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Academic Entrepreneurship in the Czech Republic

Libena TEREVOVA — Vladimira VCKOVA*

Abstract

Other than financial and non-financial effects tamiversities, academic en-
trepreneurship also generates new thoughts andsidea allows for transfer of
knowledge, leading to creation of inventions andoirations.Thanks to this,
academic entrepreneurship represents a sourceafauic growth and compe-
titiveness and contributes significantly towardstainable development. This
role appears to be especially important from thapof view of post-communist
economies which are still to a certain extent tfamsing. The objective in this
study is therefore to assess the level of acadentiepreneurship in one of the
post-communist countries — a small economy withadittonal role played by
education — the Czech Republic. Data gained viauastionnaire survey, the
respondents of which were competent managers fl@nEls and faculties
working in the Czech Republic, was compared with ridevant international
studies.

Keywords: academic entrepreneurshibigher education institution, knowledge
transfer, Czech Republic

JEL Classification: D83, 123, 125, L14, O39

Introduction

Universities (in general any higher educationiiagbns — HEIs), in their
capacity as the top-level centres of educatione lsfundamental impact on the
economic, social, cultural, technical and scientifevelopment of society. Their
contribution towards sustainable development iséw@winconceivable without
creation and application of new, non-traditionapraaches, instruments and
practices. A phenomenon which has already beenlafme and discussed for
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decades in the USA and in developed European desrgince the end of the
last millennium is that of entrepreneurial univees (Etzkowitz, 2001; Rasmus-
sen and Sgrheim, 2006). The reason for this igatttethat universities, in their
capacity as a knowledge-producing and disseminaftistitutions, play an en-
hanced role in innovation in increasingly knowledigesed societies (Etzkowitz
et al., 2000). As stated by Shattock (2009a), préreeurialism in higher educa-
tion ,stimulates external collaboration, most ndéyatvith industry and com-
merce, but not exclusively so, and reinforces atéciperformance by attracting
additional resources and widening the researchdajeMhanks to academic
entrepreneurship, universities contribute towahdseconomic growth, competi-
tiveness and sustainable development of the pamiedved, but also of indivi-
dual localities, regions and countries (Audrets2®l4; Goldstein and Glaser,
2010). Development of academic entrepreneurshapsisurce of a complex sys-
tem of benefits and synergies. Knowledge transféhé direction of enterprises
and organisations in other institutional sectorplemented via the academic
entrepreneurship activities of academics and rebees at entrepreneurial uni-
versities supporting creation of invention and wet@n can be regarded as be-
ing of fundamental importance. Academic entreprestép also results in
knowledge transfer in the direction of universitiekich creates effective condi-
tions for formation of highly-qualified graduatestering the job market who
have at their disposal up-to-date knowledge inréispective sector and who can
thus become innovators. We must also not overlbekitnportance of know-
ledge transfer from the point of view of improvernehthe research activity of
universities.

Attention is for example drawn to the need foralepment of relations be-
tween universities and the sphere of practicaliegipdbn on the level of the EU
by Communication from the Commission EUROPE 20Z20strategy for smart,
sustainable and inclusive growth or the Council @asions on a strategic
framework for European cooperation in education &mdhing. The topic in
guestion is however still not included in mainstneg@search. The studies which
have been created to date predominantly sum uptapisd data providing
a general overview of the given issue. There is évawv no detailed study
providing quantitative data for more in-depth as@yand offering the possibil-
ity of investigation from the point of view of thepecifics of post-communist
countries, from the point of view of which the iesof academic entrepreneur-
ship is of crucial importance. The objective of thehors of the paper is there-
fore to evaluate the level of academic entrepresigpirin one of the post-
-communist countries — the Czech Republic — a spwt-communist economy
with a traditional role played by education.
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1. Theoretical Framework

Academic entrepreneurship is a consequence &fabend academic revolu-
tion which extended the original missions of unsiées consisting in teaching
and basic research to include a third mission, lieislig economic and social
development (Schmitz, Pierry Teza and de Souza4;28frier and Shechter,
2015). The reality is however that these threetfons are mutually intertwined
and it is thus expedient to perform their actigtie harmony. While implement-
ing the third mission, universities and their swigions (faculties and depart-
ments) behave a little like small and medium emteeg (Shattock, 2009a). This
need not however concern business in the strictigntial sense (Shattock,
2009b). In the given context, Etzkowitz (2003) tatif so-called quasi-firms.

