entury problems cannot be solved through
policymaking, social institutions, or intellectuals. Rather, these programs endorsed
entrepreneurship and, by extensiokijrig ideas to the marketplace, as the best means of
effecting change and solving intractable issues. At the same time, interview participants
noted that certain bodies of knowledge were made less attractive or were overlooked,
such as the humanities, besauhey do not intersect with the market and do not offer the
same prospects for wealth generation. Tidewater University essentially made a statement
about what knowledge is valuable and sought to shape both how actors defined problems
and looked to provigl solutions. As a result, TU is not simply responding teegisting
environmental conditions. It is also contributing to the creation and perpetuation of a

social order, in this case free market capitalism.

Conclusion

This chapter fulfilled two task#iiresponse to the first research question, which
asked: through what processes did the innovation and entrepreneurship ethos develop at
Tidewater University? The first task entailed better understanding the ethos itself and the
extent to which it had beencorporated into the fundamental values of the institution. |
showed through interview data and documentary evidence that innovation is commonly
understood only in connection with entrepreneurship, and many interview participants
took issue with how theomcept is employed. Entrepreneurship was typically
conceptualized as a process, mindset, and ecosystem. The thread running through all of
these conceptualizations was the preponderance of language and examples taken from the

for-profit sector. There waskaas towards the creation of consumer products and
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company formation as the intended outcomes of entrepreneurship, while social
entrepreneurship was a mere afterthought. Through analysis of these conceptualizations
of innovation and entrepreneurship, lledlfive values through which the innovation and
entrepreneurship ethos is expressed:
1 innovation and entrepreneurship are pertinent to all academic disciplines and any
type of organization;
f innovation and entrepreneurship are a means to preséring inthe 2"

century;

1 innovation and entrepreneurship produce greater impact than traditional forms of

research;

1 innovation and entrepreneurship applies to the administration of the university;

1 innovation and entrepreneurship befits this generation oetsity students.
Although interview participants unequivocally stated that administrators at Tidewater
were trying to make innovation and entrepreneurship institutional values, questions were
raised about whether these ideas truly have traction. Manyigteparticipants
suggested that innovation and entrepreneurship may be more of a passing fad or
marketing scheme than constitute core university values. Consequently, | argued in this
chapter that the ethos is a project under construction whose futureeigain.

In the second part of the chapter, | viewed the task as uncovering the sites out of
which the ethos grew, and those university actors who were instrumental in its
emergence. Interview data displayed a pattern of development, such that eatneyipn
began in the colleges of engineering and business in th&98iak. New programs, most

of them educational in nature and targeting undergraduate students, were launched within

186



these administrative homes, often by deans in collaboration with a. ddmeever, the

role of the offices of the president and provost grew over time, and currently many of the

initiatives, including the Institute for Innovation and Entrepreneurship, is managed

centrally. This process of centralization indicates another ir@piofinding of this

chapter, which is that the ethos was initiated by administrators, especially presidents and

provosts. Several interview participants noted that there was littinfaym faculty and

that the thrust to associate TU with all thingsamative and entrepreneurial came from

top down. The assumption seems to be that it is the place of the president to establish the

institutionds priorities, and, presently,

mechanisms of shared governancertwvjgle feedback. This is all the more striking,

given that many interview participants did not believe innovation and entrepreneurship

were the appropriate basis for guiding Tid

chapter that the innovation andteepreneurship ethos came from-tepel decision

making and signals the growing power of central administration in university governance.
The next chapter shifts from exploring the nature and status of the ethos to

understanding the motivations for adiag it. In particular, | look at how university

| eaders understand higher educationds pol.i

challenges that Tidewater confronts. Several rationales are examined in some detail,

including the theory of academic capit i s mé6s per si stent c¢cl aim th

intricately linked to the search for new sources of revenue for the institution. As the next

chapter demonstrates, revenues from entrepreneurship represent a dream deferred,

making room for alternate explatons for why, out of a vast universe of possible values,

TU has selected innovation and entrepreneurship as its institutional ethos.
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CHAPTER FIVE: EXPLANATIONS FOR THE ETHOS

Everything thatodos happening hereverys basi
hi gher education thing you pick up and rea
right now, and wedve probahbl

-Budgetexecutive

w

My speculation would be that, in the mind of whoever came up with this, innovation is
related to invention, and entrepreneurship you could see as relating to thgriamd
missio® translating things that happen on campus into things that are good for society.
-Professor in the sciences

Introduction

Applying their theory of academic caglism, Slaughter and Rhoades (2004)
would posit that the decision to initiate and support an institutional ethos built around
innovation and entreprenrship is a manifestation of the academic capitalist
knowledge/learning regime. This regime, they argaeloped largely due to the push
of declining state funding for higher education and the pull of opportunities in the
marketplace to locate new revenue streams. In this way, the explanation for why
university leaders selected innovation and entreprenieurlt of a vast array of ideas to
strategically guide the institution, centers upon shifting resource dependetiwes
substantial loss ajovernmenbasedesources on one hand and the increasing pursuit of
private, external resources on the other.hAs thapter demonstrates, however, resources
constitute but one piece of the myriad motivations driving the innovation and
entrepreneurship ethos at Tweter University. The purpose thfis chapter is to answer
the second research question: why did usityeteaders initiate and support the
innovation and entrepreneurship ethos? The individuals that were interviewed for this
dissertation clearly situated this decision within a dynamic poliécahomic

environment, characterized by structural and syroladiallenges.
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The first part of this chapter is dedicated to developing a complete portrayal of
hi gher educ a&tonomin dostextpas it is undecstadd by a cadre of
Ti dewater6s | eaders, which in thssxiatst udy <c
provosts, provosts, vice presidents, presidents, and the chancellor of the state university
system. Framing this first section is an illuminative t&kte Post_and Grant University
which was based upon a 1981 gramtded report on TU done tite request of the
president at that time. Many of the conditions attendant upon higher education described
in this text from the early 1980s are reflected in the views of interview participants in the
present. Chief among the politieatonomic factors entioned by university leaders are
transformations in the American econoassociated with globalizatipparticularly the
perceived advent of the knowledgased economy and the role of the university within
it.

Additional factors that were regularly ntemed as influential in shaping the
institutional ethos were: 1) government disinvestment in higher education; 2) elevated
accountability expectations from the state; 3) increasing critique of the value of a college
degree; 4) heightened institutional quatition; and 5) intensifying studenbnsumer
demands. Consequently, the politieglonomic environment in which university leaders
position Tidewater bears some resemblance to two core features of Slaughter and
Rhoadesd theori zat ithe neolibarahstate.rHewevee lccontemdmy and
that the presence of other factors yields a more abundant set of challenges to which
university leaders believe they are responding in crafting and promoting the innovation
and entrepreneurship ethos. These fagoggest gaps in the theory of academic

capitalism related to the management of accountability expectations, the legacy of state
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service, and the pursuit of legitimacy and prestige. In the second part of this chapter, |
present explanations for the innowetiand entrepreneurship ethos that emerged during
interviews. Four explanations are presented and evaluated: the search for new sources of
revenue, the i nfl uegrantderitade, the pressuvesof keepmg i t y 0 s
pace in a competitive higheducation field, and the desire to attain and attract faculty
members and undergraduate students.

This chapter makes a case for refining the theory of academic capitalism and
provides evidence confirming the validity of several of the theoretical pitogts
devel oped in chapter three. Specifically,
heteronomous university model to fruition, providing rich detail of the twin forces of
commercialization and state control. Connections can also be drawn béteeen
interview data and perceptions of what garners legitimacy and prestige in the higher
education field, such as contributing to economic growth and incubating the next Google
or Gatorade. In the last part of the chapter, | attempt to further develepetinesging
links to theory, thereby showing the ways in which the institutional case informs wider
conversations regarding the nature of chandé. 8 higher education. Like chapter four,
| divide the majority of t heaevotddéogheer 6 s con
political-economic context and the other exploring explanations of the ethos.
Perceptions of the PoliticalEconomic Environment

The postland grant university?l n t he summer of 1979, Ti
president asked Malcolm Moospalitical scientist and former president of the
University of Minnesota, to direct a strategic planning study funded by a $190,000 grant

from the Carnegie Corporation. A major reason for commissioning the study was to
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Adevi se str at e g hedJsivetsity to achiewe nelw econemies and greater
productivity for the hard t-yeaneflortvabee ado ( p.
report and subsequent book titfede Post_and Grant UniversitfMoos, 1981). This
book cannot be readily found onmamhistrator bookcases, instead finding refuge deep in
TUGs | i brary. However, its relevance to th
chapter begins by asking, AWhat does it me
1980s ?.dheangwes 2)i t bol dly decl ared, Aare 1 mbi
universities and landrant colleges and in the new tasks imposed upon public
universities by contemporary conditionso (
i nclude At he c hmamnyyi,ndg eAsmpea dicalnl ye ctohe fAsudde
centuryol d economic growth and the decline in
domi nant economic powero (p. 15) They al so
claimed Athe Uni aedi B8tatasingl pegemiagric
One of the most significant upheavals a
emerging information society, o0 marked by d
exchange, and di s s é activitiesthat lee iat the fieari ohtieo r mat i o n
university enterprise (p. 23). Lastly, a chapter is devoted to regulations thrust upon
uni versities, referring in particular to 0
budgeting systems, 0 whi ddachthe quality @d ceativiyed as
of universities. o According {fasehdeos, At he
education. Some coordinationsantiabopépatB
However, hainderscored that autonomy should be jirmed because it has led to the

development of high quality institutions. In response to these and other conditions, the
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study concluded that it was necessary for Tidewater and sumilagrsitiesto maintain
i o | d-granatimeches, but with an updatgd@ar oach o and al so revi ve
grant themes that have been all owed to atr
11).

Despite the passing of some 30 years since the publicatitmed?Post_and
Grant University the conditions it describ@se strikingly similar to the political
economic context in which Tidewater operates, according to the leaders who participated
in this study. This section chronicles their responses to a series of questions related to the
wider environment in which TU isituated and the main challenges it confronts.

As was true at the outset of the 1980s, university leaders almost unanimously
noted that the American economy had changed in ways that redefined the role of the
university and its knowledge production capgaait society. Furthermore, there was a
pervasive belief © hsdtwastemmed bly intendew partiaipahtsi mo d e |
of the university was in crisis, in large measure because of government disinvestment in
higher education and, at the same tinveréncreasing state expectations and reporting
demands with respect to what the university accomplishes with those diminishing funds.
Over the course of 1998 to 2013, university leaders believed that competition had
augmented in tandem with the instittid s i mproved reputation, a
included using amenities to cater to what were perceived as ascending-studemer
demands. The question of resources, of course, permeates many of these features of the
political-economic context, espediay wi t h respect to the wunive
the state. However, as interview data shows, the picture that emerges is more complicated

than the pursuit of new revenue streams to account for shortfalls.
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The jobs are not coming back: the changindmerican economy. Many
interview participants believed that the U.S. economy was undergoing dramatic
transformation, the dimensions of which directly bear upon the future of their institution.
The common thread weaving these dimensions together is ghtimaljas evinced by
the perceived ascensiontbke knowledgebased economy, the loss of manufacturing
jobs,andtheneed to redi scover Americads comparat
innovation. The notion of the knowledggased economy was onetbé most frequent
ways of describing economic chan@@ne programdirectd@uggest ed, fAWedr e
clearly twenty years into some new version of an industrial revolution with information
technol ogy. O Thi s r evol uGrdemgspredicatedconthed i ng t
idea that Ato a | arger extent than ever be
knowl edge, you know, new industries. o The
knowledgebased economy for universities were believed to be profdnride words of

h

the Don Robertsa dean of one of the colleges Ti dewat er 6s role in t
businessodo i s emphasi-hasedeconomya buddi ng knowl
People have figured out that the future of the next economy is a knowladgé
economyand the only way to get there is that you take your talent, you educate
it, and you educate it in the best facilities with some of the best people and you
tell them to innovate.
Whil e Aeconomic workforce devel opmdlort 6 was
Hof bauer, he agreed with Bill Gatesd mor e
university in society: @Al remember a talk

0Thereds no example of an active,atitgi br ant
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center a strong university.o6 It just doesn
knowledgebased economy symbolized for many interview participants was the death

knell of American manufacturing and the need to prepare TU graduatebsafjthe

future.

The economic shift underway was often described in terms of phases, and the
phase preceding the rise of i nformation/ kn
the beginning, it was all agrarian and farm sciences and that kind ob stuk, éleyer
the director of an entrepreneurship livilegrningprograme x pl ai ned, fAand th

became manufacturing and then it became, to some extent, knowledge and information

and I T and things | ike that. 0 erddnecmrmays 30
was making cars, sort of production |Iine m
American economy and what drives it has mo

observed Chancellor Hofbauer. Consequently, the security that came wittyerapto
opportunities at firms associated with this phase is a relic of the past. Former provost
Nancy Martin remarked, Al many] of the kind
theybve gone overseas. o0 When askedy to expl
interview participants believed with respect to jobs and the economy:
At one point, in the 1950s | etds say, e
go into some safe little net of a large corporation where benefits [were available]
and [workersjwobd be protected with a pension.
not an opportunity. So, students today coming out, the world out there is much

|l ess safe. There are no safety nets, th
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students to be able to go out arldn this world, and to think creatively and not
be afraid to start something new, to change jobs.
Therefore, with the shift from manufacturing to the knowleddgsed economy, there was
a clear desire to prepare students for uncertainty and risk. Sieweraew participants

predicted that students would need to be ready to change jobsitgguewhat Tony

Christensec har act eri zed as Afree agency kind of

jobs waiting for students when they graduate, requthieg to innovaterad create their
own job. As another research execupve o c |l ai med: AEveryone nee
job, not take a job. Thatoés increasingly
Innovation was perceived as necessary not only to create jolzdsbwd ensure
Americads comparative advantage in gl obal
interview participants that, in the face of declining national competitiveness, the United
States needed to concentrate on what it does better than angath®y: innovate.
Travis CampbelGr een expl ained this idea as follo
advantage in | abor | ike China or Vietnam
advantage, what is your advanhkethgaecatont 6s ¢
and utilization of new knowledge. o6 The re
was seen as a comparative advantage was b
Roberts exemplified this advanteigguehighei For t
education system. Of the top 100 wuniversi
Still, he commented, countries I|ike Israe
meaning fiyou c¢an n &wvaademicexedtve, d.1Y. Patelamonga ur e |

other interview participants, attributed
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i mmi gration policies in the United States,

thousands of brains t o logicoohmaeymumversithleadegs.iso |
that the economy has changed in ways that prioritize knowdeased goods over
manufactured goods. Therefore, Americads
and their ability to spur innovation through theguction and application of new

knowledge.

The attention university leaders paid to the position of the United States in a
global system of trade and fears related to declining national competitiveness reveals the
extent to which the politicadconomic emironment is shaped kylobal interconnections
Only a few interview participants explicitly stated that Tidewater viewed itself in a global
versus national context, but the changes to the economy thaztvag a central
pressure guiding their work anet unique to the United States. The perceived shift to a
knowledgebased economy amongst interview participaftisexampledemonstrates
the ways in which universities are enmeshediscourse®f globalizationand
concomitant flows of ideas about hoabest bolsteeconomic growth

Crosscutting this treatment of economic transformation in America was the
theme of mutual benefit: tHanowledgebased economy benedd from universities, and
universities benefited from the notion of an economy whogegbrcapital is stored in the
brains of its best, often universibased, thinkers. Hence, universities and the people
leading them have a vested interest in promoting the knowlealged economy,
displayingtheir role in perpetuating discourses surrougdire importance of innovation
and the disappearance of manufacturing. For this reason, the story of economic change

told by university leaders concentrated upon advanced technology and training students
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in Afields of the f ukengimeeriag. $impk put, anwdrsitiess e c u r i
are seen as more vital in an economy that relies upon advanced knowledge products than
an economy that needs large numbers of sditied workers in the manufacturing
sector. It is possible university leaders savwhmknowledgéased economy a discourse
that helped justify funding their institution and could stem the dedadgshemorrhage
in state appropriations.
The red threat: government dsinvestment inhigher education. Diversifying
funding sources,orrethini ng t he universityds bel eaguere
common refrain during interviews wiitademic exevcutive§Vhen this model was
mentioned, it almost always referred to how the university paid for its various functions
and the share of the toaming from public versus private sourcHg&holas Johnson
shared that TU is fAdeveloping a more diver
reliant upon the federal government for research funding and state appropriations for its

operational budget his creates some uneaseeértainpartso f t h e (becauseer si t vy

whenyoutrytodiversf, you dondét know exactly which c
are actwually going to succeed. 0 For Tony C
A Waeavet o di versify our funding sources. Ther

largely due to cuts in state funding, which, in the wordsnaf deanprompted Tidewater

to Astart building our own new financi al m
experience for every undergraduate and at the same time be able to support the
infrastructure. o For virtwually all intervi

funding had declined, and in the eyes of some the drop was precipitous. However, there

197



wasrecognition that Tidewater had fared better than universities in states where cuts
were even more severe.
Interview participants were acutely aware of the fact that state appropriations had
been in decline for many years. Some interview participants esizglsa general
decline in state funding, and others conve
from the state had declined only as other revenue sd@utitesgrant mone§ increased.
For example, Travis Campbélreen, who had spent over twenty yeat the university,
reported
One thing that | 6m told but have | ess p
for higher education has decreased quite dramatically over the years. So, maybe
when | came, much more than half of the budget was probigdoe state. In
fact, Il think it was about half. And no
Ni cholas Johnson was of the opinion that <c
mi ni mal 6 and that A[state] money has actua
busi ness has grown. o0 Former president Wil/.i
executivesDorothy Winters, clarified the trends in state funding for the university.

Pierson reflected that during his administ

continuatan of t he downslide of public [governme
that Astate support in one way was very ge
comes out of a capital budget in the state
was not well suppot ed . 0 | a s k ewheth2mothe cetuctipns Wistatd sappast

have been in absolute terms or relative to the growth of other sources of revenue. She

responded: Aitdés a little bit ogfowillgot h to b
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research budget and so forth, the state share has gone down a little, and then it is through
sever al years of basically a frozen budget
declined a bit.o I n recent yetlwestateandlecr ease
federal levels.

During his state of the campus address for the academic yeafl20PPesident
Pryor called uncertainty surrounding the f
Ared threat. o As ent it InadebtnTidewpterargotkems i ncr
research universities must deal with reductions in available federal grant money. This is
acutely troubling for TU, which, according to Nicholas Johnson, has become dependent

on money from the f ed e padentd ihesgeant maneyrihat: AAboO

comes into this wuniversity comes from the
compared to other institutions, because we
in this federal enceémade helrieamvwcéei denfi eade Tal

i ndustry economy, 0 Johnson argued the wuniyv
and even harness opportunities that arise
thi ng to wassresearch prdjects thasareraffetted joyureduced availability of
federal funding. The universityo6s operatin
grants, which currently havefat &ated of 52 percent. Thus, 52 cents of eveggearch
grantdollagoes t o the institution. As Dorothy W
i mportant revenue stream, and wedre start:i
money out there right now. o0 Al though many
Tidewater wasn a better situation than universities in states that have drastically cut

appropriations to higher education, the environment was characterized as one of
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dwindling resources from traditional fonts of support. The alarm caused by this trend
suggests thatependence upon state resources is alive and well at TU.

Many of the views of university leaders are consistent with those of leaders across
the country. In 2014survey of342 chief academic officers at colleges and universities
nationwide Inside Higler Educatiorreported that, even though 91 percent believed their
institution was fAacademically healthy, o0 ju
had improved in the last year. Less than a quarter of survey respondents felt as though the
econanic crises that began in 2008 were effectively over at their institution. As a result
of this situation, 71 percent of chief academic officers predicted they would cut under
performing academic programs this year, and 60 percent said they will be lauking i
dismissing undeperforming faculty. In general, then, survey respondents are
Acontinuing to emphasize a variety of cost
and streamline operations, o not only by ev
cdlaborating with other institutions (87 percent) angbanding online programs (80
percent) (p. 10). Efforts at reducing costs and increasing collaboration at Tidewater are
not simply byproducts of the bud@ethey are also expected and, in some cases,
demanded by the state.

Elevated accountability expectations from thetsite. In response to reduced
state appropriations, interview participants remarked that peer institutions simply raised
tuition. That was not an option for Tidewater between 2007 and B@itORoberts
recall ed, AWe had a governor who wanted to
theref ore make stuadémios dawhiech olr €t hi nk has &

Even though asts increased, the governor mandated that tuition be frizseimg
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uni versity |l eaders feeling especially hams
theéchall enges webdbve faced in the state is

very resistant to tuition increases and for understandable reasons.otheegyes is that

we havenodot | ost the money that other state
accept some restrictions on the rate of in
to pursue greater efficiencies and private money, remarkddMWd m Pi er son: A[ t

university] just buckled down, reduced services and is more thinly staffed in places, so
you have fewer staff, staff work harder. [We] tried to raise private money to support
programs and services. 0 TBditaed that ithe unicersityba e e z e
more entrepreneurial in its operations. At the same time, the state also elevated
accountability expectations and added to t
state looked to exert greater control over thieersity.