Universities are able to perform many academicepnéneurship activities.
These are understood to mean such activities wdlicpass the framework of
the traditionally conceived duties of academicshsas teaching and personal
research (Klofsten and Jones-Evans, 2000). Thiseror activities which are
innovative, linked to a certain degree of risk @edtain benefits for academics
or their institutions; these benefits may come tiractly financial form or they
may exhibit themselves indirectly via an increasedputation, prestige, influ-
ence or societal benefits (Abreu and Grinevich,3}0Klofsten and Jones-Evans
(2000) identified the following eight types of aeadc entrepreneurship: large
scale science projects, contracted research, ¢omgsubatenting and licensing,
spin off firms, external teaching, sales and tgstihilpott et al. (2011) built of
the typology of these authors, distinguishing betvkard and soft entrepreneur-
ial activities. They rank creation of a technolgmprk, spin-off firm formation
and patenting and licensing among hard activiliégy regard contract research,
industry training courses, consulting, grantsmagmghiiblishing academic results
and producing highly qualified graduates as sdivdies.

On the basis of the work of these authors andfitiiings which other
authors such as Husarova (2007), Rakovska, Pawtirivielink (2012) or Tetre-
vova et al. (2017) have contributed towards devakm of knowledge in this
field, we are able to formulate a modified concgfpacademic entrepreneurship
activities. It is at the same time necessary tcsiclam, among other things, the
fact that some of the above-mentioned activitiesrlay (e.g. grantsmanship and
publishing academic results with contract reseaacid) also the fact that in view
of the above-mentioned definition of academic gmereurship activities, educa-
tion of students of HEIs cannot be ranked amongelaetivities. In our opinion,
we can thus regard not only creation of, but aladigipation in science and
technology parks or business incubators as harditees. Hard activities may
also include creation of or participation in a ¢dugProkop and Stejskal, 2017)
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or spin-off firm formation (Jessop, 2017; Neves d&menco, 2018). A typical

characteristic of hard activities is that they linked with creation of separate
organisational units. This may concern creatiom@iv cross-organisational or
cross-institutional entities (Etzkowitz et al., 2)0No new organisational unit is
created in the case of soft entrepreneurial aEgiitthese initiatives usually
come in the form of written contracts or even vérbgreements (Tetrevova
et al.,, 2017). We can regard contract researchb(ar and Corredera, 2009;
D’Este and Perkmann, 2011), consulting (Grimpe B&ied, 2009; Todorovic,

McNaughton and Guild, 2011) and training coursessfdernal entities (Pahur-
kar, 2015) as forms of these.

The initiator of academic entrepreneurship magibieer the top management
of HEIs and faculties, or a specialised unit onléwel of the HEI or faculty, e.qg.
a department for cooperation with the sphere oftiwal application or a centre
for technology transfer (Berbegal-Mirabent, Garafal Ribeiro-Soriano, 2015;
Grimaldi et al., 2011; Muscio, 2009; Siegel and §tj 2015). Initiation of col-
laboration with external entities may however dkce place in a decentralised
manner from the position of individual departmeantsl academics (Grimaldi et al.,
2011; Perkman et al., 2013; Muscio, 2009; Rasmusgesey and Wright, 2014).