William Pierson elucidated that fAwhatos
regulations and increasing responsibilities given to higher education for activities outside
basic teaching and research, which have taken more and more reveryjesawaS e ver a l
interview participants brought up that there is more state oversight than in the past,
requiring myriad reporting mechanisms on everything from faculty activities and
performance to graduation rates and the number of startup companies.Héewasd that
many interview participants did not object to accountability requirementsnés
academic executvebser ved: fdAwe have to have good ov
should have that. But we have to be very careful as to what constitutes goosl ovg h't . 0

His worry, which was echoed by several other university leaders, was that, in the process

of Ainformatizing everythingo to meet stat
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of Athrowing the baby out wivdrsity mighte bat hwat
surrender the autonomy and creativity that
enterprises in the history of humankind. o
were sometimes viewed as costiyother academic executietaimed thaat a nearby
institution, the fAcost of compliance with
of funding it receives from the state.

One of theesponsibilitieghat was not new but received renewed emphasis in

recent yearsontributingtothetsat e6s economic devel opment a

former provost Nancy Martin: Al think toda
ités just theéstate that wedre in, but wit
economic development, notonly¢shu gh bringing in research do

stimulate the economy through our knowledge transfer indoibm e s ses. 0 Thi s e
becamenor e pronounced during economic hardshi
economy, which has happened more and more:iémty it seems, the state looks over at

the university and says, OWhat are you goi
to economic development, Tidewater must ensure that no more than a quarter of its in

coming students are cof-state, a regirement which the dean for undergraduate studies
believed is not imposed on other public universities. Furthermore, Chancellor Hofbauer
mentioned the stateds Avery ambitious goal
five percent of the adult poptien with a two or fowy e ar @ a gorl evlsich has

not been accompanied by additional resourtds.e se responsi bilities

clear recognition that higher education is important to meet social and economic goals.
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However, this recognitiono-exists with critique of how universities operate and the
relevance of what they teach.
Increasing critique of the costs and value of a collegeedree A small but
perceptible element of the politicatonomic context raised by several interview
particb ant s was that, |i ke never before, highe
critique by some observetghis critique was often baffling to university leaders. Travis

CampbeliGreen indicated that there has been increasing criticism of higheatiedc

mainly with respect to cost, which he felt
universities Ahave been tremendously produ
been rising, he believed that tsufioma on at T
costbenefit point of view, your return on in
criticism was not completely unwarranted, he questioned whether moneyed interests were

behind the scrutiny: ATher e creer tcaaipniltyali si san

pouring money in for no reason, so | think some people must see an opportunity to make
a lot of money by offering a degree a lot cheaper. So, that might be one source of the
criticism of traditional dsrmptingtelighert y educat
education market among venture capitalists indicates that its value and remains strong
from an investment standpoitiowever, some university leaders suggested that there is
acurrent of critique that questions the importance of kegeleducation at all.

One dearacknowledged that she has heard talk of the irrelevance of higher
education.Shdi smi ssed the notion that a coll ege

some people who think you dondetlotofesed a col

® However, it should be noted that, even amidst critique, the importance of higheieducat f or Amer i c a
economic future has been stressed by many politicians, resulting in initiatives to increase access, retention,
and graduation.
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know that you do. o0 However, she was more s
residenti al coll ege experience can be comp
other side of [the critique] is people who have started to conclude ydawugamour

education online. Stay in your own room at
those beauti ful grounds, all that stuff. T
emphasized, a prevalent opinion at Tidewater, where students and tipear ent s fv al
education in a community. o When she asked

council whether they would prefer livilgarning programs or onliAgased learning

communities, fAThey -laddr sian g .Pursuglents meodmé O i
still there, valuing the residential exper
online, when we surveyed our students | ast

she was aware of critique surrounding higher educatimdeanndicated that
undergraduate students at the university desired a residential college experience.
For one interviewee, the critique of higher education concentrated on the entire
enterprise and its reason for being. In her 42 years at Tidewater, foouestNancy
Martin witnessed a remarkable amount of change. One change she found particularly
di sheartening was Ahow negative society 1is
her home state of Texas several years ago and was surprised by thesaperien
| opened the local newspaper, and there was an editorial about how useless higher
education was. Instead of funding universities, we should just be giving every
high school graduate $5,000 and telling them to go out and make a business. | was
juststunned because itdés so foreign to evVve

beli eve that t hat would be the future?
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Martinds story was unique in the interview
However, it demonstrasehe sense, repeated among others, that higher education is

under siege. AnWe really have to justify ou
did before. o She traced some of the recent

thatacollegedger ee i s an entitl enmewitt horan iempd,yd fbay

she meant fAeducation for itself iIs not as
never been job training.o0o Rather, she was
wor k fytouaifmg a | ife of | earningo that Ar ai
the world operates because we believe that

Martin was not alone in picking up on the influence of studensumer purchasing
powerasstae funding declined and tuition doll a
operations.

The field of play: heightened nstituti onal competition. Amidst critique of the
value of higher education, university leaders resoundingly conveyed that Tidewater was a

star anong public universities whose rise could be mapped back to the presidency of

William Pierson. Using fiexcellenceo as his
Ahel p the university understand what an i m
universitt s perception of itself. o This entaile
peer group because fit compared itself aga
all .o Thus, Pierson required that Hdevery r

pl aces. 0 He referred to this tactic as fnes
establish a bar thatodés probably higher tha

strivingfodt hat sets the goal . 0o -Green,thde effortsi ew of T
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were beneficial, as Tidewater MAhas I mprove

education. 0 When he came to the institutio
but Aités become a | ot more sedadlgti ve. 0 Mo
emphasi zed. Nancy Martin noted that while

university faculty are expected to have a
extensively on r es e aacaddmicaxecutivdescribedhit oday. 0 A
process as fAdliving up to the | abel of bein
stress on research was intended to signal
reputation, thereby helping it to secure more grantn&scollege deannderstoodt,
Ti dewater has been responding to current ¢
to build up our research reputation so we
efforts have undoubtedly resulted in more prestige, as evinced by bettegsaraid
heightened competition.
The consequences of Tidewaterodés strivin
William Pierson have been cleardne deanShe explained:
With [Pierson] especially, about 15 years ago, the university just reallygut th
steam on in terms of raising standards and doing all sorts of things to raise the
rankings. Ités very important work that
upper ranks, and we became a top twenty
very special gsup to be in.
Accompanying this privileged status, nonetheless, is the presence of constant
competition. Altdéds very competitive to try

Al't takes a | ot of tAhothergearagreed whtisver y compe
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assessment , remar king that higher educatio
whichhas Atransl ated intoécompetition for fac
universityods rankings have i mptutians.€ds, 1t ha
means, accordingmmnedean t hat Ai f youdre ranked with
the things that put thémhat competopi youdse
In order to remain competitive, many interview particigarelied upon peer comparison.

The university leaders | interviewed all confided that they spent significant time
determining what peer institutions are doing in a variety of areas. Chancellor Hofbauer
summarized the sentiments expressed by many intepviaw t i ci pant s: Al nst
goals theyore supposed to achieve on gradu
development, patents, licenses, startups, major awards for faculty, rankings. So, yes,
wedre constantly benchmamnkiang pperfsoomaoaomeée
some respects, was viewed as part and parcel of higher education, producing Nobel
laureates and breakthroughs in science unparalleled in other systems. One of the more
interesting developments was that competition amongutistis has transformed due to
alliances An academic executive remarked:

in the old days, it was just competition. You just moved your pieces hoping that

you made the right moves and that you were better than competitors. What | have

observed¢éiosf tchoautr sneow,competi ti on wonoét g

these new alliances. And our joining the [major athletic conference] is a good

example of thaf.

"1n 2013, President Pryor and Chancellor Hobauer announced the Tidewater woaldrptlee athletic
confeence ithelped establish and to which it claimed membership for nearly 60 years. As a result of the
move, Tidewater was forced to pay an exit fee of over $50 million.
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Attracting and retaining a shrinking pool of talented, tuipaying students was one of
the primay areas of competition, according to university leaders.
Purchasingpower: intensifying studentconsumer cemands Prior to my
interview with her, Dorothy Winters attended a conference for university budget officers.
She rel ated t ha tlemégraphics oéoolimgrgedstudents, tve wlln a |
bottom out in 2014, and then we will start
then, the students coming to universities willbe-tona di t i onal : ft heyor e
to be first generation, loimcome, underrepresented. So, those kids will come, in a sense,
much needier. Theyoll need more financi al
for mor e At rachiving studlents has ecome figrbe, as they are an
increasingly crucialcompoe nt i n Ti d e veeekirgar §nanciael modelsalt i o n
is through the provision of serviceamenities, as they are sometimes célléaat
Tidewater and other public universities have sought to attract these students. Former
president William Piersoexplained this as follows:
The students also demand a | ot of servi
probably because they didn®uatnotvihenk t hey
process of identifying places that will give good services is a major pée of
studentsod process of selecting a univer
tour the laboratories, they speak to the students, speak to the faculty, and see what
kind of gym theyove got. AlIl thngs stuff
at, well, what ighis university giving to me2 So, in effect, as universities have
responded in wanting to be attractive t

services that the students are demanding in order to come.

208



The services that Piersdiated were athletic facilities, student unions, and luxury

residence halls. Escalating costs associated with these amenities, over time, created what

Pierson called fia train wreck that you cou

want to recruigood students, students want to go to places that serve their needs,

understandably so. Even though you can seethatthi s goi ng itrhea elMad d

not much you can do about i1t unless you ju
Part of the reason that Tidater sought to respond to student demands is that

studentsvere paying more for their education and, consequently, expecting more out of

their experience. Asnedeat o mment ed: At he administrative

translated into the need for highertiom revenues, and that has translated into higher

expectations of the students. o Nancy Mart.i

write an email as a student to a faculty member, you expect it to be answered, right? We

used to have office hours,nawe 6 r e on <cal | 24/ 7. 0 She |l inke

shift in thinking, such that a coll ege edu

of being a public good and, therefore, worthy of public funds just because we educated

large numbersofundgrr aduat es, 0 slbnger avhl@isockealyheldi s no

outside the university. o Instead, fAmany pe

as a commodityéYou pay your money, pull th

processndy tbiasr .ad0 clai lareacademit exgcutheas displeased

with the view that higher education is a commodity whose returns are primarily private.

He noticed fna general change in philosophy

Abecausaer g tthheey ]Jbenef i ci aries of the educat.

narrow view of the role of higher educatio
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reality of the universityo6s situation was
wanted 6 continue its trajectory of improved reputation, which, in turn, incurred higher
costs for the institution, necessitating a greater reliance upon tuition dollars and the
studentconsumer expectations that came with them.

Although there have certainlyéen changes i n hig-her educa
economic context since the publication of BastLand Grant Universityuniversity
leaders echoed many of the challenges outlined in the report. In this way, it is important
to note that the environment in whi¢idewater operates did not recently or quickly
materialize. Instead, it tsed totrends that began in the late 1970s and early 1980s. The
viewpoints of university leaders detailed above support the framing of Slaughter and
Rhoadesd ( 20 Oemjccapitalsm. Mgre spdcificallg, thel steadfast belief in
economic change away from assemiolg manufacturing and towards the capitalization
of knowledge products through innovations in information technology aligns with
Sl aught er and aRatonaofite sewv eammomy Ehs economic
assemblage owes its existence, in part, to the neoliberal state, which in the theory of
academic capitalism led to initiatives aimed at thelvaltk of state support, rising user
fees, and new forms of regulatithat compromise institutional autonomy. Nevertheless,
based upon interview data collected for this dissertation, | argue that the theory of
academic capitalism failed to sufficiently take into account the mechanisms of control
and continued dependencythuniversity leaders believed to define the relationship
between Tidewater and the government. Somewhat paradoxically, there was a clear sense
that the universityoés obligations to the s

decreased. As a skavo many masters, Tidewater inevitably sought ways to meet these
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obligations lest it loose more state support, all the while seeking to maintain its position
in a highly competitive race. | demonstrate in the next section that innovation and
entrepreneutsp at Tidewater was not simply about shifting resource dependencies, but
also about thedeaof fulfilling a tradition of institutional public service.

Another point that is undegmphasized in the theory of academic capitalism is
that the search for nessources is not, in the end, about those resources, but rather how
those resources are put to use in the nemding quest for greater prestige. Thus, while
it is true that many of the factors giving shape to the context in which university leaders
postion Tidewater ultimately derive from the question of resources, placing too much
stress on revenue can eclipse other motivations for adopting the innovation and
entrepreneurship ethos. Giving fuller consideration to factors like accountability,
tradition,and prestige reveals that the encroaching profit motive at the heart of the theory
of academic capitalism is not the sole explanation for the innovation and entrepreneurship

ethos.

BeyondMoney: Explanations for the Ethos

In the previous chapter, | shoavéhat, for many interview participants,
entrepreneurship in an academic setting 1|
of the ethos, this is not entirely true nor completely false. The motivation for initiating
and supporting an ethos that atttgsigreat importance to inveation and
entrepreneurship sbout money. However, it is not exclusively about money, and
presently, the generation of net revenue from entrepreneurship remains more of an
aspiration than a reality. In this second part ofdi@pter, | examine four explanations

for the innovation and entrepreneurship ethos, beginning with the search for new
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resources. Building upon significant factors of the polite@nomic environment, |
show how the ethos relates to a duty and desirert@ she state as part of a lagr@nt
tradition. Furthermore, | articulate the role of innovation and entrepreneurship in
Ti dewater6és jockeying for position in a co
the role of legitimacy and prestige in ciagtthe ethos. These three explanations, |
contend, are the most important in understanding the adoption of the ethos, far
outweighing a fourth explanation: that innovation and entrepreneurship is necessary to
make TU attractive tandergraduatstudents ad facultymembersThe interview data
on which this treatment of motivations is based supports several of the theoretical
propositions offered in previous chapters, giving reason to not wholesale reject the theory
of academic capitalism, but rather refihe
Striking it big? Revenues and atrepreneurship. Developing new revenue
streeamdor, diversifying t hedwasoneexplapdtianyobtise f und
innovation and entrepreneurship ethos that emerged throughout interviews with
university ledersIn the early days of entrepreneurship on campus, following the
passage of the Bayhole Act in 1980, there was the expectation that universities would
make a great deal of money from licensing technology to the private sector. Tidewater
has learnedince the creation of iffice of technology transfehat this dream has not
come to fruition. Alf you | ook at the dat a
ten or fifteen universities in the United States making a lot of money. Almost héof t
are from some sort oAndrtulge mort hperae drsa ceewd ri ycc
director of TideVentureBradley McDowells i mi | arl'y noted that dpr

of universities out there do bring in fairly substantial sums of mirwser $10 nilion a
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yecaBi n |icensing revenues. 0 Both individual s
not making substantial money from technology transfer activities. Dorothy Winters

reported that the only revenue she saw coming into university coffers from

et repreneurship was the creation of profes.
what the mar ket will bear, 0 yielding aroun
academic units. This money remains in the hands of the units, unless therresid

intervenes.

In the area of technology licensing and startups, TTEC director Tom Park

confided that the idea of revenue tied to
This is not We&rdealrT albGwereévenue neutr al
bring i n, we spend. |l 6ve got fifty peopl e
keep them.8mplioty@sénot | i ke webre turni.

The vice president for industry relations more optimistically suggested that the university
Amakesbatl mbtkeet han [it] spends. o6 However,
sanguine in response to the assertion that the university was making money on
technology transfer efforts. He went so far as to say that the notion of entrepreneurship
activiiesbe ng revenue neutral was fia generous p
university
spends more money on tech transfer than
universitiese Between [the two campuses in TideVentures] we brought in about

$2.5 milliondollars from tech transfer activities, direct licensing revenues, and

rei mbursement of patent expenses, those
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research funding wedve brought i n. So,
on tech transfer right naw
When the full range of activities related to entrepreneurship is considered, there is clear
reason to argue that profaking is difficult. Apart from the costs of protecting
intellectual property, there are numerous costs related to the facultiaéinehe run
entrepreneurship programs and teach courses. Tidewater generally does not see any direct
revenues from fostering student entrepreneurship, as it does not lay claim to student
intellectual property, provided the student is not a university @epl One staff member
indicated that this may be a purposeful strategy to secure donations from successful
graduates turned entrepreneurs down the road:
From a development standpoint, it has been shown that giving that support
upfront, both financial anoh regards to resources, yields more for the university
|l ater. You haveépotentially successful
indebted to the university for what ass
financially indebted.
Even though anepreneurship has not yet produced much in the way of revenues, there is
still the hope of money, whether it is made directly or indirectly, in the future.
Indeed, the initiation and support of innovation and entrepreneurship is motivated
by a hope to sike it bigd to enable the commercial development of a faculty invention
thatproduces large sums of money for the institution. As the director for TTEC asserted,
the university tdgceenretraaitnel yr ewoeunlude sl,iok eand t he
fve years to really break through so that w

tot he university more money than wedre spen
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be very disappointing if in thngde to five
p r o d utc enpartant to note that revenues may come to fruition in the future, which
still provides a vital motive for the ethoBhe university is searching for an equivalent to
Gatorade, which has resulted in over $150 million in royalty paysrte the University
of Florida. She comment ed, AEverybody want
this significant stream of money. But that
modest success and we h o pddsofstakingittoigwereor e. 0 R
not favorable, the organizer of a businegsdelpitch competition, nevertheless, gave
voice to the main thrust of the revenue r a
these startups are not going to explode to FacebodWwitter proportions, but some are
and, much |li ke the |l otto, the sentiment 1is

Thus, after thirty years of spending money in the hopes of one day making
money, it seems unlikely that the rise of the innovation and eatreprship ethos can be
explained by a profiseeking motive alone. Of course, the pursuit of new resources is
involved in the decision to initiate and support the ethos, but when net revenues remain
Aa twinkle in our eye, onsaswfacBmlatedttothe Wi nt er s
centrality of money. This argument is strengthened by the polémaiomic context
which university leaders described. When asked whether Tidewater benefited from
making innovation and entrepreneurship a strategic prioritylidilPierson
admoni shed: AWell, wait a minute. How does
here to benefit. The university is heresgrve 0

The land-grant legacy: serving the present through recourse to thegst

Innovation and entrepreneuiglseems a remarkably futuogiented ethos for a
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university, intricately bound to a narrative of pushing the frontiers of knowledge in the
name of progress. Newness permeates the conceptualizations of innovation and
entrepreneurship in the previous chapyet explanations for why these concepts have
become so i mportant at Tidewater were grou
past. That is, innovation and entrepreneurship were believed by many interviewees to be
manifestations of the universgtys 1 d e n t Hgrany insatigionand| caugatly, what
this i dentity meanManyuaiversifyldaders drew b l;ne flomthes oci e
innovation and entrepreneurship ethos on campus tinaigorated tradition of serving
the state andation.

Chancellor Hofbauer, when asked what the guiding values of Tidewater were,
began by e mph a s igantunigersttyhitastservica te theaneddson the
state and our nation. o0 Passed in lo8ged2, t he
relationship with states that incentivized the sale of underutilized Western lands for
educational purposes. The proceeds from land sales were designed to fund advanced
education in the fApractical art gtacticd agri c
thesec al | ed AA&MO fields (Thelin, 2004). The
that reconstructing and unifying a nation torn apart by civil war required federal support
for Athe accessible state ccorticulegttetwasnd uni v
broad and wutilitariando (Thelin, p. 76). Su
hi gher education became a pattern througho
buil ding, national |l eadecosnoappgedr iowgthe ane
citizensod political commitmentso (Loss, 20

was that, because Tidewater owes its existence to federal policy and continued state
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funding, it has an obligation to serve state and natioterests. As one professor in thde
sciences emar ked, a fAcore value [of the univer s
alandgr ant i nstitution, is serve to the state
most interview participants spokeincipally dealt with economic growth and job
creation as part of a 2tenturyreboot ofthe landgrant legacy.

Much like Malcolm Moos in his report at the outset of the 1980s, Donriobe

asked during his intervi enewmissibntofeghelaidl 50 pl u

grant institution?0 His answer: Ait | ooks
and innovation and entrepreneurship. Thatod
that 6s where a | ot of proandgdemttss . ar eRotbreyritrs

this the pregirdent dng sneow,l0amad what the de
called President Pigrpmundssityoftheflepnt af yiidhe |
But not all interview participants were sosuteatt T i d e wgaahtéegadys | and

mattered much in the present. Having just returned from a meeting of other academic

administrators in Tidewaterigthescenses at hl et i c
observed that the idea of the laggéint universityisin ot as 1 mportant [ at
landgr ant institutions. o He concluded, Al do
embraced generally by the facul-Ggend Even m

call ed al l usi ongsr anot Thiidbatveodrtryeard@ § olnamd Asi de
decline in agriculture in the state, he remembered that
thereds been a | ot of t al-gkr amtoauits hdiwf ft ths
of knowledge more generally. B utifactt hat 0 s

and justifying what you should be doing anyway. There are lots of institutions that
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a r e n Ggdrantluraversities that are trying just as hard in the innovation and
entrepreneurship and technology transfe
thing to say this is what it means to be a new land grant.
I n other words, framing innovation and ent
land-grant pedigree serves a symbolic purpose.

Hi gher education historianegdsamn Thel i n
universities are historical institutions. They may suffer amnesia or may have selective
recall, but wultimately heritage is the | if
this heritage is, in fact, a novel cultural product, followingdkenblattGi mb |l et t 6 s
(1998) observation that WAheritage produces
the pasto (p. 149) . -gfart missiortrepresent precisglythisp o s et
process of producing heritage. Innovation and entreprehiguas they are made manifest
at Tidewater are a far cry from the mainstays of the originaldmadt mission. It is
difficult to draw similarities between instruction in agriculture and mining for military
cadets and cultivating biotechnology firmsdaveloping the next highly lucrative social
media application. However, by suggesting that innovation and entrepreneurship are
connected to this glorified p&sby trying to samlessly transform A&M into 1&8
university leaders ensure that the cause is @dimt a thick veneer of legitimacy. As
Hobsbawn and Ranger (1983) first theorized, traditions that develop to express heritage,
many of them invented, often serve such symbolic purposes as legitimation and
socialization. I n t hdladgmamat kpgacyinehe samesbneath asg T i

innovation and entrepreneurship constitutes an effort to render the ethos into acceptable
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values and its activities into rituals. Despite its unequivocal future orientation, the
innovation and entrepreneurship eth® explained through references to a usable past.

At the same time that this symbolic project is enacted, interview data showed that
university leaders held a deep commitment to serving the state and nation. Irrespective of
discourse related to Tidewat®d s r e p u-granbidestity, mMaryy m@rviewees saw
themsel ves as public servants and the uniwv
serve society, o0 to bQneresearchéxecotimadakbcdredi am Pi e
Ti dewat er 6 s isct actoursp carsa tai ofinpbu baand not a stat e

of motor vehicles. o Still, he believed, i w

economic development programs and a lot of our tech transfer programs are focused on

growingandtrylg t o retain companies in [the state
aspiration, the director of TideVentures i
have a positive impact on the economy. o6 Th

oncreating a revenue stream for the univers
promote economic development and the creation of jobs. This line of thought resonated
withonedean who remar ked, fiyou tend to see that
where they think, O6What can we do for our
economy? How can we prAmpmQ@uttigpratessoringhe j usti ce

humanitiesserving the state was important, even though it provided less funding to the

unver sity than in the past: .AnWerealydee our sel v
believe in trying to contribute to the com
very seriously. o When | pushed the hehancel
replied:
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Just a nuance, you said, Apressure from
extent there is pressure from the state, but | also think this is internally driven. We
are in the public university ognslt eméand
addressing thaeeds of the state.
As this line of thought goes, what the state and society more broadly needs is innovation
and entrepreneurship. According to William
because essentially it relegates ua teclining futue as a society 0
Evidence of the desire to serve the state can be found in the data collected by
university offices, as well as the board of trustees. In addition to revenue, TideVentures,
for example, tracked the number of companiégiped establish in the state and number
of jobs created. IlIts director explained, i
companies. So, we dondt want to just <creat
them, but having more [stabmsed] startup copanies coming out of the university
woul d be another key metric.o6 However, the
respect to entrepreneurship. There was a concerted effort to collect data that would be
submitted to publications that rank universstisuch a¥he Princeton Review
Consequently, ascribing the innovation and entrepreneurship ethos only to the search for
resources or the dutgum-desire to serve the state would be inadequate. A third
motivation is to compete with other institutions wdre involved in the entrepreneurship
Agame, 0 as it was frequently call ed.
A player in the game: keepingpace in the institutional field. There were
recurring statements during interviews signaling that university leaders were aware that

Tidewater was natnique in promoting innovation and entrepreneurship. More than a
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benevolent effort to serve the needs of society, innovation and entrepreneurship was seen
as a point of comparison and vector of competition with peer institutions. As is frequently
the casewith institutional striving, the universities often used for purposes of comparison
were among the most prestigious in the nation: Stanford University and the
Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT). Therefore, one of the motivations of the
innovationand entrepreneurship ethos was to be a player in the game and, in so doing,
garner the legitimacy and prestige that comes with operating and appearing like highly
regarded institutions. The success of competitive positioning through innovation and
entrepeneurship was the subject of some debate, with some believing Tidewater to be
ahead of the curve and others questioning whether it should turn its opportunistic sights
elsewhere.

When the Institute for Innovation and Entrepreneurship was launched in 2013,
one of its first activities was to compile a packet for publications that rank universities
based on their entrepreneurship offerings, including Princeton Revieand
Entrepreneur Magazine As one staff member recagél ed,
of aggregating all of this information for each and every one of the schools and colleges
at [Tidewater] to try and get a full spect
resultant twentytwo page packet lists entrepreneurship courses,
entrepreneursp/innovation competitions, clubs and organizations, as well as
distinguishing and notraditional features of entrepreneurship on campus. In the 2013
rankings, this placed Tidewater among the top twenty schools in the country for
undergraduate entrepremship experiences. Many interview participants were aware of

this ranking, and there were indications it would be used to guide future planning and
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efforts to improve performance. For instan8amantha Stone,he | nsti tuteds d
developmentrelae d, A What we found in our | atest r a
in the country in undergraduateéentreprene
classroom experiences. 0 Further developing
believed to be wét would differentiate Tidewater and allow it to -@atmpete other
institutions. In fact, expanding course offerings and even developing an entrepreneurship
maj or were viewed as essential to fAnget to
par excédence was Babson College, a private business school ranked first in the country
for entrepreneurship. As the director of an entrepreneurshipiearging program
bluntly averred: fAWedre not a Babson. o0 Des
Babson College, as one topnked school, set a standard toward which Tidewater
strived.

Beyond rankings for undergraduate entrepreneurship opportunities, university
leaders also engaged in institutional comparison relative to technology transfer. The two
institutions that were frequently cited in conversations about technology transfer were
Stanford and MIT. I n the eyes of TTEC dire
gold standard in entrepreneurship hnpstory.
stretches back to 1937, when David Packard and William Hewlett, with encouragement
from their professor, launched what would become Hesdatkkard from their garage.
ATwenty years | ater, [Hewlett and Packar d]
Stanford was in this game of innovation and entrepreneurship before anyone else was,
and to some extent MIT as well .o Part of t

standardo was that they were makictiviles money
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Tom Park related that Tidewater collected equity from companies that participates in its

i ncubator, but AiIt never cashes it in for
MI' T, that equity stream hasetheghadesmaffté6 i n so
manage it. However, Travis Campb€lr een ventur ed, AEven for t

universities, for MIT and Stanford, [entrepreneurship] is still a pretty small fraction of
their revenue. 0 What sets tlhenssusehaol ®tap
to Stanford because they know a | ot of suc
university.

Acknowledging the strength of the programs at Stanford and MIT, several
interview participants admitted that Tidewater was noténséime league. For Keith

Meyers director of one of the entrepreneurship liviegrning programs, it was simply

too early for comparison: Al think itds a
try to replicate things when the ecosystem thatGheye i n and t he ecosyst
very different.o Similarly, the Institute
devel opment flatly stated, A[Tidewater] éi s

that Aour reputati @ahl Wajsugtr ownomxplhinenentr
the universityods programs fAdwas getting att
al ways aspire to.o At the pinnacle of the
institutions that were imany ways far ahead of TU yet still guiding lights and objects of
emulation.

Tidewater did not want to get left behind as other institutions in its comparative
gaze began to develop entrepreneurship pro

thisgane , 0 osealéeadd A Many universities preceded us
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entrepreneurship initiatives all over the country. We had not made this move, and in

doing it, President [Pryor] wanted us to c
oo her institutions was shared by Nicholas J
|l ate to the game; 0 however, the university

there yet. o For Chancell or Hof bahasgiven t he a
i nnovation and entrepreneurship could help
be a competitive advantage. Il n some ways,
by putting some much attent i oeurshapnAdthe ocus o
same time, several interview participants believed that, because virtually all schools were
trying to stimulate entrepreneurship in some way, several university leaders wondered if
this was truly a space where TU could shineaAscademiexecutiveput it:
| worry that we were sort of late to the game. That we noticed something that
other universities, especialAndltihkanf or d
that some universities are going to be very successful at it, especiallpthe m
commer ci al .Agme awtes gofi nigt d o be one of th
There is potential for Tidewater Ato be so
said Danielle Ramirez, but it means doing more to enable faculty. The risk is that
Tidewate i s fAgoing to |l ook |ike every other ur
university that | have lookedt that does not talk about entrepreneurship and innovation
as an i mpofhastipi hbaréd truly competitive
complementig the search for future sources of revenue and service to the state, an
important explanation for the ethos was striving to keep pace within an institutional field

intensifying its engagement with innovation and entrepreneurship.
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Il n this sebonswas fintohte agbaomuet a f i nal destin
seeking a position among a roster of higrdgarded peers because of the prestige
derived from association. The worry was that Tidewater would not be considered among
other topranked research urersities or sacrifice reputation by not competing for a
strong position when it comes to entrepreneursbige dearadeptly understood
innovation and entrepreneurship in these terms:
When we talk about reputation and rankings, ultimately it is the geefstctor
that we think is important. You know, w
for a ranking, as that makes no sense. But rankings are, or prestige more
generally, is fundamentally important to any institution because we are a
knowledgebasedbs i ness or organization, and webod
best students and the best faculty.
For some university | eaders, failing to pl
attract and retain facultyembersand students.
Responding to student and faculty demand The final explanation provided for
why university leaders initiated and supported the innovation and entrepreneurship ethos
was that students and faculty members expected, or even demanded, it. Therefore, the
development of progranmand decision to promote innovation and entrepreneurship was
responsive in nature, as university leaders sought to attract and retain the talented
students and faculty members that sustained its reputation. Analysis of interview data
demonstrates that thisotivation was not nearly as significant as the previous three.
Apart from the fact that it was less frequently mentioned during interviews, data raises

guestions about the claim that innovation and entrepreneurship were necessary to attract
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and retain faulty and students. | conclude this section by detailing both the claim and the
guestions surrounding it, before connecting the arguments of this chapter to the
theoretical propositions. The sum of the evidence supporting the theoretical propositions
suggets the need to refine the theory of academic capitalism to account for additional
factors in the decision at Tidewater and many other institutions to push innovation and
entrepreneurship as strategic priorities.

Starting first with student demand, sevengéerview participants suggested that
entrepreneurship i s popular with students.
a popular thing to do right now. It is of interest to a lot of students. They want to be
entrepreneur s. 0 OTfh el iadseswoactieatbes diernetcetrorf or p
believed that Astudents are really craving
out and start their own initiative, or to
increased interest, in factTEC was in the process of doubling the size of its incubator
for student startup©One deawe nt so far as to say that #Afit
which is different from mine in terms of how people learn, how people interact, the speed
with whichtheyp ot h and | earn and want to i mpl ement
education in entrepreneurship, | think webo
ascertain if admissions would be adversely affected by not offering entrepreneurial
opportunities.An admissiongxecutiveclaimed that only small pockets of students in her
experience expressed interest Iin entrepren
for the majority, but there are some students who have already had soess suitic

their own entrepreneuri al ambitions who ar
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It is true that entrepreneurship programs have been popular with students once
they arrive on campufne program directaeported that their entrepreneurshipry
| earning program Atypically has way too ma
number of seats. o Furthermore, two entrepr
developed social entrepreneurship courses and programs specifically because their
students told them they were interested in the content. Another interview participant,
however, cautioned that the success of entrepreneurship programs must be put into proper
perspective. In terms of student participation in courses, for instance,ratedtthat
only six to seven percent of the undergraduate student population took an
entrepreneurship course in the past year. Thus, it may be the case that innovation and
entrepreneurship are important in attracting and retaining students, but the grogram
currently engage a small numbers of studgrsisall enough to question the extent to
which university leaders were responding to student demand as they selected innovation
and entrepreneurship to guide the institution.

The same argument about recruitstgdents was likewise proffered for faculty
members. According to the director of TideVentures, providing resources for technology
transfer is an important factor in a facul
remain there:

Increasingly, greataculty or good teachers and researchers and leaders in their

field also want to be entrepreneurs. So to bring those people in, and keep them at

the universityhaving a strong tech transfer office actually becomes part of what

faculty evaluate when theyedide whether or not to come to [Tidewater] and stay
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h e r .dt Becomes part of what a leading research university needs to do to attract
the best faculty and students.
After suggesting that TU makes little to no net revenue from its entrepreneurship
activities,a research executieea i d, AYou may ask why do we d
because faculty expect it. ltds a service.
As was true with student demand, the claim that faculty expect resources to help them
launch a company is questionable. Although-gekrest is certainly present in faculty
careersand often leads to a high degree of productiptpfessors are not professionally
rewardedor entrepreneurial selfiterest unless it means securing grarfike next
chapter chronicles efforts to change this at Tidewater. It is sometimes the case that
faculty are not interested in entrepreneurship, nor motivated by the prospect of material
wealth. While it is likely that faculty in certain disciplines expexte university
services to help translate their research to industry, such expectations do not sufficiently
explain the decision to initiate and support a carwidg ethos that revolves around
innovation and entrepreneurship. Accordingly, | argue thaesiiuand faculty demand,
though perhaps a small consideration in crafting the ethos, was not among the driving
forces behind its inception and dissemination.
This dissertation began, in part, to better understand the motivations through
which academiccapt al i st norms and values, such as
innovation and entrepreneurship ethos, are created and transmitted to university actors.
University leaders confirmed three explanatory variables underlying the ethos, which
collectively may hip to provide a comprehensive view of university change. First, as

Slaughter and Rhoades presciently concluded, the public resources on which many
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universities depend have eroded, and a new regime related to the uses of knowledge has
surfaced as new depestttes take root. Interview data shows an increasing hope that
entrepreneurship will result in substantial revenue through technology transfer or through
attracting entrepreneuriatyinded students who will one day give back to their alma

matter. Additiondy, the ethos was selected to purposefully interface with adaauait

tradition of serving state and society. This demonstrates that one motivation for initiating

and supporting innovation and entrepreneurship was not just to guide TU into the future,

but also to harness the legitimacy that comes with linking to a useable past. Like

tradition, prestige represented another importantmonetary currency in the decision

to promote innovation and entrepreneurship. As university leaders noted, most

universit es wer e involved in the innovation and
Ti dewater6s decision to participate was pa
Stanfords. 0 Being the only public research
entreprenerial seemed like too risky of an option. Thus, Tidewater decided that if it was

going to be a player, it was going to be a major player, turning innovation and
entrepreneurship into an institutional ethos that colored virtoadiyy facets of lifen

camps, from research to curriculum development to instruction.

Connecting Emerging Developments to Theory

The main contribution ahis chapter was to providesat of answers to the
guestion: why, out of a vast uteaderghipse of p
make innovation and entrepreneurship its guiding principles and foundation for an
institutional ethos? The environment in which university leaders positioned TU was

viewed as rife with a mounting set of challenges that are both structurairabdli.
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They grappled not only with the question of how to pay for a-gigddity university, but

also what itmeantto be a public, langrant institution in an era rich gqual parts
expectations andritique. In many ways, interview participants gaxace to some of the
structural changes to higher education since the late 1970s that precipitated the theory of
academic capitalism and its constructs. There is little doubt that at Tidewater, in the face
of reductions in state appropriations, concerriaithe stability of federal grant money,

and elevated competition for tuition from students, innovation and entrepreneurship was
seen as a possible revenue source. The market, faculty inventors, and corporate financiers
can seemingly become more importdran the state or the public good in this quest for
resource independence. Nevertheless, this chapter revealed that other motivations are at
play, thereby providing empirical evidence of several theoretical propositions regarding
the nature of change ingher education.

One means of understanding the adoption of innovation and entrepreneurship as
institutional ethos is Schugurenskyodés (199
change. Whereas autonomy is the,afdpeifal ity o
directed, 0 heteronomy r ef érssordinatioritsthedagve ct i o
or domination of anothero (p. 306). The he
combination of two seemingly contradictory dimensions: the globalizatiteemarket
capitalism and state interventionism. Importantly, change in the direction of this model is
not a fAismooth, | inear, and consensual proc
uncovered many aspects of the heteronomous university modelkaaividewater. On
the commercial side of the heteronomous university, interview participants pointed to the

riseofclientor i ent ed academic programs and height

230



in the form of tuition that is decreasingly subsidized layesappropriations. Talk of the
need to diversify the universityods portfol
catering to studentonsumer demand is evidence of corporate rationality, which is also
part of the change Schugurensky tied to madkenands conditioning universities.
However, trends cannot be solely attributed to competition in the marketplace. There is
also a strong dynamic of state control, occasioned by cutbacks in funding, appropriations
with conditions attached, and institutadrcoordination to improve statede
collaboration and competition. As Tidewater became more commercialized, it also
navigated an increasing set of responsibilities to the state. The tone of interview
participants was not always that of a willing partwéh the state. Indeed, at times
responsibilities to the state were sometimes seen as mandates imposed from above and
beyond, with little recognition of the organizational complexity of a research university
or the services it already provided.

Althoughuniversity leaders understood the need for accountability and many
wel comed the role of the university in ser
tension that emerged over commercialization and control. It was not the case that
interview partici@nts believed TU had wholesale sacrificed its autonomy, but data
supported the feeling that HAspace is being
capabl e of Iimposing théarhewunnil vgi i apdii
capacity to promote thcommon good or even to pursue knowledge and truth in an
autonomous wayo (p. 302). One prominent wo
that Tidewater was becoming a service university, where workplace and professional

training based on the needs lo¢ istate supersedes critical thinking. In addition,
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contributing to economic growth and striving for relevance is equated with service to

societyd a conflation that, according to Schugurensky, is not infrequent in neoliberal

discourse. As follows, the tratinal research university becomes transformed by a

marketb ased wutilitariani sm aoriehteditonarsiseaalynantic a n d

relationship with industry and the job mar
Whereas much scholarship has arguad tiis reorientation reflects the

privatization of higher education, based upon the data collected for this dissertation, |

agree with Schugurensky that it is necessary to pay close attention to the role the state has

taken as an evaluator and regulatat, just a passive funder. Therefore, consistent with

the third theoretical proposition, interview data supports the claim that values and norms

of the academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime, like those expressed in

Ti dewat er 6s i carsonly te partiallg exaldinedey amn omaeasing reliance

upon external, private resources. The stat

tightened, | eading TUO6s | eadership to resp
It is worth considering how the heteronomous univeisifyackaged at TU.

Schugurensky contended that underlying the model based on the twin burdens of

commercialization and control is the need to address real social and financial pressures.

However, support for the model requires appealing to a variety sfitt@nts, often

through rhetorical e X er c rgmamt egacy Rondtitate amn c e st

effort to package the ways in which the university is responding to commercialization

and control as part of an acceptable and relativelycooitrovesial tradition. Innovation

and entrepreneurship become a natural exte

institution made possible through government grants. What is often lost in this packaging
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is the fact that the state is no longer upholdiagnd of the contract. That is, the

university continues to serve the state, despite decades of declining appropriations. Some
interview participants suggested that this is the case because, regardless of how much
money the state rsidenttyisipesdicatedoh erviceroithestates i t y 0
Alternatively, Tidewater could be desperately attempting to reverse its fortunes by

showing the state how vital the institution is to its future, based upon discourses of the
knowledgebased economy. The @stion that remains is how long university leadership

is willing to base a central element of its strategy on contributing to the state without
receiving additional r e-granuheritcagescouldbende t i me, T
emphasized as the univeysttomes to terms with its demanding relationship with the

state and seeks greater autonomy.

Another important theoretical question posed by this chapter is what else the
university may receive in the way of organizational benefits from innovation and
entrepreneurship, aside from the prospect of making money. If it is the case that many
universities, including Tidewater, make little to no net revenue as a result of
entrepreneurship, there is reason to explore motivations to complement the aspirational
pursut of profit. The theoretical framing of this dissertation offered another explanation
from scholarship on new institutionalism. An important feature of new institutionalism is
that there is convergence around certain behaviors and ideas of successftbnsst
yielding a cultural script defined by the government, professional associatiodsptnd
critical importance to this stuéythe most prestigious institutions. Thus, Tidewater is
part of a competitive institutional field wherein practices are ratioed and,

subsequently, institutionalized in society. These practices are not necessarily efficacious
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from an organizational perspective, but rather help to legitimize institutions and garner
prestige through emulation of successful cases. There wasawidemce in the

preceding discussion to suggest that innovation and entrepreneurship were practices that
had become valuable in the institutional field and generated legitimacy amidst heightened
scrutiny of higher education. The decision to support aitidte an institutional ethos

that attributes great importance to innovation and entrepreneurship is, according to
interview data, influenced by perceptions of legitimacy and prestige in the higher
education field, thereby lending weight to sexondheaetical proposition.

The clearest example of this influence is apparent in how sensitive university
leaders were to the entrepreneurial activities of other institutions, collectively referred to
as fAithe game. 0 Pl ayi ng t hgutiogshpeaers andeusingtls k e e p
points of comparison and emulation those that seemed to be at the top of the competition.
In this case, Stanford and MIT were the most prestigious institutions identified, and their
interest and investment in innovation andepteneurship defined what was appropriate
and worthwhile for those institutions like Tidewater striving for relevance. Performance
is measured through ranking systems, and interview data demonstrated that university
leaders spent a great deal of time king about how to improve in rankings, both for the
institution as a whole and for its entrepreneurship programs. In the long run, it is possible
that innovation and entrepreneurship will be organizationally efficacious for Tidewater.
Administratively, theuniversity may become more efficient and effective, and
improvements in reputation signaled by rising in the ranks may produce more grant
money and similar resourcédhe idea of innovation and entrepreneurship may be

particularly attractive to parents obllegegoing students, who view it g@sestigious or a
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pathway to employment for their childrédonetheless, these possible outcomes were not
mentioned during interviews as often as Tidewater simply entering the field and whether
it did so before or adr other universities. In other words, playing the game was more
important than its ultimate results. Even if the innovation and entrepreneurship ethos
generates no net revenue for TU at present, it was seen as symbolically worthwhile for
the institution ® become meaningfully involved.