As regards the level of academic entrepreneurishtpe world, the studies
which have been performed show a difference betwleetheaders in this field,
these being US universities, e.g. the Stanford &sity or the Massachusetts
Institute of Technology and universities operatingzurope or other countries
around the world. We can for example documentdtaite of affairs on the basis
of the work of Acs, Audretsch and Strom (2009), wiealt with the topic of
academic entrepreneurship at American universities, also for example at
universities operating in Germany or the study bgng/ (2011), who focused
their attention on academic entrepreneurship iraA8is regards the level of
academic entrepreneurship in European countriegamwalocument this state of
affairs on the basis of work by Klofsten and JoRgans (2000) who dealt with
academic entrepreneurship in Sweden and Irelansaddua (2007) who exam-
ined academic entrepreneurship in the Czech Republovakia, Bulgaria and
Italy or Muscio (2009) who evaluated the level oddemic entrepreneurship in
Italy. Some interesting findings are then providegarticular by the study per-
formed by Rakovska, Pavlin and Melink (2012) whouwsed their attention on
academic entrepreneurship in Bulgaria, Hungaryambl Slovenia, Spain and
other unspecified EU countries, or Pavlin (2009pwetaluated the level of aca-
demic entrepreneurship in Hungary Lithuania, PolaBkbvenia and Turkey.
It is evident from these studies that progresshieas registered in EU countries
in the last decade relating to hard and soft ergregurial activities focused
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on research and technological development (RakovBlealin and Melink,
2012). At the same time, implementation of soft@mrteneurial activities is pre-
dominant in the majority of monitored European ddes, this in particular
being in the form of contract research (Muscio,2®lofsten and Jones-Evans,
2000; Rakovska, Pavlin and Melink, 2012). Businemstres dominate the field
of hard entrepreneurial activities, this in pafaibeing in Poland and Slovenia
(Rakovska, Pavlin and Melink, 2012). Use is madea minimal scope of spin-
-off firm formation (Muscio, 2009). It is evidentdm the studies performed to
date that initiation of academic entrepreneursligpavspecialised unit is domi-
nant in Bulgaria, Hungary, Poland or Slovenia (Raka, Pavlin and Melink,
2012) as opposed for example to Italy (Muscio, 200there academic entre-
preneurship is predominantly initiated by indivilaeademic workers.

2. Data and Methodology

Data was obtained in the form of a questionnainveyy from competent
managers of HEIs and faculties operating in thec@Z@epublic. As at 1 June
2016, there were 24 university and 48 non-univerBiEls operating in the
Czech Republic. This concerned 26 public HEIs (bfclw 22 were university
institutions comprising 143 faculties and 4 nonvensity institutions), 2 state-
run HEls (both of a university type comprising suties) and 44 private HEIs
of a non-university type (Ministry of Education, b and Sports CZ, 2016).
The respondents were chosen due to the fact thleioase of HEIs of a univer-
sity type, academic entrepreneurship is in factiemented on the level of the
faculties and in the case of HEIs of a non-uniwgrsipe, on a central level. In
the case of HEIs of a university type, vice deamskternal relations (or coope-
ration or development) were thus contacted andeéncase of HEIs of a non-
-university type, vice rectors for external relaso(or cooperation or develop-
ment). Several reasons led us to define this saoifptespondents. The given
vice deans and vice rectors, in their capacityhasdp-managers of the faculties
and HEls, have privileged access to all relevanatesgic and operational materi-
als relating to academic entrepreneurship at théree they manage. They par-
ticipate in or are informed about all negotiatioefating to this issue. Last but
not least, they have a significant level of knowjedf the academic environ-
ment and also experience in fulfilment of the thiridsion in practice.

Competent managers of all HEIs operating in thecG@ZRepublic were con-
tacted by e-mail with a request that they completequestionnaire in the Lime-
-Survey application. A total of 76 completed quastiaires were obtained. The
rate of return thus amounted to 39%.
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The specialisation of HEIs and faculties operaimghe Czech Republic was
diverse and so in view of the low representatiomdfvidual fields, they were

grouped into three groups within the framework led study presented below.
Use was at the same time made of the typologyebdidi of study created by
Biglan (1973) and modified by Kolb (1981). Techmjgzatural science and me-
dical HEIs and faculties were included in Grougstoup 2 comprises economic
and law HEIls and faculties. Group 3 comprises Hifid faculties specialising
in the humanities, the arts and pedagogy. The ctaistics of the structure of

the set obtained is evident from Table 1.