This chapter illustrates the ways in which responding to state expectations, both
by law and by tradition, and striving for legitimacy and prestige were additional
rationales behind the innovation and entrepreneurship atliodewater. In developing
and translating the ethos, university leaders often mentioned the knovolasieg
economy as one of the exigencies to which they were responding. It remains unclear in
the data whether the knowledgased economy is, as Slauwghénd Rhoades assumed, a
structural reality or a discourse designed to coordinate educational institutions in ways
that amplify their contributions to economic growth. Interview data did not verify
whether the knowledge a s ed economy i dredélisioasaseiompor tant
assumptions and culture claims than it is as an actual depiction of the mundane social
ordero (Meyer, Ramierez, Frank, and Schofe
confirmed that university leaders appropriated language dnthvvledgebased
economy, as suggested by the second theoretical proposition. By developing strategic
priorities and even academic programs with the belief that U.S. competitiveness and
economic growth in the future depends upon the creation and applichtiew
knowledge, Tidewater may be helping to move the knowld@dged economy from

coordinating myth to structural reality.
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Conclusion

While the previous chapter was devoted to the development of the innovation and
entrepreneurship ethos, the purposthisf chapter was to explain why university leaders
initiated and supported it as a strategic priority. In providing a set of rationales for the
ethos, university leaders shed light on a multitude of challenges presently affecting the
operations of the uwersity. These challenges indicate that there are gaps in the theory of
academic capitalism, notably related to the significance of state service and the role of
| egiti macy and prestige. In total, this <c¢h
pdlitical-economic landscape that intersect with the decision to make innovation and
entrepreneurship an institutional ethesyeralof which stem from processes of
globalizatiof:

1 Dramatic transformations in the American economy including the perceived
advent of the knowledgbased economy, disappearance of manufacturing jobs,
and the need to rediscover the countrybo
through innovation.

1 Government disinvestment in higher education at both the state and federal
levels.

1 Elevated expectations from stateintermsdfe uni ver sito yés cont
economic development and reporting how the university is making use of public
funds.

1 Increasing critique of the cost and value of a college degree.

1 Heightened institutional consition and constant comparison to peers.

8t should also be noted that the politieionomic environmentdescribed closglresembles a
neoliberalist approach to the economy and public policy.
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1 Intensifying studentonsumer demands as tuition became an increasingly
important revenue stream for the institution.

As a consequence of this polititonomic environment, many university leaders
echoed the quésen raised by Malcolm Moos in his 1981 study of Tidewater: what is the
roleofthelancgr ant uni versity in todayés challeng
that the university needed to be innovative and entrepreneurial, but for reasons that
extend bgond resources. By placing so much stress on resource dependence, the theory
of academic capitalism does not account for the full range of challenges implicated in
uni versity Imalkand moces® Therefarg, Isaigue hat a more
comprehensiveecos i der ati on of hi-gdoromic cerdedtovarrantsan 6 s p
refinement of the theory of academic capitalism.

More specifically, this chapter detailed four explanations for the innovation and
entrepreneurship ethos. The search for new revdresns was undoubtedly part of the
conversation, even though at the time of w
activities had yielded substantial money for the institution. In the midst of heightened
competition and intense scrutiny of higher eation, | argued that symbolic forms of
currency in higher education, such as tradition and prestige, are of vital importance.

Interview data presented in this chapter demonstrated that the decision to initiate and
support the innovation and entrepreneipgg&thos was linked to a largtant tradition of
serving the state. | suggested that this legacy was a novel cultural product, repurposing
the past to address the needs of the present. A third significant explanation for the ethos
was attempting to increadegitimacy and, by extension, prestige in a higher education

field where innovation and entrepreneurship are vectors of competition. This trio of
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motivation® the hope of future income, the tradition of state service, and the pursuit of
prestigd were mostommonly used to justify the choice of innovation and
entrepreneurship over other strategic priorities. Indeed, these three explanations were far
more convincing than a less frequently cited fourth motivation, which was the desire to
attract and retain talty and students. Interview data failed to adequately substantiate
this rationale and raised several questions about its validity.

Chapter six shifts the discussion from
delving further into the third quest, which centers upon how the ethos was translated
into incentives for faculty and academic opportunities for undergraduate students. In this
chapter, | explore the extent to which the innovation and entrepreneurship ethos has so
far affected the way fatty members go about their work and are rewarded at TU.
Additionally, | investigate how the creation of academic opportunities around innovation
and entrepreneurship is shaping the subjectivities of students and for what eventual
purpose. In this way, | &mpt to flesh out one of the ways in which higher education

institutions reflect and reproduce the social relations of the current capitalist system.
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CHAPTER SIX: TRANSLATING THE ETHOS INTO
INCENTIVES AND OPPORTUNITIES

Honestly, dthetrlreadts meaon lme ldone at the pres

going to make the faculty do anything. I

attractive or more enticing to startéeéc

-Entrepreneurshiprpgram director

The university definitely sugar coats [ ent
9 out of 10 of you wil!/ not have a busi

people that fail, that lost all their money, that went bankrupt we need to tell those
stories just as much as the success stories.
-Student manager of a startup incubator

Introduction

A vital element of an institutional ethos, as it is defined in this dissertation, is the
utilization of values to coordinate andrnalize the activities of constituents to some
desired end. In this chapter, | examine efforts on the part of university leaders to
encourage faculty members and undergraduate students to think and behave as
entrepreneurs through the creation of incentares sanctioning of knowledge via
academic opportunities. Accordingly, my interest lies not only in how the ethos is
translated into condusthaping mechanisms, but also in determining what the ultimate
objective is of such measures. Importantly, the dali@acted for this study does not
adequately illuminate the extent to which values of the innovation and entrepreneurship
ethos have been internalized by actors at Tidewater. However, it does show humerous
efforts to make the ethos manifest in the livetaotilty members and undergraduate
students. There is reason to argue, based on the evidence presented below, that the
attempted transmission of the ethos has a greater effect on students and the subjectivities

they develop in college than faculty membansl the academic profession.
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In part one of the chapter, | provide an account of attempts to incorporate the
i nnovation and entrepreneurship ethos into
More specifically, | explore two mechanisms of translathgédthos: expanding the
criteria for promotion and tenure (P&T) and creating awards related to innovation and
entrepreneurship. | begin by discussing the criteria on which faculty members are
evaluated, based upon current policies at Tidewater and invtedai@. A few interview
participant® most of whom are involved in academic entrepreneudshigdicated a
desire to see entrepreneurship included as an activity that is rewarded in promotion
decisions. In fact, the provost and university senate jointly ced/a task force to revise
the guidelines for P&T at TU and included specific instructions to consider ways of
recognizing innovation and entrepreneurship. | shed light on the work of this task force
using data from interviews, observation, and documeotiuced by committee
members. Furthermore, | identify the creation of awards related to innovation and
entrepreneurship, demonstrating that they curresatigr to faculty in the science and
technology field In the end, | argue that efforts to transléte éthos into incentives for
faculty members have not drastically altered their thinking or behavior about what
comprises professorial success. Nevertheless, data pointed to several issues connected to
even minimally encouraging academic entrepreneurshipdawater.

Part two of the chapter shifts to undergraduate students and the development of
academic opportunities that reflect Tidewa
Building upon my treatment of the entrepreneurial mindset in chapter fase
interview data and course syllabi to recount the skills and knowledge students are

encouraged to master and acquire. These patterns of thinking and behavior are structured
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and normalized through a variety of academic programs, many of them rféaugdo
including courses, modules in design thinking, business model pitch competitions, and
minor degree programs. Although many of these programs are voluntary, interview
participants were interested in including innovation and entrepreneurship iental
education curriculum. | argue that the desire to increase entrepreneurial learning
opportunities, in keeping with the preside
consideration of the possible pitfalls. In particular, | look at four issues thajedhzom
the data related to how the entrepreneurial mindset is taught to undergraduate students: 1)
an underappreciation of the high probability of failure; 2) a fostering of a poased
culture; 3) a celebration of team versus individual thinking;&radlack of training in
ethics. Given the cultural cache of entrepreneurship and celebrity status of entrepreneurs,
these academic programs have the potential to sway college student subjectivities in
potentially harmful ways, which | demonstrate throtigg case of one studelaunched
Asocial venture.o

At the end of the chapter, | relate these emerging findings on the translation of the
ethos to theory on governmentality outlined in propositour and the extent to which
the university has becomdransmission locale for the social relations of contemporary
capitalism. In other words, | consider whether the transmission of entrepreneurial values
is perhaps the ultimate expression of the deepening relationship between universities and
the preparatowf neol i beral capitalists, which ser
hegemony. Because the ethos remains a project under construction, these connections are
by necessity tentative, and its findings will require further evaluation with empirical

evidence. Tts does not detract from the insights gleaned from data, but rather provides a
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doorway to future research. The next section introduces the two mechanisms by which
the innovation and entrepreneurship ethos is translated into incentives for faculty
members, bfore discussing both the traditional criteria of P&T and beliefs surrounding
potential alterations that reward innovation and entrepreneurship.
Faculty Incentives Related to Innovation and Entrepreneurship

The translation of an institutional ethos abanplex organization like Tidewater
takes shape in myriad ways. In this part of the chapter, | approximate a holistic view of
how the ethos is translated and what it means for faculty members by focusing on a few
indicative objects of study and sites ofalabllection. In the realm of faculty incentives,
| concentrate upon changes to the universi
Much of this section centers upon the work of a task force charged with revising the P&T
guidelines at TU. Analysis of dashows that entrepreneurship was a source of confusion
and some discomfort in task force deliberations, and its role in the tenure and promotion
process wasecognizedbuma de r at her mini mal in the comm
recommendations. | also briefly highitit the creation of a small number of awards for
faculty members related to innovation and entrepreneurship and illustrate the work of two
faculty members who were honored for launching a company based upon their research.
Although efforts to incentivizecademic entrepreneurship are patent at the university, |
contend that these efforts do little to disrupt the prevailing principles linked to faculty
success. Nevertheless, attempts to turn the ethos into incentives are not without
implications, three of wikch | consider in this part of the chapter: the need for clear
policies on conflicts of interest and commitment, redefined expectations of academic

success, and the further development of adlaes faculty hierarchy.
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The fourth leg: expandingpromotion and tenure citeria . According to policy
established by the Board of Trustees, promotion to a tenured faculty rank within the state
university system is based upon three crit
student advising; 2) research, senship, and, in appropriate areas, creative activities or
other activities that result in the generation and application of intellectual property
through technology transfer; adjl relevant service to the community, profession, and
i nstitut iaodPoocefiures of theBoardsof Trustees, 11.1.00, p. 9). The
inclusion of the phrase figeneration and ap
technology transfero was recently added to
characterized the policychangea ipr et ty straightforwardodo be
faculty to use their talents to generate n
believed some faculty members have been e
concl uded t hRlaathe @niverditgandtleestaté ii we stimulate even more
activity in this regardé, and the kind of
intellectual property that has some economic value or value to the quality of life in the
stat e or cAmaitutiorcirathe 8ystehamust ensure that their P&T polices are
consistent with this change. Former provost Nancy Martin recalled the policy change
being |l ess than straightforward: fAThere wa
months, maybe half gear to get the wording correct. Once the wording was correct, it
didndot require it; it just said it could b
such | anguage, simply referring to fAperfor

a ct i asone gfthree criteria for tenure.
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These three criteria were described as the pillars of the academic profession,
whi ch was someti mes - eggedtbBVeby.ocallTbeg &h
equated these three piblarelesofibhetaachen
service. In the view of Nicholas Johnsbnh e s e t hree pil |l ars repr e:
anteo of the academic profession: Alf you
criteria, it says you have to reselaryou have to be able to teach, and you have to do
service. o0 These three | egs of the stool we
department and college was able to set its own specific tenure criteria and how much
weight should be assigned to resbateaching, and service, respectively. However, in
general at Tidewater, the prevailing custom was to place the most weight on research,
followed by teaching and then service when it came to tenure decisions. Teaching has
become an increasingly importagyart of the P&T review process, as one professor
related: fil do think [Tidewater] .Thas moved
provost before the current one, [Nancy Martin], actually kind of put out the message that
you really had to have goocetee hi ng f or promotion and tenur
emphasis on a strong teaching record has n
getting grants and stuffo as the top crite
that interview participastbelieved could be enhanced by entrepreneurshipefdame
time, some advocates of academic entrepreneuirgtigyved entrepreneurship should
constitute its own pillar.

AThe third role, o0 Tony Christensen expl
caledser vi ce, but no one knew what that meant

particular, Nicholas Johnson asked, fADo yo
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in a practical sense. ltds service to prog
othe words, iIitds service to the priesthood,
suggested that service had slowly been replaced by entrepreneurship and economic
development as core roles of the university, Nicholas Johnson opined that it was

becominga fourth pillar of the academic profes
our tenure criteria to add a fourth thing;
These two university leaders were joined by others who believed that the P&T review

process needed to recognize entrepreneurship. For example, the dirdutoridéwater
TechnologyEnterpriseCollaborative (TTEC) Tom Par k, argued, nThe

mechanism in place by which faculty can actually get brownie points for doing this. If

youwat t hem to do it, find a way to reward t
saying, fAln todayo6és system, [faculty] aren
doesndét help you get full professorved hat vy

that this recognition should absolutely ha
is talk that it should change. 0 This #fAtalk
guidelines task force convened jointly by the university senate and protiestnakeup
of this committee was more reflective of the diverse viewpoints on campus, and their
deliberations demonstrated less comfort with the place of entrepreneurship in P&T
decision processes than these three advocates.

Despite Nichodaepst iJoorh ntshoantd sTipceewat er fAwa s
modi fyingo tenure criteria, the charge of
speaking, to Areview the [Tidewater Univer

and Tenure. 0o Al tthecamgittee dith reot epclude paliay ehangds, the
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policies on which P&T criteria are based amounted to less of a concern than the structure
of review processes. Among the fourteen items the committee was asked to assess in the
charge document was:
how varyng facets of scholarly activity such as innovation and
entrepreneurship (including social entrepreneurship), application of intellectual
property through technology transfer, interdisciplinary/collaborative research, and
the application of research $olve existing problems in society, should be
evaluated as part of the [P&T] review process.
The committee consisted of associate and full professors represaniosall
of the colleges at Tidewater, many of whom had extensive experience serving on
promotion committees at various levels. It also included the director of the university
senate to advise procedural matters and employebe office of faculty affairsThe
issue of whether and how to recognize innovation and entrepreneurship fell to a
stbcommittee headed by a professothe scienced.ee Nguyen. Subcommittees were
similarly formed for other content areas mentioned in the task force charge, with the goal
of determining what present policy at the university was, what was happening at peer
institutions regarding the issue at hand, and what changes were recommended to the
guidelines. Each subcommittee wrote a report and had time during meetings to present
their findings and recommendations, which were then discussed by the entire committee.
Prior to the innovation and entrepreneu
entire task force met with Nicholas Johnso
and fAnentrepreneurship. o During previous me

membes, including one humanist and oseentist expressed that they did not
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understand these concepts or how they might relate to P&T. One meintioer

committee, a professor in the humanitieslected that until this meeting with Nicholas
Johnsonoulsdhehaivwe t hought that 1 td6s about ma
hearing Johnsonos rship fseepage Iih@ehe leavrfed ent r epr ene
Afentrepreneurship can be a variety of thin

toward something prodtige and kind of breaking down a monolithic model of what

research means. 0 When | interviewed the <ch
subcommi ttee, he confided that fiyou see ho
when they get togetherahdh ey hear i nnovation and entrep

feel, and Nguyen suggested:
|l dondt know that youbdbre going to see t
Thatds my guess. You may see entreprene
And so far, where the discussion seems to be going is that these types of things
can support a tenure case if you have p
not going to substitute the traditional things.
These sentiments were reflected inthe suo mmi t t eeds report and pr
deliberations over the report signaled discomfort around entrepreneurship in academe.
I n preparation for the subcommitteebs r
the state syst e eushipgsrelates o P&Tnlt wandetermiped that
the policy only referenced technology transfer as part of the research criterion, as noted
above. This language was not directly adopted by the subcommittee. Instead, they

recommended that the P&T guideds be changed as follows:
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Full recognition in the tenure process should be given to the broad range of
entrepreneurial, public engagement, and creative activities in which faculty
engage. These activities may enhance the academic merit of the candalay
of the categories listed above. As with all other activities of teaching, service, and
research, scholarship, and artistic creativity, there should be no intellectual
compromises. These activities should be rigorously evaluated for high quality
and distinction.
This language was designed to address several of the concerns raised during task force
meetings. The report noted that, despite s
agreement about the defi nitheireportavefredtatt r epr e
entrepreneurial activities should enhance the three main pillars of P&T, not constitute a
fourth pillar.In other words, entrepreneurial activities could represent just one piece of
evidence in a facul t gategoeesdf esedrd, teachiogpandl wi t h
service A few committee memberand one professor in the social sciences,
particular,were concerned that faculty members who formed companies spent too much
time growing their businesses and not enough timeherareas of the job. In response
to this concern, the report suggested that
be consistent with [TU] policies on confl
Lastly, some committee members expresgeny that there were few concrete
indicators of entrepreneurship, and those that existed, such as patents, were not subject to
peer review. Indeed, some committee members felt that the decision to award a patent
was sometimes made according to potentiestbmmercial success and the availability

of money, not academic excellence. Consequently, the report maintained that
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entrepreneuri al activities should fAbe eval
excell ence, i nnovat i ormsym,entregreneurshizshould e, and
enhance a promotion and tenure case, but it should not by itself be a criterion.

The entrepreneur ship subc ceotonitalaggerés r ep
document presented to the university seraatd, in the endf merely lists
recommendations for the provost to consider. Interpreting the deliberations of committee
members and analyzing the subcommittee report, there is reason to believe the
recommended language around innovation and entrepreneurship signifireessaan.
The committee was charged with addressing whether and how innovation and
entrepreneurship should be recognized in the P&T review process, and it was included in
the deliberations for this reason. The overarching principle the subcommittee pursued
was to broaden the scholarship that could be recognized as part of P&T, such as digital
media and publichkengaged research. Widening the umbrella to include newly emerging
forms of scholarship and undappreciated types of research was of recurringesteo
committee members, while several individuals acknowledged that innovation and
entrepreneurship would not have been talked about were it not part of the task force
charge. Therefore, thatentionafforded to innovation and entrepreneurship in tké& P
guidelines task force is minimal. Efforts to incentivize innovation and entrepreneurship
and incorporate values of the ethos through expanding P&T criteria did little to disrupt
the prevailing notions of success in the academic profession. In othes, fiarthe P&T
gui delines task force, the fAistool o6 that sy

purposefully thredegged.
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Faculty awards for innovation and entrepreneurship. At least two awards
were createdl or newly renamedl in the past several yearshonor faculty members
who are deemed innovative and entrepreneurial. The first award is conferred by the
Board of Trustees and was formerly called the Award for Efficiency and Effectiveness. In
2012, the award was renamed to the Award for Innovation,twilcategories:
Academic Transformation or Administrative Transformation. The former award goes to a
faculty member who "i mproved teaching with
the |l atter award recogni zes dingipmioimuend ef f e
cost savings of $10,000.0 The winner of ea
gift of $1,000. One of the faculty members that Tidewater nominated for this distinction
was an engineer who taught a series of courses on energy audiesxgérigntial course
required that students undertake a final project in which they conduct an energy audit of a
campus office. Based upon this course and
approached the faculty member to do a similar audheaf database facilities. As a
result of the analysis he did with students, he recommended changes that could save the
university hundreds of thousands of dollars in energy costs. Therefore, from the
perspective of the Board of Trustees and state unyanstem, the type of innovation
they would like to see from faculty members involves saving their institutions money.

A year after the renaming of the Award for Efficiency and Effectiveness, the state
university system announced the winners of thegoneal Board of Trustees Entrepreneur
of the Year Award. This award we created to support the fulfilment of one of the
objectives outlined in the Boardods AStrate

companies in ten years. Among the first winrefrthe award in 2013 were two
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professors of computer and electrical engineering, who with $20,000 from a business
plan competition launched a company around their thin film batteries. The company now
employs fifteen scientists and engineers and providemships to over a dozen TU
undergraduate students. In a press release for the award, a member of the Board of
Trustees stated, AWe are delighted to reco
Their innovative work, and the establishment of this ahauent, reflects so well on the
opportunities before us as the [state university system] makes technology
commercialization a priority throughout ou
equated with cost savings according to the Board of Trustemgtyf entrepreneurship
was linked to technology commercialization and launching a company. These two awards
are not the only ones for which Tidewater faculty are eligible that recognizes innovation
and entrepreneurship. However, they both garner presgiatt and carry distinction.
The question that remains is whether these awards truly incentivize faculty members and
whether they apply equally to faculty members of all disciplines.

It is possible that many facufiyand the departments in which they worére
not aware of these awards or write them off because their scholarship will never result in
substantial cost savings easilycommercializable knowledge. In this way, the creation
of awards related to innovation and entrepreneurship intersects Wita small
subsection of faculty at TU, namely those in the sciences, technology, and engineering.
Among those that are eligible, it is possible that the prestige associated with awards will
sufficiently motivate them to begin thinking about how to be nmumevative and
entrepreneurial. As Nicholas Johnson inton

making money. o For this reason, he argued
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structure in ways that allow faculty members to advance theesmby engaging in
entrepreneurship. The development of such incentives creates an environment in which
faculty selfinterest can be harnessed to the benefit of the university and state. Nicholas
Johnson put this i dea i nstimulatindieavironDemtrtovi ni an
have to hunt a Ilittle bit for your food. o
innovation and entrepreneurship were recently created and are few in number. Hence,
even if they help faculty attain prestige or mictareer advancement, these incentives are
currently limited in terms of impact.