Table 1

Structural Characteristics of the Obtained Dataset

Type of HEI from the point

HEls/faculties

of view of Absolute and relative Total
Internal Method frequencies
subdivision of financing Group 1} Group 2| Group 3
Frequency 25 16 16 57
Divided into | Public and % within method of financing 43.9 28.1 28.1 100
faculties state-run HEIS | o4 within the groups 100 100 100 | 100
% of the total 43.9 28.1 28.1 100
Frequency 0 0 1 1
Public and % within method of financing .0 .0 100 100
state-run HEIs | % within the groups .0 .0 16.7 5.9
% of the total .0 .0 5.9 5.9
Frequency 3 8 5 16
Not divided . % within method of financing 18.8 50.0 31.3 100
into faculties | 71V HEIS 1 o0 Within the groups 100 | 100 | 833 | 941
% of the total 17.6 47.1 294 | 941
Frequency 3 8 6 17
Total % w?th?n method of financing 17.6 47.1 35.3 100
% within the groups 100 100 100 100
% of the total 17.6 47.1 35.3 100
Frequency 25 16 17 58
Public and % within method of financing 43.1 27.6 29.3 100
state-run HEIs | 9% within the groups 89.3 66.7 | 77.3 | 78.4
% of the total 33.8 21.6 23.0 | 784
Frequency 3 8 5 16
. % within method of financing 18.8 50.0 31,3 100
Total Private HEIS 1 o yithin the groups 107 | 333 | 227 | 216
% of the total 4.1 10.8 6,8 | 21.6
Frequency 28 24 22 74
Total % within method of financing 37.8 32.4 29.7 100
% within the groups 100 100 100 100
% of the total 37.8 324 29.7 | 100
Missing 2 2.6
Valid 74 97.4
Total 76 100

Source Authors’ calculations.
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Data obtained from the questionnaire survey wasqssed using IBM SPSS
Statistics statistical software. Procedures of iigisee and inferential statistics
were in particular applied. Use was made of nonpatec tests at a significance
level of 0.05. On the basis of findings obtained literature review and practical
experiences both from work in the top managemertheffaculties of public
HEIs and also in development of collaboration wepresentatives of the non-
-academic sphere, the presented conclusions ancthneendations were formu-
lated in the article.

3. Findings

3.1. Scope of Academic Entrepreneurship

It is evident from the survey performed that altlsl and faculties operating
in the Czech Republic, the managers of which pexithformation, enter into
relations within the framework of their academidrepreneurship with at least
one type of the evaluated six types of economitiesit The evaluated six types
of entities were Czech enterprises, foreign enigepr Czech public institutions,
foreign public institutions, Czech non-profit orgsations and foreign non-profit
organisations. HEls/faculties most often perfornrepreneurial activity with
three entities, whereas the greatest representtionGroup 3 (50% of HEIs/
faculties). Almost a quarter of the evaluated Hfatsdlties perform entrepre-
neurial activity with all six entities, whereas thecatest representation is of
private HEIs (Table 2).

Table 2
Scope of academic entrepreneurshifin %)

Relative number of HEIs/faculties in the group

Number of categories Frequency -
of economic entities | of HEIs/faculties | Publicand | . .. Group1| Group2 Group[3
state-run

1 5.3 3.4 125 6.7 8.3 .0
2 9.2 10.3 6.3 3.3 16.7 9.1
3 35.5 34.5 43.8 33.3 25.0 50.0
4 13.2 17.2 .0 10.0 8.3 22.7
5 13.2 17.2 .0 16.7 16.7 4.5
6 23.7 17.2 37.5 30.0 25.0 13.6

Source Authors’ calculations.

It is also evident from the survey performed thdthin the framework of
academic entrepreneurship, HEls/faculties entes nefations with domestic
economic entities to a greater extent: 94.7% withlip institutions, 84.2% with
enterprises and 72.4% with non-profit organisatiom®re than half of the
HEls/faculties (59.2%) perform entrepreneurial\agti with all three types of
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entities on a national level. A third of HEIs/faibe$ (32.9%) perform activity
with two entities whereas a fifth of them (19.7%) bt enter into relations with
non-profit organisations and to a lesser extennhdbenter into relations with
enterprises (11.9%) and with public institutions3¢a).