Tidewater is making a concerted effort to translate the innovation and
entrepreneurship ethos into incentives for faculty members. Some interview participants
related thathey were aware that university leaders wanted them to be more innovative
and entrepreneurialhe current faculty ombugse r son obser ved, Al t hi
to do this, and it takes arly, AmgyCuarts,abui I d it
profeser in the humanites r ef | ect ed, AYeah, wedre encoul
entrepreneurial. And, you know, go out and get grant money or raise money somehow for
some project.o This comment raises an i mpo
menmnbers feel pressure to be innovative and entrepreneurial, the meanings of the concepts
in practice varyy field. For Curtis, being innovative and entrepreneurial refers to
securing grant money more so than starting a company. Nicholas Johnson clatified tha
the expectation was not that all faculty b
faculty were to go off and start business,
However, he suggested that the university wants them doing more comrnaticialof

their research than at present.
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The development of incentives on the part of the Board of Trustees and university
leaders may be in response to the perception that faculty are unwilling to take risks.
Ni cholas Johnson clhbabmederfyProscsé&saors seend
innovative, but they tend not to be entrepreneurial by nature because they always
conformed to the system coming up. 0O Becaus
criteria on which faculty are promoted asykak to only certain forms of scholarship, |
argue that the translation of the ethos has at present affected only those faculty members
whose disciplines supported entrepreneurship or whose graduate socialization was
amenable to entrepreneurship will tane pursue the commercial opportunities of their
research. Additionally, some faculty, motivated by the desire to financially benefit, will
engage in entrepreneurship. Nevertheless, it will be an activity of a small number of
individuals. Inthewordsdf e e Nguyen: Al 6m smart enough t
to be case that huge numbers of faculty ar
going to happen. The administration can sa
going to have thamuch of that going on percentage s e . 0
Implications of Faculty Incentives

Although incentives for faculty members maryly mobilize those in certain
disciplines to becomentrepreneursr continue their entrepreneurial ventyregorts to
translate tk ethos yield several implications the merit further consideration. The first
implication is that, regardless of the number of faculty members who decide to pursue
entrepreneurshignd the disciplines they represeahie university may need to revisit its
policies on conflict of interest and conflict of commitment. Several interview participants

indi cated that there was some concern that
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committed to the responsibilities for which they were hired and ardérineeundue
corporate influence are not widely disseminated nor adequately clear. Chancellor
Hofbauer acknowledged:
|l tds a huge issue. No question about it
dark side. A |l ot of éf aesthathaye cdmprongsedy ot t en
the integrity of institutions. So, part in parcel with this kind of policy is there have
to be rigorous policies on conflict of interest and conflict of commitment, and
they have to be adhered to.
According to Lee Nguyen, thereear isi gni fi cant barrierso to
have to do with conflict of interest and conflict of commitment that are not well
formul at ed o roneacalemicexecutivelichaarksmes of
entrepreneurship st aWienlheatd aboat Eritrepreneurthly me m
it was more as a problem rather than as a
ASo, you have somebody whods going out, pa
t heydore doi ng s tldthey he doing thisf plewnmueh sime si®bldbthey
be giving to that?0 These questions, and t
promptedan academic executifer faculty to organize an informal group to examine

policies around faculty conflict of inteseand commitment.

The work of this group was viewed as especially important to Lee Nguyen.

During his time as chair, he remembered th
play it a I|ittl e f asAndIsawditudtionswsheitwasdear t he s
that the students6 publications were being

a faculty memberdéds company. 0 Further more,
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rules preventing faculty members from securing grants for restretchenefited their
company. He looked to guidance from MIT and Stanford on how they handle such
situations, but in the end decided Athe wun
okay, whatos not okay, what Amacadamicl | y pr ot e
executivef or faculty hoped that the group woul d
put together [the group] is that | didnot
that it is very difficult to atmemppi wgttho
catch up with our own individua[éaculty members] 6 Ti dewat er was not
institutions: Athe problem i dtiseotlkem mor e se
anybody el se has a much b ertbegnsbyauggestirgr . 0 Th
t hat HAlparyeshemgther education faces a tension,
incentive for faculty to be innovative and
university to refl ect ndt rtarnasdp arieonncayl aancda daecn
Much like the point | make here regarding conflicts of interest and commitment, the
report declared that such tensions fAneed n
understood and managed. O

A second implication is that, lsrmply mentioning innovation and
entrepreneurship in conjunction with promotion and tenure, university leaders send a
message to faculty members that it is expected of them. One of the themes that emerged
during the deliberations of the P&T guidelinesktasf or ce i s t hat Af ol ki
reigns over and above policy documents when it comes to faculty understanding of what
is required of them to attain tenure. Lee

faculty hear this thing about innovation andrepreneurship in the tenure process, the
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first gut reaction of a | ot of people is

it?0 I ndeed, his foremost concern was t hat

assistant professors might thinkteywhoul d st art forming compani

is Athe worst thing that could happenéin
reiterated that the task force Ais going

cauti oned t h aithinfiiatite®fom the hpinest kevels; msort of feels like

the rest of what people are doing is maybe

so far receivedimited buy-in from faculty implies that there is not much folklore
surrounding enty@reneurship, outside of those disciplines where it is already customary
to include it in P&T review materials. It remains possible, however, that attaching
innovation and entrepreneurship to conversations about the future of tenure sends
messages to facyltmembers about what constitutes academic attainment at the
university.

The final implication connects to an argument proffered in chapter four, which
posited that the innovation and entrepreneurship ethos was crafted and most widely
circulated in the ctdges of business and engineering, to the exclusion of other parts of
campus, mainly the humanities. The translation of the ethos into incentives thus far
continues to favor faculty members in certain disciplines, where it is easier to
commercialize reseeln or achieve according to extant indicators of entrepreneurship,
such as patent$he faculty ombudspers@uccinctly made this point in a series of
guestions: AThere is the issue of, okay,
definedit Whad oes t hat do to disciplines where

is that going to create some kind of tiver system, which is where people in arts and
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humanities are very concerned. o It is poss
alreaq feel as though there is a hierarchy of value at the university, dominated by the
sciences and engineering. For instance, one profgsto humanitiegxplained
Ti dewater, fas at al/l research universitie
the humanities, 1toés stil]l model ed on scie
profession and the vast majority of faculty awards are inclusive of scholars coming from
all disciplines, that same sense of inclusivity does not seem to apply ndiveseébased
upon innovation and entrepreneurship. The letter of the law certainly indicates that they
are designed for all faculty, but in spirit they seem to cater to a select few.

The preceding paragraphs sought to reveal how the innovation and
entrepeneurship ethos was translated into incentives for faculty. Although certainly not
an exhaustive treatment of faculty reward systems, two mechanisms were examined:
changes to P&T criteria and the creation of awards related to innovation and
entrepreneurspi Underlying this discussion was the proposition that such incentives
possess the capacity to shape faculty coddtiwt is, how they work as academic
professionals and knowledge workers at the university. Analysis of the data demonstrates
that, at leass$o far, incentives for faculty members related to entrepreneurship are not
remarkably strong and do little to sway faculty thinking and behavior regarding what
comprises professorial success. It remains to be seen whether this argument acquires
additionalv al i dity, especially once the provost
recommendations. In the next part of the chapter, | shift to how the ethos is translated into
academic opportunities for undergraduate students. | explore in similar fashetethe

to which these efforts shape their conduct, and for what purpose.
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Academic Opportunities for Undergraduate Students

Chapter four introduced the mindset as one conceptualization of entrepreneurship
at TU. In this part of the chapter, | return testbonceptualization and develop it further
to shed light on the skills and knowledge related to innovation and entrepreneurship that
undergraduate students are encouraged to master and acquire. Increasingly, such skills
and knowledge are being incorpoxhtato the academic structure of the university
through a constellation of opportunities, including courses, modules, workshops, business
model pitch competitions, and even minor degree programs. | describe in some detail
each of these opportunities, dragiupon interview data and course syllabi. | argue that,
amidst efforts to expand entrepreneurial learning opportunities on campus, there has been
insufficient thought given to its implications, which present several concerns regarding
the transmission ofalues that constitute the innovation and entrepreneurship ethos. After
discussing these implications, | exemplify them through the case of an undergraduate
studertlaunched social venture, the Food Rescue Movement.

The entrepreneurial mindsetin detail. The basic features of the entrepreneurial
mindset as it was described in chapter four centered upon opportunity recognition and an
understanding of customer demand in the marketplace. Beyond these basic features,
interview participants and course syllabvealed several other skills and types of
knowledge requisite to think and act like an entrepreneur. Chief among the skills listed
were the ability to pitch an idea and work on a team, thereby demonstrating mastery of
interpersonal communication. Additialty, the entrepreneurial mindset necessitated an
ability to assume risk and iterate upon prototypes, which generally means feeling

comfortable with the high probability of failure. The knowledge cited as essential to the

258



entrepreneur is capturedinwhate i nt er vi ew participants cal
is, an understanding of marketing, accounting, and finance. Opportunities for students to
learn the entrepreneurial mindset has been increasingly built into the academic structure
at Tidewateraspr t of the presidentds vision to ex|
learning opportunities.

One of the skills underlying the entrepreneurial mindset that recurred in
interviews is pitching an idea. Travis Campk@teen noted that one of the goalk o
entrepreneurship courses fAwas to give stud
And 106l just mention one of these.lptoGsi bl
the pitch, t héowdbywexplamyoursdesiretisirgeéonds so that

someone would want to hear more?0 Christin

Entrepreneurship Center, | ikewise stated t
selling in sompawhyof awldai t e tdiordason, sh@or ks h
said entrepreneurship students are regul ar

mean, i f you cané6ét pitch your i1idea, regard

going to get peopl e t o héHonors Enirépeeneyrshipr i de a.

Houseone program directarecal | ed t hat #Athey have a real
presentation, which is fineéltds al ways a
everybody shakes hands firmly and looks in yolhiet eye and i s dressed

one skill that is routinely linked to the entrepreneurial mindset is salesmanstiipmg
an idea, often to those who might be interested in financing it.
A second, related skill is predicated upon the developmentawigsinterpersonal

communication in order to work on a team. Although Kafttyersof the Crandall
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Entrepreneurs Program believed the entrepreneurial mindset was mainly
Aorientedétowards being opportunistic, o0 he
decompartamet al i ze it, 0 the mindset f-effedcyur es nt
and confidence and to some extent interper
The director of the Honors Entrepreneurship House agreedieyiers suggesting that
Aptaircul arly with kids that are coming in as:t
means towards sedfxpression, seliwareness, [and]sedfct ual i zati on. 0 The
these soft skills are prioritized is that many interview participants emphase&zhth

based nature of entrepreneurial work. As the director of the Honors Entrepreneurship

House put it: AWe do a | ot of team project
sport. You know, innovation is ndedfong he | on
dean, fia | ot of the innovation and entrepr

depends on working with a credsciplinary team of people, requires that you have
people with different backgroundsrighee cause
conversation. o Interestingly, the dean ack
group in some ways ran contrary to the online learning promoted by some
entrepreneurship academic opportunities, as demonstrated below.

A final skill that wasfrequently mentioned by interview participants revolved
around the assumption of risk and the ability to dealdvahd learn frord failure.
According to Danielle Ramirez of the Cente
here [at Tidewater] are not wewell versed in failure. Most of them have been very
successful i n their academics and their ex

know, their biggest fear is fear of failuwur
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to Apush tamed eimgwedal apheedn t o t ake ri sks. o0 Dea
iterative changes was deemed vital to the
i mportant, 0 cl ai med Samantha Stone of the
Al me aens,s fiedaerals, this whole model that weor
be afraid to fail. And entrepreneurs will tell you, you learn more in failure than you learn
in success. 0 One of the ways that the Prin
assime the risk of entrepreneurshipraskobeco
the process by not telling anyone their 1id
donét tell anyone, OYou have a baddtodea. 0
kind of decide how they want to go about i
participants, including student entrepreneurs, believed this approach to risk was not
sufficiently grounded in the difficult realities of a venture failing, and some eagned
it was designed to merely increase the num
doors.

The other side of the entrepreneurial mindset was knowledge of managing a
business. For example, while the first part of the curriculum offered &iahers
Entrepreneurship House focuses on fAthe bas
markets, 0 in the second part students #dl ea
model .0 Thus, the program Al pubdkliglebddofai nnova
busi ness ¢ onc e peyerssaiddis apgroachtta t&achikgeenttepreneurship
is also to start with innovation and fAhow
product development, the maiting, and the finanaigd all the various elements of

devel oping a startup company. 0 Christine N
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|l iteracy, 0 which will be required as part
with opportunity recognition, understanding the kedy pitching ideas, working in teams,
assuming risk, and learning from failure, business literacy represents an important
component of what undergraduate students are encouraged to learn as the innovation and
entrepreneurship ethos is translated into eesad opportunities. These opportunities are
gradually being incorporated into the academic structure of the university through

courses, modules, competitions, and degree programs. | describe each of these
opportunities in turn, before analyzing them to desirate their often overlooked

implications.

Entrepreneurshipcoursesl n Ti dewater 6s course cataloc
mention of entrepreneurship courses for undergraduate students. By 2013, the Tidewater
Technology Enterprise Collaborative alarféered nearly twenty courses per year on
innovation and entrepreneurship and, according to its director, reached over a thousand
students. Figure 3 shows the growth in couspegificallybearing the word
entrepreneurship in their title or descriptionca 1980, based upon course catalogues for
the university. As | argued in previous chapters, the rapid increase in entrepreneurship
courses began around the time William Pierson started as president in 1998. Although not
shown in the figure, courseshalesso been offered in more of

and colleges over time, from just two in 1992 to five in 2012.
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Figure 2: Growth of Entrepreneurship Courses at Tidewater, 12802
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There are now courses on writing focsd entrepreneurship offered through the English
department, courses on katrepreneurship for students studying life sciences, and
courses in media entrepreneurship in the college of journalism. Based upon the packet
that the Institute for Innovatiomd Entrepreneurship produced fidre Princeton
Review the university has a total o5%4courses that include content in any way related to
innovation and entrepreneurship (19 of which are in the college of engineering; the
remaining courses are divided angst the colleges of humanitigg, agriculturg6],
public health [1], undergraduate studies [@lirnalism[4], naturalscienceg2], public
policy [1], and architecture [)] As has been previously indicated, the steady increase in
entrepreneurshippcur ses is consistent with President
undergraduate students to entrepreneurial learning opportunities.

The resistance of the dean to creating a separate general education requirement for

innovation and entrepreneurshipedmot mean that entrepreneurship courses are

° This figure is higher than my calculation of 21 courses because my search of course catalogues only
sought courses with entrepreneurship in the title or descriptionpadiet was more liberal in its
interpretation of courses related to entrepreneurship.
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excluded from curricular obligations all students must fulfill. In fact, several interview
participants stated-Sihganta ttuhreeydo hcoopuerds etso adreovu

entrepreneurship. These courses, accordinge uni ver si tyods gener al

are designed to be Alively and contemporar
the i magination, demand intellect, and ins
are requi r eS8ignatue ot xloartsws .AlFurt her more, sev

programs offer courses that count towards
the general education curriculu@ne deanelated that, when asked whether innovation
and entrepreneurship courseweoduld be turned into a general education requirement,
she responded: AWe have to find a way to b
changed the gen ed. Thatés why | said, 06Sc
there. 60 Al t hovatignhandetrepresegrshipiare not nmndatory, they
have been integrated into the academic program which the university considers essential
for all undergraduate students to complete in order to receive a Tidewater degree.
Many of the entrepreneurshipurses currently offered at TU are connected to the
two previously discussed liviAigarning programs: the Crandall Entrepreneurs Program,
which is for upperclass students of all majors, and the Honors Entrepreneurship House,
which caters to firstand seondyear students of all majors. These courses exemplify

how the entrepreneurial mindset is taught to students at Tidewater. The first course that

students in the Crandall Entrepreneurs Pro
Entrepreneurial Opporuni t y Anal ysis in Technology Ven
syl l abus, this course fAis an informed and

cognition with both theoretical and methodological contributions for active and aspiring
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student technologyenpger e neur s. 0 Assignments for the ¢
psychological traits of successful entrepreneurs, a paper on developing an inAovation
based concept, and a business model design group project. In the Honors
Entrepreneurship House, students do meetbp a business plan until the second year.
The introductory courseds objectives cover
entrepreneurial world, o Acultivating a bus
and collaborating in a competidv. wor | d, 06 and Ai ndustry dynam
innovation. 0 Required assignments for the
Aintensive workshop and networking event o
papers that assessamdenwrrietptreem eauammu n itcda tnikdr
the more interesting assignments is called
are given twentyseven dollars and twensye ven gumbal l s and tasked
much val ue as po s staught® both ddmonstsate cestdincageitivea s ar
and communication skills and to put their business literacy to practice through
simulations and business plan competitions.
The main impediment to the continued growth of entrepreneurship courses, in the
eyesof two interview participants, is qualified faculty to teach them. As Kiditlyers
observed:
for the university to have a commitment
going to come with hiring a | ootnemore fa
thing to say, OWouldnoét it be nice to g

canot divide that among the five or six
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In the same vein, Danielle Ramirez of the Center for Social Innovation worries that
courses are beingeated without any true learning objectives or faculty with training in
entrepreneurship: AWhat | can easily see h
to adapt a few words to make it more entrepreneuwirgigped, but at the end of the day it
was the same thing that they were always do
at how many more courses we havel!l 60 Ramire
systematically define learning objectives around entrepreneurship to ensure that the right
content is being transmitted under the banner of entrepreneurship. While courses
represent one of the primary ways in which the innovation and entrepreneurship ethos is
translated into academic opportunities for undergraduate students, questions renrain ab
its growth and the control of quality.
Design thinking modules As a way of incorporating more entrepreneurial
learning opportunities into the academic structure of the university without necessarily
launching new courses, the Institute for Innovatiad Entrepreneurship developed
modules around design thinking. These modules vary in length and are taught by a
|l ecturer who previously taught at Stanford
defined design thinking as:
an innovation procesa way for people to methodically come up with a wild, new
i nnovation. I't doesndét have to be just
services, systems, polTld eisde a nitsantgh atl ei
centered, so you start with thegple are going to be affected by whatever it is
youbdbre designing. And then you go out a

understand what theyodore |ives are |ike.
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itdés a | ot of Dbr ai n sideassthrampicgingsoBetmi ng up
prototype. By prototype, -résolutienareallyy ouodr e
cheap model of your solution to hand to
And then constantly iterating until you come up with your solution,kg®p
increasing the resolution of your solution.
The desired outcome of the design thinking
any really tough, existing problem, 0 they
making all these students innéees and getting them to question how things are now and
push things forward in any discipline. o Th
while the creation of companies is viewed as simply on means of bringing a solution to
fruition. Nevertheless, dggyn thinking modules constitute an important vehicle for the
teaching of several facets of the entrepreneurial mindset, such as understanding what
customers in the marketplace seek and iterating upon failed prototypes. The design
thinking lecturerevennnoed t hat the i dea of design thin
oftend as part of a fAculture that cel ebrat
perfectionists and to be afraid of going a
To date, design thinking modules have beemlusee x t ensi vely in Tid
honors program and courses for fiysiar students in a selective residential program. In
the fall of 2013, over 600 students took part in a design thinking module. Samantha Stone
intimated that the decision to build modulesarnd desi gn thinking was
of the reasons we led with design thinking and not the lean launchpad methodology is
that [it] is for eselryene. Thedprbowstorpce

thinking as one example of contenitmc |l ude i n a proposed serie
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courses. Another content area suggested in the request for Fearless Thinking course
proposals was fAentrepreneurship tighel ored t
arts, agriculture or neprofit s. 6 As t he name i mpl i es, Fear|
according to the provost, fAchallenge stude
teams. 0 Faculty whose Fearless Thinking co
to teach the courselsree semesters, for which they will receive a monetary award.
Additionally, participating faculty will be named Distinguished Institute for Innovation
and Entrepreneurship Faculty Fellows. Rather than create separate design thinking
courses, it is believetthat modules will be built into many Fearless Thinking courses. As
| discuss further as part of the implications of efforts to translate the innovation and
entrepreneurship ethos into academic opportunities for students, there may be an
overemphasis ongk-taking and occasionally valid reasons for fear.

Business model pitch smpetitions. Arguably the most visible entrepreneurial
learning opportunities at TdJ attracting the largest number of studénis competitions,
most of which require or revolve arouadusiness model and pitch. The Institute for
Innovation and Entrepreneurship calculated that there were sixteen innovation and
entrepreneurship competitions at Tidewater in 2013. One of the competitions is open to
university students across the counamyd another is international, bringing together TU
students and students from Peking University to compete for money to launch a business
that is either based in China or | everages
organized by either entrepreurship programs in the college of business or TTEC. By far
thela gest ¢ ompet iEye Com whiclsis runtbgtheBrunicd 6 s

Entrepreneurship Center. Funded by a wealthy alumnus who launched a highly profitable
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athletic apparel company, studeompanies who have been in operation less than five
years and have revenues in excess of $5,000 can compete for up to $70,000 in cash and
priz es . | obser vleyde tQep ,20wIBi Bhultl sk pl ace in
performing arts theater. Thousaratsspectators filled virtually every available seat in the
theater. Each team had an opportunity to pitch their business to a panel of judges, putting
into practice the salesmanship touted as part of the entrepreneurial mindset. The pitch
consisted of onemember of each teadmall of whom were male this particular yéar
explaining through a PowerPoint presentation how their product or service filled a niche
in the market and showed the greatest promise for profitability. The team that won the
Cup in 2013 waselling a biodegradable mat that facilitated gardening for novices in
urban areas.