As regards relations with foreign entities, apjmately half of HEIs/facul-
ties enter into relations with foreign enterpri§gs.3%) and foreign public insti-
tutions (46.1%). HEIls/faculties enter into relasamith foreign non-profit orga-
nisations somewhat less (38.2%). Just under aaquafrtHEIls/faculties perform
entrepreneurial activity on an international lewdéth all three categories of en-
tities (23.7%). 18.4% of HEIs/faculties enter imdations with two types of
foreign entities and 31.6% of HEIs/faculties witheatype. More than a quarter
(26.3%) of HEIs/faculties do not enter into relagavith any foreign entities.

3.2. Applied Soft and Hard Entrepreneurial Activities

From the point of view of soft entrepreneuriali\dties, we examined whether
HEIs/faculties operating in the Czech Republic pernf academic entrepreneur-
ship in the form of contract research, trainingrses and consulting. It is evi-
dent from the survey performed that academic ergregurship in the form
of contract research is performed by 78% of thduatad HEIs/faculties. 75%
of the evaluated HEls/faculties perform academitegmeneurship in the form
of training courses and 74% of HEIs/faculties ia tbrm of consulting.

No statistically significant differences were peovin the scope of use of
the evaluated soft entrepreneurial activities friv@ point of view of variously
financed HEls/faculties on the basis of the PeassGhi-square test. A statis-
tically significant difference was however proventhe scope of use of soft
entrepreneurial activity in the form of contracsearch from the point of view
of variously specialised HEls/faculties (asymptosignificance (2-sided) of
Pearson’s Chi-square test 0.029). This form of ecwac entrepreneurship is
performed more by HEIs/faculties in Group 1.

From the point of view of hard entrepreneurialivaiies, we examined
whether HEIs/faculties operating in the Czech Répyterform academic en-
trepreneurship in the form of creation of or papttion in technology parks,
business incubators or clusters and in the formapai-off firm formation. It is
evident from the survey performed that hard entegurial activities are per-
formed to the greatest extent in the form of coeatf or participation in busi-
ness incubators (24% of HEIs/faculties), followsdhiard entrepreneurial activi-
ties in the form of creation of or participation technology parks (20%
of HEls/faculties) and in the form of creation ofparticipation in clusters (20%
of HEls/faculties). Hard entrepreneurial activigyperformed in HEIs/faculties
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operating in the Czech Republic to the least extetihe form of spin-off firm
formation (14% of HEIls/faculties). Pearson’s Chuare test did not prove any
statistically significant differences in the scagfeuse of the evaluated hard en-
trepreneurial activities either from the point aew of variously financed
HEIs/faculties or from the point of view of varidyspecialised HEls/faculties.

In the case of hard entrepreneurial activitiespoadents evaluated the bene-
fit of these forms of academic entrepreneurshig, ltking again using the Likert
seven-point scale (Table 3).

Table 3
Benefit of Hard Entrepreneurial Activities

o Relative frequencies (in %) )
Hard activities Median | Mean

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
Creation of or participation in technology
parks 39|26 (1339|6626 5.00 4.69
Creation of or participation in business
incubators 26(13|53|39|66]|53 5.00 5.05
Creation of or participation in clusters 13 123 31.26| 6.6 53| 2.6 5.00 4.81
Spin off firm formation 13 26 13 26 3P 13 13 4.00 4.00

Source Authors’ calculations.

It is evident from Table 3 that the hard entrepreral activities used are
most frequently evaluated as being very benefmiajuite beneficial. Hard en-
trepreneurial activity in the form of creation of marticipation in business incu-
bators is evaluated as being the most beneficlds @lso concerns hard entre-
preneurial activity which is used most by the moratl HEIs/faculties operating
in the Czech Republic. Respondents regard spiffiraff formation as the least
beneficial hard entrepreneurial activity.