These obser vat-ky®Cupweoeflesstrdvaalindgtiiah andngerview
with the organizer of a new business model pitch competition in the college of social
sciencs, Steven Walker. The initial idea to create the competition came from the
coll egebs board of wvisitors, which Wal K ker
and fAserial entrepreneurs. o0 Receiving | ogi
Center Wal ker sought fnna format that was prove
i mmedi ate appearance of entrepreneurship i
opportunity for students to Atake their gr
pitch- f or oneo and, therefore, become invol ve
business and engineering students. Walker wanted the competition to send a message to
the AUMD entrepreneurial communityo that t

We 6 goethe students that represent very likely the missing pieces to your idea
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and your organization. We have the research, we have the anthropology, we have

the psychology and sociology behind your student behavior, we have the

understanding of satelliienaging, and global position networks and things like

that that can drive whatos going on.
In this way, students studying the social sciences could be seen as attractive to already
entrepreneurial students as they launched their startups.

The most imprtant output that each team must prepare is a business model using
a canvas, or guide, provided by the compet
students, especially at [the college of social sciences] are not going to be familiar with
yourbssi ness plan, 0 explained Walker, the bus
building blocks of any business plan or executive summary and allows you to approach
them block by block.d I n addition to prepa
a written summary of their idea and a series of PowerPoint slides, which will serve as the
basis for their pitch if they are selected as semifinalists. The final piece that teams submit
for consideration consists of Amqbeanges from
that Aif your busi ndiees youseedgooundergtantd whatitis c on s
your customer wants. o0 Since all of the tea
ideas are expected to be conswaiégven. Throughout this process, teaans required to
attend a certain number of workshops and p
[ Prince] Center, as well as our éal umni boa
two semifinalist teams, as well as the team that has ltésted the available resources
to help them develop their idea. This is to prevent students from being discouraged if they

are beaten by a veteran team like the Food Rescue Movement, which won the
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competition in 2013: A A rfdone tthig befora will be abter e pr e
to show more improvement, more knowledge gaining, and more progress thaalledo
competition share&st athloiéssh ead .rce arkloyr wed Il ker , t
competition is to introduce studentstowhathesess cr uci al skill s: AT
in, get the thinking creatively, working w
they do, if they never get into another entreprenewfsitipsed program in their lives,
those are things that they will undoubtedl t ak e wi t h t hem. 0o

What sets business model pitch competitions apart from other entrepreneurial
learning opportunities is that it awards money to students in order to launch a startup or
further refine their idea. For many competitions, cash prizescaresi der ed Mfdseed
money, 0 or just a few thousand doll ars to
The possibility of winning money and other prizes is heavily marketed by the organizers
of competitions, signifying a recognition that the process isralyt just about learning.
Nevertheless, the belief that learning is a central rationale for the competitions has
prompted some to consider how to award credit for students that participate. For
example, the associate director of the philanthropy centeampus noted that they
created a course for which students could register as they put together competition
materials: fAwe need to support students wh
support to give them c rcedtsmaypravetobet . 6 Such
particularly important with student entrepreneurs, as two undergraduate managers of the
student startup incubator confided that many students who are working on a venture
struggle with their courses. Their point was not that tleeaehigher risk of attrition

among student entrepreneurs, despite the celebration of many technology executives who
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elected to leave college early. Instead, the suggestion is that, much like academic

entrepreneurs, students attempting to launch a vefaicgeconflicts of commitment.
Entrepreneurship minor degree pograms. Several interview participants were

not open to the possibility that entrepreneurship could develop into a major degree

program at Tidewater. Although they cited the existence ofédiestudy devoted to

entrepreneurship, there was a recurring sentiment that entrepreneurship is an approach

that complements other courses of study. As the director of the Honors Entrepreneurship

House phrased it: APart afjunamom withsamaethking you n

el seéFor me, entrepreneurship is an approa

what? It could be an approach to engineering, it could be an approach to doing business,

an approach to linguistics, art, any of these thihgs. pai rs wel |l . 0 He f av

entrepreneurship as a minor, which could t

Currently, Tidewater has one minor degree program in Technology Entrepreneurship, and

there is another minor in entrepreneurshipdeleveloped. The minor in Technology

Entrepreneurship is managed by T-treangand i s

studentso acquire fAa firm graset odb Oheeent

Aar medo wi-dethstutehts isvolvad imlde mi nor Adri ve econor

launching successful ventures and bringingdif@nging products and services to

mar ket . 0 -ciiediteprogramfintiuees mine courses from which students can

choose, all of which are taught by TTEC employees. @dmsics in the minor include:

Aentrepreneuri al 0 p p o r-teahnology grodacts,sstrategiels or, mar

managing innovation, and international i nn

in other words, is built around fostering tatrepreneurial mindset.
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A second minor degree program is in the proposal stage at the time of this writing,
and its focus extends beyond technology entrepreneurship. Although the faculty member
currently writing the proposal declined to share the doctimih me until it was ready
for dissemination, Christine Neilson of the Prince Entrepreneurship Center mentioned a
few of its features. #dAlt will be very wunigq
structure, 0 expl ai nedvoNeed stoon.f bTuhsei nceosrse |mot
al most entirely online and combined with A
internship or a project.o There will be se
entrepreneurship, small business managenor technology commercialization. The
idea behind the minor, according to Neilso
talk about entrepreneurship without having something that is a little bit [deeper] and
gives these kids experiences thaty can get c¢credit for.o It r
the proposal is accepted, although it is difficult to envision its dismissal on a campus
whose ethos has increasingly assigned great important to innovation and
entrepreneurship. The creation of midegree prograndscredentials that are
recognized outside of the univergtgffectively validates and structures entrepreneurial
ways of thinking and behaving. The conferment of a credential provides some motivation
for students to continue taking coursegmtrepreneurship and recognizes that effort as
the acquisition of important knowledge. Many students, of course, will elect to not pursue
a minor in entrepreneurship; nevertheless, the development of these programs, with
curricula and learning outcomes,designed to encourage students to master and acquire

the skills and knowledge linked to the entrepreneurial mindset.
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There is nothing to signal that the innovation and entrepreneurship ethos will be
translated into requirements that all undergraduatiests are obligated to fulfill.
Instead, Tidewater has created a number of different academic opportunities for students
to learn the entrepreneurial mindset and put it into practice in such a way that they might
feel empowered to launch a successful wentThese opportunities, from courses to
business model pitch competitions, have been growing in number as a reflection of the
uni versityodos penchant for all things innov
the expansion of opportunities thaiceurage undergraduate students to think and act like
entrepreneurs, there has been undue consideration of the implications of translating the
ethos. | examine four of these implications and attempt to give them fuller expression

through the example of ti®od Rescue Movement.

Implications of Academic Opportunities for Undergraduate Students

One of the themes that surfaced as interview participants described the
entrepreneurial mindset and how it is taught to students is learning from failure and
makingi ncr ement al i mprovements to Aprototypes
research process in many disciplines. However, the case can be made that there is an
underappreciation of the high probability of failure in entrepreneurship, leading tika la
of conversations that prepare students for the true hardships that can accompany a failed
venture. The reality surrounding startups was not foreign to Travis Canrtjrieeih:
APeople focus on the big successaeslnastr i es,
miraculous events when they happen. They depend on a lot of luck, on a lot of things
being present at the same time. |1tds just

businesses fail. o The noti wetessdiat fortune
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entrepreneurial ventures resonated witle program director who r ef |l ect ed: f
mi ssing sometimes in the conversation is a
that Athe culture of accepti mogtofAmaridamr es i s
culture. These were the only two interview participants who were concerned about the
high probability of failure in entrepreneurship. The remaining interview participants who
brought up failure celebrated it as an essential part of thepeatreurial process. They
did not dwell on the details of failure, such as the potential for job loss, bankruptcy, or
strained personal relationships. By contrast, failure was an abstract concept and largely
overshadowed by perceived benefits of the endregurial process to solve problems and
Spur economic growth.

As a consequence of this overshadowing, many interview participants admitted
that students who took part in entrepreneurial learning opportunities were not truly
prepared for failure and whatét meant in the real world of business compared the
simulated world of competitions. Danielle Ramirez of the Center for Social Innovation
reported, Ain my soci al entrepreneur ship c
And we pr ob a lghyalkidgoaboattwhatfails, &d lvow you build resiliency
to failure and | earn from it and move on. 0
colored glasses by which people might view
lessofaproblemlzeause fiwedre teaching about a mind
i ssue. 0 One solution, she jokingly added,
Entrepreneurship! That would be areallycoeb[l gnat ure] course per he

who directs TTE, similarly conceded,
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|l dondt know i f we adequately prepare t
youdre a student to have stars in your
number s. Everybody hears those number s,
probably are not adequately prepared for that realization.
Yet, he countered that now was the time fo
young. And you dondét have financial ties.
spouse and ki ddo iTthhatBescaheen Wwow can absor |
stand, many students are taught to believe that entrepreneurship can solve difficult
problems, drive economic growth, and even allow them to be their own boss. The
narrative of startup success is ndfisiently tempered by startup failure, leaving many
students vulnerable to the harsh realities of the market. A student entrepreneur who helps
to run a startup incubator stated that fnas
treat youwelriyk & ryaogu d ree Like they dondét want
their numbers. But itds not nice out there
One entrepreneurial learning opportunity in which it is possible for undergraduate
students to experience failure igsness model pitch competitions. In the worderod
programdirector,  fi i n -balsad sultuper[of corapetitions], certainly it does have
most of the students failing.o0o This remark
of the ethos into ademic opportunities for undergraduate students: fostering winner
takesall competition and a prizbased culture. By the time undergraduate students reach
Tidewater, they are weldcquainted with competition. Many of the opportunities to learn
the entrepreeurial mindset build upon and continue this competitive streak, turning the

coll ege experience away from fAeducating fo
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provost Nancy Martin, into a game in which the most profitable idea is deemed an
innovativesolution and awarded with cagks an example of this culture, one program
directordescribed the Honors Entrepreneurship House as follows:

They immediately invested some of their money in competitions for the students.

So, i t-basecalturp, eagpoxed to something else. And in a phzsed
culture, youodre trying to get everybody
paid. Thereds some |l uck guy who gets al

wor k. And so t heyélé.Arma, ofcourse, studentsbret h ou g h
well armed for that kind of activity.
There are few, if any, stipulations attached to the money that students win in business
model pitch competitions. Although the hope is that they use it to launch businesses that
creatgobs, it is possible the money is used in entirely unproductive ways. If learning is,
indeed, the ultimate ga&éland not starting compani@&one must carefully consider the
principles being transmitted when public university spaces are converted into r®imsoco
of the market, where lucrative ideas receive cash and ideas whose commercial value is
not apparent or neaexistent lose out.
A third implication of academic opportunities that develop as a result of the ethos
might be referred to as the tyranny of greup or team. Many of the assignments in
entrepreneurship courses are group projects, and all of the competitions require teams of
students, with an emphasis on interdisciplinary collaborafioracademic executive
voiced concern WwWithishamphascal oadt@almwor k

innovation and entrepreneurship:
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Il 6m a | ittle worried because some peopl
well in teams, but not everything. Some of the greatest thinkers in history never
collaborated wh anybody. Forcing them into a team to brainstorm or whatever

would have been stifling.

While their example may not be one to emulate, many of the heroes of entrepreneurship

cited by interview participants were not known for their collaboration. In ety of

them were autodidacts who worked tirelessly on their ideas alone, at times when no one

else saw its value. The fact that Mark Zuckerburg and Bill Gates never finished college

was not lost several interview participants, including deapnwhosadl : fi We need
brilliant people who never finish their de
that do not really capture how innovation happens. There was little willingness to

consider that the stress placed on groups or teams in entreprenelwaglihitit, rather

than engender, innovative ideas.

Because entrepreneurship was so widely believed to be a source of solutions,
most interview participants paid short shrift the problems it may cause. After all,
entrepreneurship in a free market systemadt new, meaning some of the difficult
problems of the Zicentury cannot be divorced from the dealings of entrepreneurs past.

It is even the case that entrepreneurs simultaneously solve one problem, but in the
process plant the seeds for another. Kkangle, John D. Rockefeller was certainly an
entrepreneur who revolutionized the petroleum industry and redefined the shape of
modern corporations. In the process, however, he formed a massive trust responsible for
controlling the prices of transportatitimat ultimately caused innumerous small

businesses to crumble. At no point in my interviews with entrepreneurship educators or
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business model pitch competition organizers was there mention of thetradeat
inherently accompany entrepreneurship, at #tudents still need a moral compasse O
of the concerns that@ogramdirectorexpressed with respect to the Honors
Entrepreneurship House was that Athe curri
have an et hics ¢ omp o momation oftentrepreneurshipwasshat a mi d
the process does not naturally lead to positive outcomes for all people in all situations.

A studentlaunched venture called the Food Rescue Movement (FRM)
exemplifies the influence of the entrepreneurial mindsetiedisas the implications of
translating the ethos. Officially founded in 2011, FRM was formed by a group of students
|l ed by Nate Gall agher. According to Gall ag
the dining hall séand whel sseftooudp ian sptrecagdr aoni tt

The first chapter of the organization was soon joined by a chapter founded by one of

=]

Gall agheros friends at Brown University.
had already donated 500 pounds of food, seally validated super early on that this

something that could scale and should be a
regular competitors in business model pitec
house, 0 to borrow f r dhefirst noepetitiontthey enteredwasp ar t i
offered by the Prince Entrepreneurship Center, and Gallagher laughingly remembered:

AWe didno6ét win Pitch [Prince], which was Kk
competition weodve dtercowedere RM woni$5,000ifao on t her
competition, followed by $16,000 in anothe
awesome prizes and grow our i mpact. o When

venture and not simply a successful profit organzation, Gallagher replied:
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That s a great quest i o-4profit], Ared evaaurseptly we 6 r e
really dondt gener at e i.fka menpiehaftodowthour i
the scalability of it. Theant tihtodusg hs ciatlasb
earning our own income, we almost see foundations and individual donors as our
customenrdséso just the scalability, the e
principles, and entrepreneurship principles in starting it.
The fearmeednoidred so refers to selling food r
restaurants and grocery stores, as well as providing training in food rescue.
In total, FRM calculates that it has won close to $45,000 in competitions, and it
has received additional ragaes from the university. These resources include free office
space at the Institute for Innovation and Entrepreneurship. Although TU has given a great
deal to FRM, the university has also benefited from the organization. As Gallagher put it:
Aour ®Hrtanedito the universityods brand now,
us on the side of a bus, and like, apparently, we were just in a commercial on ESPN.
They really like to take ownership of wus. o
relaionship between Tidewater and FRM into the future. Because of this relationship,
several interview participants referred to F&Mnd its charismatic lead®ras the
Aposter childo of Tidewaterdés innovation a
from competitions and resources from the university, FRM received money from
foundations. Its biggest donor is the Sodexo Foundation, which is the charitable arm of
the Sodexo Corporation (formerly Sodedarriott), a multinational firm that manages
universitydining facilities. The corporation has a checkered track record with employees

at several universities across the country, and there was even a protest at Tidewater over
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poor treatment and pay of workers. Salaries for the leadership team of FRM come out of
the $150,000 donated by Sodexo. Gallagher has committed so much time to FRM that he
sometimes struggled academica@urrently a sixthyear seniorthe young CEO takes
courses in noiprofit management through the school of public policy, but also rexeive
some credit for his work with FRM.

There is little doubt that the Food Rescue Movement has developed a service that
prevents waste and helps feed people in need. The leader of the organization clearly
echoed what many entrepreneurship educators sayp@tant for an entrepreneurial
venture, including scalability and sustainability. Rather than consider FRM-profin
organi zation, Gallagher called it a Asoci a
entrepreneurial pri nci pTheosganeaidn lafigelyaowwesd&sd | n c
existence to help in its early stages from cash prizes won as a result of selling their ideas
in repeated business model pitch competitions. The university has been quick to shine the
spotlight on FRM as an example of witta¢ innovation and entrepreneurship ethos can
produce in undergraduate students. There is perhaps no better example at Tidewater than
FRM of the ways in which student thinking and behavior has been shaped by the
institutional emphasis on innovation andrepreneurship. While this organization was
repeatedly cited as an example of undergraduate student entrepreneurship, the number of
academic opportunities and fanfare surrounding FRM suggests that others will soon
follow.

Connecting Emerging Developmentsa Theory
Evidence throughout this chapter shows that Tidewater created various

mechanisms to nudge faculty members and undergraduate students so that they embraced
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the innovation and entrepreneurship ethos. There are no policies in place and no
requiremets that force either group of actors to think and behave as entrepreneurs.
Instead, the university has sought to incentivize academic entrepreneurship by building it
into the faculty reward system and to structure opportunities for undergraduate students
to learn the entrepreneurial mindset. Assuming the innovation and entrepreneurship ethos
continues its present trajectory, it is seems probable that the number of academic
opportunities for undergraduate students will continue to swell. As follows, the
tramsl ati on of the ethos closely resembl es Wa
which eschews brute coercion in favor of i
own conduct or the conduct of otherso (p.
ertrepreneurshi® as a panacea for intractable problems or a requirement for
employability, for exampl@ as well as incentives replace outright compulsion and are
designed to shape actors into subjects. Therefore, data supports the assertion that the
translaton of the innovation and entrepreneurship ethos constitutes a form of what
Foucault termed fAgovernmentality, o or stri
rewarding means of sethanagement.

The particular subjectivity that is shaped at Tidewater coulyulie different
from that which is presently produced at Tidewater. For instance, the subjectivity could
be based upon public service or nationalis
years as a landrant institution, when cadets were trainedhniilitary tactics and
citizenship (McClure, 2012). The type of subject molded at TU due to the innovation and
entrepreneurship ethos, on the other hand, is a verstamad economicyshe much

theorized and sometimes heralded actor who is rationainseiésted, and hyper
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sensitive to costs and benefits. Such benefits, though slow to develop for the institution,
can be substantial for individuals who entrepreneurial venture finds success with
investors and consumers. University actors have beconezgstamed to applying
economic analysis to every detalil of their lives and treating all phenomena in terms of
competition in the market that the entrepreneurial mindset becomes rather banal. In many
ways, this version diomo economicuis perfectly suitedo an economy and political
structure beholden to neoliberalism. As the government retreats and-faissez
approaches reign supreme, citizens are induced tonsgldge in ways that perpetuate
the capitalist system and permits the government to rok ita presence. One lens to
analyze the innovation and entrepreneurship ethos, then, is that it transmits values to
university actors which encourage precisely the type conduct required by neoliberal
capitalism. Undergraduate students, in particularir@reasingly and actively taught
what advocates call the fAentrepreneurial m
state of mind, 0 accepting both responsi bil
individually creating their own employment upgraduation. Although the evidence on
which this interpretation is made is limited to one case, the innovation and
entrepreneurship ethos, as one manifestation of the academic capitalist
knowledge/learning regime, sheds light on the role of universitiesflecting and
reproducing the social relations of the present iteration of capitalism, consistent with the
first theoretical proposition.

Some may argue that there have always been ties binding academe and
capitalism. It is true that wealthy industmmaagnates used their wealth to establish some

of the most renowned universities in the world. Markets have always been operational in
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higher education, encouraging fierce competition. In fact, several interview participants

claimed that U.S. highereducab n 6 s model based upon survi ve
it to attain excellence. Although | do not dispute that there is a long history between

universities and capitalism, the innovation and entrepreneurship ethos illustrates how the
relationship hasmpfoundly changed in recent decades. | submit that the desire to teach
students how to solve problems by launching companies and to encourage faculty to

better serve society by commercializing their research suggests that universities have

been ceopted tofulfill purposes and enrich interests which previously would have been

alien to educational institutions, certainly those that are publicly supported afut-not

profit.

Conspicuously, in thirty interviews with individuals across Tidewater, the word
Aciatpal i smd0 was never once uttered. Despite
entrepreneurship and an economic system built around private entities accumulating
capital and competing in a free market, academic capitalism has become so normal, so
ingrained in whastudents and faculty experience, it is virtually invisible. As a result of
this invisibility, there is little space to question or explore alternatives to neoliberal
understandings of economy and society. In lieu of being a site that foments change and
provides some check to the power of private industry influence, the university may be a
site of reproduction, ensuring that subsequent generations continue the project of
Ali berating individual entrepreneurial fre
framework characterized by strong private property rights, free markets, and free trade

(Harvey, 2005, p. 2).
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Conclusion

This chapter sought to uncover how the emerging innovation and
entrepreneurship ethos at Tidewater intersected with the lives of facutipen®and
undergraduate students. More than a billboard slogan, innovation and entrepreneurship
has been translated into incentives and academic opportunities in order to stimulate
academic entrepreneurship and teach the entrepreneurial mindset. | artjuedhapter
that the incentives designed for faculty members, including expanding P&T criteria and
creating awards, have not yet altered the foundations of professorial success.
Entrepreneurship was seen as something that could enhance the tradlteosalfghe
academic profession, provided there were concrete metrics that were subject to the same
rigorous evaluation as other areas. Furthermore, newly created awards for innovation and
entrepreneurship are few in number and cater to specific diszspkespecially those with
faculty members whose research saves the university money or can be successfully
commercialized. Accordingly, these awards are not inclusive of all areas of campus.
Academic opportunities for undergraduate students to acquinmaster skills and
knowledge associated with the entrepreneurial mindset are plentiful and expanding. With
the goal of exposing all students to entrepreneurial learning opportunities, the academic
programs look to be far more influential in changing sttitl@nking and behavior than
incentives for faculty members. This conclusion requires further investigation, but its
plausibility is reinforced by student acknowledgement of the celebrity status of
entrepreneurs in America today.

An important contributom f t hi s chapter was to show t

incorporate the innovation and entrepreneurship ethos into the lived experience of faculty
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members and undergraduate students is not without implications. Accompanying any
future institutional benef accrued as a result of the innovation and entrepreneurship
ethos are a set of possible consequences that may irreparably harm the academic
profession and college student experience. From the creation of facuagéets with

little loyalty to the insitution to the gamification of student learndhgomplete with

hefty cash prize€$ the galvanization of innovation and entrepreneurship as institutional
ethos could transform a public research university like TU further away from the public
good knowledge/l@rning regime. Evolution, of course, is the inevitable path of any
educational institution, but the nature of this evolution is notdpstined. This chapter
raises a set of difficult questions for Ti
viability and advantages of innovation and entrepreneurship as they guide the institution

into an uncertain future.
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CHAPTER SEVEN: CONCLUSION

Introduction

Since the late 1970s, public universities have contended with a steadily shifting
political-economic landscagp Slaughter and Rhoad&904) theorizedhat one outcome
of thisshifting landscapé&asbeena movement away from thipublic good
knowledge/learning regindeand toward an emergirfgicademic capitalist
knowledge/learning regim@This later regimeprioritizes profit taking and the
privatization of knowledge as networks of actors intersect with $laaighter and
Rhoadegonceptualized afie new economy. The strength of ttigorizationies in its
constant reference &iructural trendsn American postsecondary education, namely the
reduction offunds from the governmeand the increasing dependence upon private,
external sources of money. Additionally, Slaughter and Rhoades effectively captured in
this regime many of the behavioral mf@stations of academic capitalism, such as
institutionsestablishing revenugenerating professional degree programs, fostering
student consumerism, and encouraging faculty to commercialize their res@aeskions
remained, however, regardingw acadenic capitalisms catalyzed into values and
norms that shapthe lived experience of faculty members, students, and Staffies
have started to address these questions (e.g., Mendoza, 2012), and this dissertation builds
upon this scholarship.

This disgrtation sought, in some measuwere-envisionthe theory of academic
capitalismas multilevel process at one institutiolh focused upon the means and
motivationsthroughwhich the academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime was

brought to fruitionat a public doctoral/researahtensive university in the United States
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Specifically, Istudiedthe case oTidewater UniversitfTU), and itsemergingnnovation
and entrepreneurship ethiestween 1998 and 2018s a conclusion to this study, |
presentm abbreviated forrnthe main findingsevealed irchapters four through six.
These argumentare informed by a set of theoretical propositions that were designed to
develop a more complete picture of why a public university like TU adopted values and
normsof the academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime. The theoretical propositions
also shed light on the processes through which university leaders introduced these values
and norms into the instituticand its ethos

| summarize in this chapter the wagswvhich the data supports these theoretical
propositions, leading to the initial development of a revisionadhikory of academic
capitalism In the final part of the chaptdrdiscusgwo unresolved issues and consider
what this project means fpolicy and practice. Accordingly, | attempt to show how the
empirical results of this study can inform the work of people who, like the interviewees
whose views are reflected in the preceding pages, care deeply about the future of public
higher educatiorBecause this is a singular case study on a large topic, | present several

avenues of future research that surfaced in the process of completing this project.

Main Findings of the Dissertation
Question one Tidewater University has actively attempted to ¢arg an
institutional ethos that assigns great impar&gon innovation and entrepreneurship.
Based upon the data collected for this project, the innovation and entrepreneurship ethos
consists of at least five values. The first value is that innovatidreaimepreneurship are
not the &clusive domain of the sciences, engineerindgyusiness. Rather, the ethos

endorsedhe notion that innovation and entrepreneurship can enhance all discgrithes
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administrativeofficesacross the campus. Second, the ®tpasitioned innovation and
entrepreneurship as a highly effective means of solving problems intleer®dry. In

fact, innovation and entrepremniship were seen as a way to add@sblems that the
government and academics had thus far failed tdhkd, according tadhe values of the
ethos the impact of research wdsfined sahattrue impact became synonymous with
commercializing research or ensuring that it somehow has worth outside of academe.
Fourth, innovation and entrepreneursivgs not smply about faculty members or

students seeking out new discoveriesleed, the ethos also appliechow the university
itself operates, with an emphasis on findmgthodgo cut costs and enhance
performance. The fifth and final valo¢ theethos at Tdewater University is the belief

that there is a rather natural relationship between innovation and entrepreneurship and
this generation of students, which is accustomed to immediate results and putting digital
technologies to use in the resolution of magsues.

These values became clear as interview participants described the meanings of
innovation and entrepreneurshgeparately and in tandeat,the university. Importantly,
there was a wide array of understandings of innovation and entrepreneystanal
among those | interviewed.d3pitethis diversity, one of the patterns that emerged in the
data was a preponderance of language and examples derived frompiadifaector.

There was a clear bias in the meanings ascribed to innovatie@naegreneurship

toward company formation @ intended outcomand most of the examples of

entrepreneurial success came from technoelmged corporations. Although interview

participants beliexdt hat the universityds loeander ship v

entrepreneurship core values at Tidewater, many believed this process to be ingomplete
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either because they did believe it was on equal footing with other values, such as
knowledge production or public service, or because they viewed it as rlatdrithus,
inherently partial Additionally, it was not uncommon for interviewees to suggest that
innovation and entrepreneurship constituted a marketing scheme, or simply a passing fad
that would be soon replaced by other rhetoric. Most of the skeptresfaculty

members, and several of them opposed the emphasis placed on innovation and
entrepreneurship at the university, believing it to either demean their lifelong dedication
to advancing knowledge orewing it as at odds with the purposes @udlic university

For this reason, | argued thithe innovation and entrepreneurship ethos remains a project
under construction, and its future place at Tidewater is far from certain.

The origins of entrepreneurship at the university can be clearly tracedbbiiek
colleges of engineering and business, and the influence of these colleges is still strong.
Recently, the offices of the president and provost have been actively involved in
expanding the reach of innovation and entrepreneurship as it has becamreldesure
of President Henry Pryorods strategic prior
has been in the area of undergraduate education, as more and more academic
opportunities have been created to teach the entrepreneurial mindsetnkttatedhat
the story of the innovation and entrepreneurship ethos is linked to a core group of central
administrators, especially presidents and provosts. There was little to suggest that the
promotion of innovation and entrepreneurship was in resporesgitoundswell of
support from faculty members or students. Thus, the vision of a university devoted to
innovation and entrepreneurship was most devoutly championed by top administrators at

the university. Just as imparttas where innovation and entrepeurship originated and
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foundgreatest traction is where it wabsent. | contend thaven as university leaders

declarel the universal applicability of innovation and entrepreneurship, the humanities

werelargely on the margins of the conversatiomre so than the social sciencegher

by choice or because the messdiginot resonate with equal force among all disciplines.
Question twa The decision to initiate and support an ethos built around

innovation and entrepreneurship was made in an enmeat marked by structural and

symbolic challenges. University leaders who shared their views as part of this study

clearly situated Tidewater in a changglgbalizedeconomy, one that required university

knowledge production and advanced training in otdensure that the United States

could competeContributing to economic growth was seen as one of many mounting

expectations placed upon higher education institutions by the government. However,

these expectations were not accompanied by additionad fiméact, university leaders

unanimouslyacknowledged that the university operated in an era of dechmagfrom

the state and federal governneiithese struaral pressures were joined by the

perceivedbarrage of critique frormsomelegislators angonsumers related to the costs

and value of a college degree. Catering to the demands of consumers has becorre an ever

increasing consideration among university

reliance upon tuition dollars. Competing foudents who can pay tuition and will

increase the universityodéds reputation is bu

which Tidewater plays. As a university striving for prestige, university leaders paid close

attention to other institutions, pamilarly those they believed to be more prestigious. The

political-economic environment university leaders described during interviews is more
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complicated than the search for new sources of revenue, which forms the basis of the

theory of academic capitalism
In light of this dynamic context, the reasons cited for infigdind supporting the
innovation and entrepreneurship ethos addressed both monetary amometary

concerns. It was certainly the case that university leaders were interesteatinga

campus culture in which it was possible to generate revenue for the institution. To date,

the evidence suggests that Tidewateros

if any, netincome for the university. Nevertheless, there is a persidésire to earn

money down the road, either from student entrepreneurs who give back to their alma

ent

matter or through the commercialization of faculty research that, like Gatorade, becomes

a reliable source of revenue. In addition to the desire to makeynoniversity leaders
were motivated to initiate and supptre etho$ecause they believed it to be part of a
|l ong tradition of serving the stateos
identity as a landjrant institution, thereby attemptingftrge an unbroken chain that

bi nds the uni v earglerifiadyaét.dnteeestipgly,tha third signgicarit o

econ

rationale proposed by university leaders was that other institutions were involved in the

entrepreneur shi p f duaingeanyintdnhews thieat Tidewsateraid s e n s e

not want to be | eft behind as ot her uni ver

entrepreneurship. For interview participants, Tidewater had an opportunity to get ahead

of other schools, while others believédvas already too late. In general, data indicated

that, regardless of what the outcome was of the innovation and entrepreneurship ethos, it

was symbolically important for TU to be a play&he final reason why university

leaders decided to initiate anglpport the ethos was that it was necessary to attract and
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retain faculty members and students. | demonstrated that this final motivation was less
convincing than those based upon the pursuit of revenue, heritage, and prestige.

Question three In order toexplore how the values of the innovation and
entrepreneurship ethos are transmitted to university actors, | elected to investigate faculty
reward systems and academic opportunities for undergraduate students. In the fall of
2013, atask force wasconverted r evi ew t he wuniversityos pr
gui delines. The task forceds charge explic
innovation and entrepreneurship in the P&T process. After interviewing members of the
task force, including thehair of the innovation and entrepreneurship subcommittee, and
analyzing several documents, | concluded thete were a number of conceatsout the
place of innovation and entrepreneurship as indicators of professorial success at the
university.

The pedominangoal of the task force was to recognize a fuller range of
activities in which faculty members engage, especially given changes to academic
publishing and noitraditional means of sharing research. In the end, the task force
recommended thatenpg eneur shi p coul d enhance a facul
the three pillars of the profession: research, teaching, and service. However, it should not
constitute its own pillar, and should be evaluated with the same degree of rigor as other
pieces devidence used to determine tenure and promotion at the univérsagydition
to the work of this task force, | also highlighted the recent creation of awards for faculty
members related to innovation and entrepreneurship. Although these awards tepresen
one way the ethos is translated into incentives for faculty members, | argue that their

reach is limited, and they currently cater to select disciplines. Because the awards are
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often based upon faculty members saving the institution money or successfully
commercializing their research, the awards are more applicable to the sciences and
engineering. It should come as no surprise, then, that the winners of innovation and
entrepreneurship faculty awards have mainly come from thissgplines

The translabn of the ethos into academic opportunities for students has been
more widespread and influential, seeking to inculcate the entrepreneurial mindset in all
undergraduatstudents at the university. To this end, Tidewater has steadily increased the
number ofcourses that teach the entrepreneurial mindset, and there has been a strident
effort to incorporate these courses into the general education curriculum. Furthermore,
the Institute for Innovation and Entrepreneurship created modules in design thinking,
which teach an entrepreneurial probisoiving process. These modules have been built
into courses offered through two of- the un
based programs, reaching thousands of fnstl secongear students. One of the sto
widely publicized means of translating the ethos has been the creation of business model
pitch competitions, where students receive feedback for their ideas and can win seed
money to launch their ventiugeThe final academic opportunity | detailed wias t
development of minor degree programs, reflecting the ways in which teaching
entrepreneurship has been integrated into
university is far from reaching its goal of exposing all students to entrepreneuriaidearn
opportunities, the trend has been onexgionential growth in programs that teach the
entrepreneurial mindset and mounting efforts to turn academic opportunities into

requirements.
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The translation of the ethos into incentives for faculty members@adkemic
opportunities for undergraduate students is not without implications. For faculty
incentives, there is the need to ensure that the innovation and entrepreneurship ethos is
accompanied by comprehensive and clearly articulated policies to reduceideace of
conflicts of interest and commitment. The mere mention of innovation and
entrepreneurship in conjunction with promotion and tenure may inadvertently send the
message to young faculty members that it is expected of them, which is a second
implication. Given that the humanities are on the margins of the innovation and
entrepreneurship ethos, and that awards currently favor faculty members in the sciences
and engineering, a final implication of the translation of the ethos is that it further
exa@rbates the creation of a twier faculty hierarchy.

For undergraduate student opportunities, one of the main implications of
translating the ethos is encouraging tigking without properly communicating what the
risks entail or adequately preparingdgnts for the high probability of failuréhat is not
to say that students do not experience failure. Many of thgmms a consequencoé the
prize-based culture celebrated in business model pitch competifiongher implication
of teaching the mindt is thait places too much emphasis on working and thinking in
groups, thereby giving undue consideration to the valuable contributions of innovators
who prefer to work alone. Lastly, as the university pushed for more students to become
entrepreneurst has not sufficiently developed learning opportunities on the ethics of the
process. Indeed, students learn that entrepreneurship is a means of sahieq)

without being helped to understand the ways in which entrepreneurship hasated
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issuedn society. | exemplified some of these implications of translating the ethos
through a social venture started by students at Tidewater, Food Rescue Movement.

In summary, innovation and entrepreneurship carried diverse meanings, but the
one recurring meang of the concepts revolved around creating value through the
creationof a product and founding of a company. The origins of innovation and
entrepreneurship at Tidewater can be traced to the colleges of business of engineering,
but the inclusion of thessncepts into the values of the institution is largely the work of
central administrators, especially pdenits and provosts. In selegiinnovation and
entrepreneurship as Tidewaterods institutio
to many clallenges and satisfy several masters. The motivations for supporting values
and norms clearly connected to the academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime
centered upon possible revenue in the future, continuing a tradition of state service, and
pursuingprestige in a competitive higher education field. Two of the ways that the ethos
has been translated in ways that affect the lived experience of faculty members and
undergraduate students is to develop incentives and create academic opportunities. Many
of the efforts to incentivize faculty entrepreneurship involve only certain disciplines and
have not drastically altered notions of what constitutes professorial success. However, the
influence of the ethos on the undergraduate student experience isedsseetn, as the
number of academic opportunities swells.

Ultimately, the actors interviewed for this dissertation all want Tidewater
University to continue its trajectory of excellence and effectively navigate the choppy
waters of higher education toddyany of them saw innovation and entrepreneurship as

an appropriate strategy for ensuring that the university survived and thrived in the future.
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As follows, the prevailing opinion was not to pursue innovation and entrepreneurship in
order to enrich indiduals or the institution. This outcome, of course, is conceivable at
TU, but it has long been possible for faculty members to commercialize their research
and for universities to explore diverse means of replenishing their caffergjuestions
raised thoughout this dissertai deal not with whethennovation and entrepreneurship

as institutional ethos is a good or bad development at a public university like Tidewater.
Instead, they have dealt with the nature of change in American higher education, the
relationship betweepostsecondarinstitutions and society, and the subjectivities crafted
at universities. While the answers to these questions are-dedeloped, | believe the

data collected for this dissertation points to potentially harmful effie¢tansmitting

values of the academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime to university actors. These
effects include compromising institutional autonomy; transforming universities into little
more than sites of job training;-ogienting academic resedr to serve economic growth
above all else; and training students as individual, mobile, flexible werkegpreneurs

instead oftitizens committed to the public good.

Contributions to Theory

The empirical evidence demonstrated unequivocally that tlieeatgea capitalist
knowledge/learning regime exists at Tidewater University. Interview participants
discussed the university in the terms of agwofit enterprise that musnk with
corporations to address funding shortfalls and capitalize on marketwppes.
Knowledge was seen by some interview participants as a raw material, emphasizing that
its value was predicated upon the extent to which it cordduceexternal funds.

Beyond question, TU cultivated faculty entrepreneurship and sought tottrdents as
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entrepreneurs as part of an orientation to economic relevance and growth in the
knowledgebased economy. Additionally, the origins of the innovation and
entrepreneurship ethos confirmed one of th
interstitial organizational emergence. Several organizations were established at
Tidewater, including the Office of Technology Transfer, TTEC, and TideVentures to
bridge the divide between the university, corporations, and the state. Moreover, given the
role d central administrators, especially presidents and provosts, in initiating the
i nnovation and entrepreneurship ethos, dat
the academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime assigns greater authorityeeeiop
university leaders.
However, the findings of this project suggest the nedtdink differently about
academic capitalism in order to fully explain how and why Tidewater pushed innovation
and entrepreneurship as guiding values and behavioral normstloflitne gaps | saw in
the theory prior to undertaking data collection, | developed a set of five theoretical
propositions. These theoretical propositigngled the analysis of data aspbke tol)
the place of universities in a powerfully symbolic figk)the role of universities in not
simply reflecting the context in which they sit, but also constructing the world as we
know it; and3) the contributions of educational institutions to shaping subjectivities.
Table 11 summarizes the five propositiond &ists which chapters present data that

speak to each of the ideas.
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Tablel1ll: Review ofFive Theoretical Propositions

Theoretical Basis Proposition
Cultural dimensions of the political Proposition 1 Public universities align
economy of education their activities with discourses of the

knowledgebased economy and reprodu
the social relations of capitalism.
(Chapters 5 and 6)

New institutionalism Proposition 2 The development and
translation of an institutional ethos is
influenced by perceptions of legitimacy
and prestige in the higher education fiel
(Chapter 5)

Heteronomous model of university chan Proposition 3 Accompanying the
marketization of public universities is
increasing responsibilities to the state,
creatng dual external controls closely ti¢
to globalization. (Chapter 5)

Governmentality Proposition 4The translation of an
institutional ethos into incentives for
faculty members and academic
opportunities for undergraduate student
represents a form obgernmentality.
(Chapter 6)

New sociology of knowledge Proposition 5Public universities wield
power in validating certain ways of
thinking and being in society through its
knowledgeprocessing functions.
(Chapters 4 and 6)

All five theoretical propsitions were supported by the data, although some more so than

others.
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The first theoretical proposition is that public universities align their activities
with discourses of the knowleddgpased economy and (re)produce the social relations of
capitalism.Chapter five demonstrated that university leaders believed that the American
economy had become knowledgased, and they justified the importance of university
innovation and entrepreneurship because of this transformbasinggested that
Ti d e waignenenbvath thelknowledgbased economy is understandable, as public
universities are rendered more relevant in an economy structured around knowledge. It
did not matter that Tidewaterods | eaders co
economy knowldge-based. Rather, interview participants emphasized the necessity of
the universityo0 knoeledgelecohomgiscourbes. Cleadtenu p o n
demonstrated thatlinvesting in training students to be entrepren@ucsembody the
entrepreneurial mirge® Tidewater helped to create subjectivities perfectly suited to the
current iteration of capitalism, characterized by a high faith in the ability of the market to
solve problems. Consequently, academic capitalism is not merely about higher education
institutions and their search for revenue streams.dlso about the ways in which
universities help to bring the capitalist economy into being and reproduce its social
relations.

Thesecond theoretical proposition, which is inspired by new institutionalism
posits that the development and translation of an institutional ethos is influenced by
perceptions of legitimacy and prestige in the higher education field.

The basic idea underlying this proposition is that not all organizational behavior is
efficaciols. Some practices are rationalized in an organizational field and

institutionalized in society. In this way, it is not enough for public universities to succeed
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economically to survive. They must establish and maintain legitimacy in order to
compete in thenarket and garner prestige. Chapter five showed that part of the reason
why i nnovation and entrepreneurship have b
other institutions in TUOGs field of play a
leades were keenly aware of how Tidewater was situated relative to peers and
prestigious institutions when it came to innovation and entrepreneurship. In order to keep
pace with other universities, appear normal in the eyes of stakeholders, and emulate
prestigous schools, Tidewater began to develop programs dedicated to innovation and
entrepreneurshigAlthough there was hope that entrepreneurship might one day pay off
for the university, the immediate benefit of the ethos appeared to be symbolic just as
muchasfinancial

Chapter five also validated the third theoretical proposibased upon
Sc hugur e n s2k0p)hsterondmdus dnjversity modetoposition three contends
that accompanying the marketization of public universities is increasing rdsifipesi
to the state, creating dual external controls closely tied to globalizathenmain point of
this propositions that public universitiesiust answer to state expectations, particularly
related to economic development and job training. Oneeofgburring motivations that
university leaders cited for initiating and supporting the innovation andpatreurship
ethos was that THas arobligation to serve the state, and this obligation constitutes a
tradition that i s swentatyw Whdle thercdntoibutiomséhe i nst i t ut
university makes to the state economy in terms of graduating students and launching
companies is quite real and quantifiable, the innovation and entrepreneurship ethos was

also put to work as a vehicle of heritagdieh produces a novel cultural artifact in the

301



present through recourse to the past. Driving some interview participants to support the
ethos, then, was the belief that it was <co
state institution wheecontibutions are necessary, regardless of how much money it

receives in appropriations.

The methods by which innovation and entrepreneurship were transmitted to
university actors is the addressed by the fourth pibposThis proposition suggests that
universities are engaged in the mi@xercise of power, shaping the conduct of
individuals through governance. Rather than force faculty members and students to be
more entrepreneurial, Tidewater developed condhaping techniques, such as creating
or revisng incentives or integrating ideas into the academic structure of the institution.
As the fourth proposition maintains, such methods of transmission constitute a form of
governmentality, whereby university actors are made into particular kirsigjgfcts
through the integration of values and norms into their modes of thought. For Foucault,
governmentality was a particularly useful way of showing how neoliberal capitalism
persisted, as it induced individuals to learn means ohsatfagementChapter six
detailed how Tidewater attempted to shape faculty member and student conduct. The
evidence questions the extent to which these efforts were successful among faculty
members. However, there is perhaps no better confirmation of neoliberal governmentality
thanthe desire at TU to inculcate an entrepreneurial mindset among undergraduate
students. The university applied governance in order to craft a student subjectivity based
upon opportunism, private sector probtsolving, and aenseof self and society viewe

through aralmost exclusivelynarketbased economiens.
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The fifth theoretical proposition extends the idea that public universities wield
power to the societal level. It argues that public universities validate certain ways of
thinking and being in seety through its knowledgprocessing functions. This
proposition found the least explicit support in the data. However, this dissertation showed
how entrepreneurship emerged as a field of study at Tidewater, especially after 1998.
Whereas students coulithd no courses on entrepreneurship in 1980, by 2013 the
university was brimming with options. The creation of academic opportunities elaborated
in chapter six speaks to TUGO6s role in val:.i
learning.The fact that tts field of study was driven more by the initiatives of university
leaders suggests that Tidewater was not merely responding to constituent demand. It was
creating and endorsing specific patterns of thought and action in society.

Taken together, these thetical propositions highlight thremnclusions and
central contributions of this study to theory building:

1. Higher education is intricately connected to the neoliberal capitalist system,

replicatingand responding tibs discourses and reproducing the abci
relations on which it depends for continued hegemony.

2. The nature of change in higher education since the 1970s is derived from a

combination of structurgpolicy, resources, demographies)d symbolic
(tradition, legitimacy, prestigehallenges, whichave in turn required
strateges that service structural and symbolic purposes (innovation and
entrepreneurship)

3. The theory of academic capitalism inadequately accounts for the two

aforementionedonclusionsOne possible means of strengthening thertheo
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is to think of it as a process that higher education institutions undergo. This

process operates at several levels. The ni@rel of the process includes how

academic capitalism shapes the subjectivities of undergraduatatstad

faculty membersThe mesdevel of the process influences the actions of

departments and campus units as they seek to fund their operations. Lastly, the

macrclevel of the process informs the strategic priorities of the entire

institution. This conceptualization allows famore comprehensive

explanation for the nature of change in higher education.
With this in mind, the theoretical revision | suggest recognizes that the rise of the
academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime can be traced shifting resource
dependenciess well as the obligation and desire to serve state economic growth and
enhance legitimacy and prestige during an era of heightened scrutiny of higher education.
The means by which academic capitalist norms and values are transmitted to university
actorinclude governmentality, or employing techniques of governing designed to shape
particular subjectivities. The result of this transmission is that public universities become
instrumental in reproducing the social relations of neoliberal capitalism.
Unresdved Issues

There are at least two foaissues that remain unresolved in this study, mainly

due to insufficiencies in the data. Nevertheless, these issues are relevant to the discussion
and merit some consideration. The first issue is that, despitadhihét interview
participants often spoke of rationales driving the innovation and entrepreneurship ethos at
Tidewater as separate, and they emphasized thagiey believed to be most

important, there is reason to believe tim@motivationspresengéd in chapter five are
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intertwined. As | previously noted, resources may well underlie all of the rationales. As

an example, the desire to serve the state may relate to-griamdradition and self

identification based upon public service. Howevergssatvice is also undoubtedly

linked to resourced hat i state service may be emphasized by interview participants in
order to demonstrate Tidewatero6s value and
Furthermore, tradition is not entirely separate ffmestige, as part of what signals

prestige to parents and students is based upon historic indicators of quality in

postsecondary education. Lastly, prestige helps institutions to garner additional resources,
both from the government and private sourcé®sE interconnections are not treated in

detail in this dissertation, but may be corroborated through additional research.

A second unresolved issue revolves arou
logic about academe and its relationship to capitaliTo a certain degree, the theory of
academic capitalism and, therefore, this study presupposes that the academic capitalist
knowledge/learning regime is a novel phenomenon in higher education. A more historical
approach to these issues could revealgbhtic universities were purposely structured
on a Darwinian model of academic meritocracy. This model has been responsible for
producing some of the fantastic successes attributed to U.S. higher education, attracting
millions of scholars and students.tins way, it is possible that academic capitalism is an
expression of a timeld model, perhaps one with few checks since the end of the Cold
War and the triumph of the fremarket system. | do not dispute this possibility and
believeit to be an importartopic of future research, as the scope of this stuayd the
empirical evidence collect@&dcannot sufficiently begin to untangle the relationship.

With this in mind, even if academic capitalism is inherently linked to the way that
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academe is structuredhet tone of interview participants, several of whom have worked in
higher education for 40 yeajggestshat something fundamental in the enterprise has
changed. Academic capitali$mand the arguments advanced in this sduggint to this
notion of transfomation, one that is perhaps not entirely new doismitsthatthe

Darwinian model of acadent@astaken on forms and received emphasis not before seen

in recenthistory.

Implications for Policy

The primary implication of this study for policy is thaetk is need to seriously
consider the outcomes of c-kcanmmgiecdntektgincbi gher
the late 1970s. In a time period when assessment is all the rage in education reform
circles, there is seemingly little interest in taking ktotthe degree to which policies
aimed at harnessing university knowledge production for innovégign BayhDole)
and treating a college degree as a private ¢aancial aid policies) havienproved
institutionalequity and quality. For some obsersethe changes in academe described by
the academic capitalist knowledge/learning regime represegtess, as public
universities are finally finding ways to ensure students are well educated for economic
needs and academic reseasgkRrcomes the confas ofthe ivory tower. Others contend
that the changes are necessary to curb rising costs in higher education. Both of these
viewpoints require empirical substantiation; however, what this dissertation shows is that
academic capitalism is dramatically aitg) public universities in several ways.

First, the regimeassumes that academic research only has value so long as
someone wants to pay for it, either through funding the process or purchasottyct.

This reduces the space for academics to expbgied that are fundamentally important
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to human existence, yet may not imnaely seem valuabl€.Second, the regimargues
that creating consumer products and launching startup companies from the university
setting is an effective way to solve problemhshigrating in the process the vital role of
universities in educating citizens anceavfostering activism. Third, the regirpesitions
universities as job training sites and engines of economic growth, ncalcrépositories
of culture where criticathinking is nurtured. Lastly, the regime undermines the public
uni versityodos role as soci al critic and con
At minimum, the most important policy change that the findings of this
dissertation advocate is more generous state and federal fundigbef &ducation and
basic research. If states elect to continue cutting appropriations, and the federal
government prioritizes other areas of spending over basic research, | argue that it must
adjust its expectations, reduce regulatory burdens occasigrted hccountability
movement, and expect that private contributions to higher education in the form of tuition
dollars will become increasingly vital to higher education institutions. As things presently
stand, the government is both cutting funding tbljgwniversities and expecting more
of them, which is an unsustainable situation, fraught with contradictfeasiding more
funding to public higher education would demonstrate the important role of universities
in the economy that many government oéis believe to be based upon the application
of new knowledge. This does not mean institutions should be given absolute freedom to
decide what to do withreinfinitely larger sum of money. Some expectations are
warranted and accountability protects taxgraponey. Nevertheless, such a policy

change would recognize that the American higher education system achieved a fantastic

191t should be noted that there is also reasaritique the notion that research is only valuable if someone
is willing to publish it in an academic journal. There anany calling for engaged scholarship, whose
evaluation is based on the extent to which it serves community needs.
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degree of success for much of the po&irld War 1l period. The same cannot be said of

higher education policy since the late 1970s.

Implications for Practice

The implications for practice developed from this study are more numerous than
the implications fopolicy. The first implication ighat an institutional ethos thdbes not
have the buyn of faculty memberand does not tiy welcome all disciplinesvil |
confront difficultiesduring implementation. The innovation and entrepreneurship ethos
was largely created by central administrators, and despite efforts to suggest that the
concepts are universally applicable, in practimedthos has favored science,
engineering, and businedisciplines Because of the lack of buly and inclusivity, many
faculty members oppose the ethos and will chose to ignore it as they go about their lives
on campus. No matter how much moneythedresnt 6 s and provostos
innovation and entrepreneurship initiatives, within a system of shared governance, an
ethos that does not have the support of facuktynberswill undoubtedly have a rocky
future.

Thesecondmplication is that Tidevater needs to conduct a thorough analysis of
how much it is spending on innovation and entrepreneurship programs compared to the
current and/or expected benefits. It is clear from this study that university leaders do not
have a firm sense of the total aomt of money that is spent on technology transfer and
programs aimed at increasing student entrepreneurship. The individual program directors
with whom | spoke indicated that the university may well be losing money as it pursues
academic entrepreneurshifhe question that emerges is whether this is the best way to

spend the universityods scarce resources,
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as TU continues to seek excellencedsearctandinstruction Another way of putting
this implication & that it may be the case the innovation and entrepreneurship are not the
right ingredients of a successful institutional ethos at a public university.

The final implication is that entrepreneurship education needs to be radically
altered. As follows, tl teaching of entrepreneurship should be treated with a dose of
reality, such that students understand the risks, recognize the high probability of failure,
and see that technology startups cannot so
step can béaken without dissuading students who are interested in creating something
tangible and making a difference while they are in college. A course in ethics should be
added to any entrepreneurial academic opportunity. Therefore, students learn that the
disrugion caused by entrepreneurship certainly affects communities in many different
ways. Lastly, entrepreneurship education should emphasize that entrepreneurship is one
method among many for solving problems and taking action. Other methods include
trying toinfluence policy, becoming a public servant or community volunteer, and even
resorting to demonstrations against social injustices and abuses of power. In this way,

students are exposed to a more balanced portrayal of entrepreneurship.

Avenues for FutureResearch

This dissertation has opened several avenues of future research, some of which
are evident from its omissions. Admittedly, the relationship between higher education
and the capitalist system has existed for centuries, and this treatment tdttbasieip is
woefully incomplete. There is a need for research that provides a more complete,
nuanced account of this relationship, showcasing both its positive and negative

byproductsOne strength of this study, which is its detailed look at one itistitualso

309



serves as a reason for additional research applying the theoretical propositions to other
types of institutions, including those whose administration is not so dominated by
individuals from science, engineering, and technology fidlds reseech should strive

to give special attention to patterns that emerge in public opinion of higher education
during times of economic crisis. The internalization of academic capitalist norms and
values has been subject to analysis in a small number of stedjesMendoza2012;
Szebknyi, 2013. However, to date there have been few critical studies that venture into
the classroom or incubator space with students to better understand precisely how
entrepreneurship education affects their opinions and pesospfihus, a natural
complement to this study would be a critical ethnography of univeraggd
entrepreneurship academic opportunities.

The study of entrepreneurship in American higher education, including this
project, has concentrated upon areasirumersity campus where entrepreneurship
flourishes. More research is needed in those disciplines that are on the margins of the
conversation, including the humanities and, to a lesser extent, colleges of education.
Another omission in this study that wants a closer treatment is the discourses of
i nnovation and entrepreneur ship. For examp
speeches and writing could reveal additional insights about the current state of American
higher education and dynamicspmwer informing its transformatioihe findings of
this case, including its contributions to theory, need to be further examined through the
study of additional institutiond.astly, this study did not analyze the gender dynamics at
play in innovation ad entrepreneurship. As chapter four indicated, the initial homes of

entrepreneurship at TU were the colleges of engineering and business, which tend to be
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male dominated. Moreover, | argued that incentives for faculty members, perhaps
reflecting a trendn entrepreneurial engagement generally, were geared towards science,
engineering, and technology disciplines. As it is currently structured, entrepreneurship
may cater to males, and the gendered nature of this topic should be researched in the

future.

Condusion

This dissertation sought to empirically explore the means and motivations through
which academic capitalist values and norms were created and subsequently transmitted to
university actors at Tidewater University between 1998 and 2013. Using edge st
methodology, | collected and analyzed data in order to address research questions about
the processes through which Tidewater developed an innovation and entrepreneurship
institutional ethos, why this ethos was initiated and supported by universigréeand
how the ethos was translated into incentives and academic progmaesponse to these
guestions, | argue the meanings of innovation and entrepreneurship operational at the
university are multiple. Innovation is frequently tacked onto entrepiship as a means
of making entrepreneurship more palatable. However, some faculty take issue with the
recent use of innovation as something new to universities. Entrepreneurship is frequently
described and exemplified through referenc®teprofit entties, especially technology
based corporations. The institutional ethos related to innovation and entrepreneurship was
a strategy that can be traced back to a small number of central administrations. In crafting
the ethos, university leaders were respogdina dynamic politicatconomic
environment, shaped by structural and symbolic challenges. The main reasons for

initiating and supporting the ethos were the desire to make money in the future,
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continuing a tradition of state service, and pursuing legityrand prestige. Lastly, |

contend that efforts to translate the ethos into incentives for faculty members have thus
far been limited and cater to specific disciplines. By contract, the ethos has penetrated the
academic experience of undergraduate stgdenth the potential to powerfully shape

the subjectivities they form in college.

In some ways, innovation and entrepreneurship constitute perhaps the perfect
strategic priorities for higher education institutions that confront both challenges to their
relevance and a barrage of neoliberal ideas about public policy. It is for this reason that
they study of entrepreneurship so clearly fits the present historical moment. To study
entrepreneurship in U.S. higher education is a window into the nature okednamgher
education itself. Despitihe appropriatenessf entrepreneurship in light ¢tie times, this
dissertation gives reason to pause and réflactd even take action in oppositiodta
troubling trajectory. With little sign of a reversal in tremekated to higher education
governance and the power dynamics of refdhm question seems not to be when
academic capitalism will run its course, but rather how far it will go in transforming
public colleges and universities before any loyalty to theipgbod is irrevocably

compromised.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A. Interview Protocol for StageOne

Thank you very much for agreeing to participate in this study, which explores the
promotion ofinnovation andcentrepreneurship at a public research unityeras |
mentioned, this interview will be used as part of my dissertation. The project is conducted
with the supervision of my doctoral advisor, Dr. Nelly Stromquist. There are no direct
benefits to the participants. However, possible benefits incluateitmating to
understanding of higher education in the United States. Your participation is voluntary
and you can terminate your participation at any time.

The interview will last about one hour. Before asking any questions, | will review
with you information about the purpose of the study, the investigators, the procedure, the
risks, and contact information. Prior to starting the interview, | will present you with a
consent form containing this information, which asks for your signature, indicating you
understand this information and agree to participate.

Any potential threat to confidentiality will be minimized by storing data in a
secure location, i.e. locked file storage and password protected computers. In addition,
your name will not be identifiedr linked to the data at any time unless you give your
express consent to reveal this information. The data you provide through your responses
will not be shared with your employer. Neither your name nor the data you provide
through your responses will sbared with other participants. You may be asked to
volunteer names of other potential participants. Offering names of other participants is
completely voluntary, and your identity will not be revealed in any subsequent
interviews. Only the principle anduslent investigators will have access to the
participantsd® names. I f you decide to stop
concerns or complaints, or if you need to report an injury related to the research, please
contact theoprinciple, Dr. Nelly Stromquist If you have questions about your rights as a
research participant or wish to report a reseagtdted injury, please contact the
Institutional Review Board Office. This research has been reviewed according to IRB
procedures for researamvolving human subjects.

Do you agree to participate? If yes, please sign the informed consent form. If no, we
will stop here.

The interview will last about one hour, and | would like to ask your permission to record
this interview for accuracy. The reding will be available only to me and your identity
will be kept confidential. Your identity will not be revealed in any report. If your words
are included in the results, any identifying information will be removed.

Do you agree to permit me to recordhis interview? [If yes, turn on the recorder.]
Let us start with the questions.

1.) Introduction
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a. | see that you have been in this position since [YEAR]. How long have
you been affiliated with the university?
b. What previous positions have you held at the usitg?

2.) Perceptions of the Context

a. | would like to start by asking for your thoughts on higher education in
generalln what ways have public universities changed while you have
been at the University?

What are some of the biggest challenges in publicgnigbucation today?
Is the University affected by these challenges?

In what ways is the University responding to these challenges?

How do these challenges relate to the work you do at the University?

coooT

3.) The Institutional Ethos

a. What do you think are somebfh e Uni versityods gui dinc
b. In particular, what values does the University hold concerning research or
knowledge creation?
c. What responsibility does the University have to the local or regional
economy?
d How would you describe the Universit
e. Are there any behaviors or ways of thinking the University is trying to
normalize in faculty? In students?
ff. How do innovation and entrepreneur sh
values and norms?

4.) Innovation and Entrepreneurship

a. Tell me about the current plaoéinnovation and entrepreneurship on
campus.

b. Why has innovation and entrepreneurship become important at the
University?

[Room for probing expected here about the economy, need for relevance,
state of higher education finangeer institutionsetc.]

c. What does the university gain from supporting innovation and
entrepreneurship?

d. Is the support of innovation and entrepreneurship related to or influenced
by other institutions?

e. Do you think the promotion of innovation and entrepreneurship is a
response to drques of higher education? Do you think these initiatives
make the University seem legitimate?

f.  What individuals on campus seem to be driving innovation and
entrepreneurship efforts?

g. How do you differentiate innovation and entrepreneurship? Why are these
terms used together at the University?
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. Have you been involved in initiating anything related to innovation and
entrepreneurship? What are the initiatives?

What are the goals of the abovementioned initiatives? Who are the
intended participants? Who are theended beneficiaries?

Why did you start this initiative? Did you receive support from any person
or office on campus? Outside of campus?

Do you have the option of not supporting innovation and
entrepreneurship?

How might innovation and entrepreneursbiange the lives of students
and faculty on campus?
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Appendix B. Interview Protocol for StageTwo

Thank you very much for agreeing to participate in this study, which explores the
promotion ofinnovation andentrepreneurship at a publicsearch university. As |
mentioned, this interview will be used as part of my dissertation. The project is conducted
with the supervision of my doctoral advisor, Dr. Nelly Stromquist. There are no direct
benefits to the participants. However, possible henigiclude contributing to
understanding of higher education in the United States. Your participation is voluntary
and you can terminate your participation at any time.

The interview will last about one hour. Before asking any questions, | will review
with you information about the purpose of the study, the investigators, the procedure, the
risks, and contact information. Prior to starting the interview, | will present you with a
consent form containing this information, which asks for your signatutieaiting you
understand this information and agree to participate.

Any potential threat to confidentiality will be minimized by storing data in a
secure location, i.e. locked file storage and password protected computers. In addition,
your name will nobe identified or linked to the data at any time unless you give your
express consent to reveal this information. The data you provide through your responses
will not be shared with your employer. Neither your name nor the data you provide
through your respnses will be shared with other participants. You may be asked to
volunteer names of other potential participants. Offering names of other participants is
completely voluntary, and your identity will not be revealed in any subsequent
interviews. Only the pnciple and student investigators will have access to the
participantsd® names. I f you decide to stop
concerns or complaints, or if you need to report an injury related to the research, please
contact the pnciple, Dr. Nelly Stromquistif you have questions about your rights as a
research participant or wish to report a reseaetdted injury, please contact the
Institutional Review Board Office. This research haen reviewed according kiaB
proceduregor research involving human subjects.

Do you agree to participate? If yes, please sign the informed consent form. If no, we
will stop here.

The interview will last about one hour, and | would like to ask your permission to record
this interview for accrtacy. The recording will be available only to me and your identity
will be kept confidential. Your identity will not be revealed in any report. If your words
are included in the results, any identifying information will be removed.

Do you agree to permitme to record this interview? [If yes, turn on the recorder.]
Let us start with the questions.

1.) Background

a. Please state your name.
b. Tell me about your role here at the University.
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How long have you been in your current role?

What are your main responsibiés in this role?

Have you held other positions at the University?

How many years in total have you been affiliated with the University?

~® 20

2.) Percepbns of the Ethos

a. What would identify as the Universit
b. How are these values communicat¥dfere have you seen/read/heard
them?
c. If there is an ethos on campus, what would be its major features and
components?
d. Tell me about the current place of innovation and entrepreneurship on
campus?

e. What do think entrepreneurship means? Is this the mearongpped
around campus?

f. In what ways have you noticed innovation and entrepreneurship at the
University? In marketing, in meetings, in course planning, etc.?

g. What individuals seem to be driving innovation and entrepreneurship?

h. Have you felt encouraged orgssured to incorporate innovation and
entrepreneurship into your work?

3.) Innovation and Entrepreneurship

a. How has innovation and entrepreneurship been encouraged?

b. Have you changed the work you do in response to the promotion of
innovation and entrepreneship? How so?

c. What initiatives have you developed in response to the innovation and
entrepreneurship thrust? Why?

d. What are the objectives of these initiatives? Have you received support
from any groups or persons?

e. Do you think the University is trying tdevelop a certain type of faculty
member or undergraduate student? How you describe this type of person?

f.  What reasons might you suggest for the recent emphasis on innovation
and entrepreneurship on campus?

g. What might be some of the goals of promotion iratamn and
entrepreneurship at the University?

h. Do you agree with the direction the University is headed with regards to
innovation and entrepreneurship?
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