3.3. Entities Initiating Academic Entrepreneurial Activities

Examination was performed within the frameworktloé study as to which
organisational units or entities in HEIs/facultietiiate academic entrepreneurial
activities. The respondents chose all relevanisuamid entities from the offer of
possible units and entities which initiate acadeentrepreneurship. The offer
included a specialised unit of the HEI, HEI managetna specialised unit of
the faculty, faculty management, heads of departraad individual academic
workers; respondents were also able to add othtsr amentities where applicable.
It is evident from the survey performed that thase always initiated by several
organisational units or entities. From the poinvigw of HEIs of a university
type, i.e. HEIs subdivided into faculties, academtrepreneurial activities are
most frequently initiated by faculty management%9af faculties), followed by
individual academic workers (86% of faculties), teaf department (82% of
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faculties), HEI management (39% of faculties), acsplised unit of the HEI
(32% of faculties) and a specialised unit of theufey (32% of faculties). From
the point of view of HEIs of a non-university types. HEIs not subdivided into
faculties, academic entrepreneurial activitiesraost frequently initiated by HEI
management (82% of HEIs), followed by individuahdemic workers (77% of
HEIs), less by heads of department (41% of HEIg) &nthe least extent by
a specialised unit of the HEI (12% of HEIS).

Pearson’s Chi-square test proved statisticallgiBagnt differences from the
point of view of variously financed HEIs/facultiesot from the point of view of
variously specialised HEls/faculties. Academic epteneurship is significantly
more initiated at public and state-run HEIs/fa@dtby specialised units of the
HEIs, HEI management and heads of department aparech to private HEIs
(significance values 0.035, 0.000 and 0.003).

4. Discussion and Conclusion

It is evident from the results of the study thaamagers of HEIs/faculties
operating in the Czech Republic are aware of tkeagbacademic entrepreneur-
ship. All of the evaluated HEls/faculties performtrepreneurial activities with
at least one institutional type of economic ergitiRelations were evaluated with
three representatives of institutional sectorse-fti-profit sector (enterprises),
the non-profit public sector (public institutionsihd the third sector (non-profit
organisations), this being both on a national amerihational level. HEIs/facul-
ties operating in the Czech Republic most freqyep#drform entrepreneurial
activity with three of these six categories of #es. Almost a quarter HEIs/
faculties perform entrepreneurial activity with sibk types of entities. A negative
finding is however that HEIs/faculties operatingtie Czech Republic perform
entrepreneurial activities to a greater extentdlation to domestic economic
entities. An alarming finding is that more thanuader of HEIs/faculties do not
enter into a relationship with even one foreigritgnThis significantly limits the
possibility of establishing Word Class Universiti@s conceived by the World
Bank (Salmi, 2009), but also the possibility of g valuable foreign know-how.

In our experience, the reason for orientation towanational partners can
first and foremost be regarded as a lack of comtetth suitable foreign part-
ners, often also accompanied by insufficient lagguskills and ignorance of the
local conditions, an issue which is for example asinted out by Ankrah and
Al-Tabbaa (2015). Another reason is the still [@irsg misgivings of some foreign
partners regarding collaboration with HEIls/facdtieperating in a post-com-
munist country. These stem from erroneous ideastahe security situation in
the country or often justified fears about the emwinent of corruption which for
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example Sandholtz and Taagepera (2005) draw aftetdiwithin the context of
post-communist countries. Another reason is thengfterceived low prestige of
such partnerships from the point of view of pargrfeom western countries.

HEIls/faculties operating in the Czech Republic mosquently enter into
contact with Czech public institutions and Czeckemrises within the frame-
work of their academic entrepreneurship.

The fact that HEIs/faculties operating in the Ge&epublic cooperate to the
greatest extent with Czech public institutionsrisparticular given by the fact
that Czech public institutions are a reliable, vénancially secure partner. In
our opinion, another reason can be seen in thénegy theory (Ankrah and
Al-Tabbaa, 2015; Deegan, 2014), in terms of whielwalopment of positive
relations with public institutions declares theitiegacy of functioning and pub-
lic support for HEIs/faculties.

In the case of entities in the form of Czech grises, we can assume that
the reason for development of frequent relatiorth tiem is the broad scope of
contacts to this type of economic entity, oftenitagfor decades, supported by
a wealth of experience in cooperation with entsgsi In addition to this, partner-
ship with enterprises and its effective communaratiowadays positively influ-
ences the image and competitiveness of HEIs/fasuylt fact which is among
others pointed out for example by Franco and Hé2&¥5) or Horta (2009).

As regards forms of academic entrepreneurshipskt€lulties operating in
the Czech Republic, just like European HEIls/faesltin particular perform soft
entrepreneurial activities. Roughly % of HEIs/fa@ad operating in the Czech
Republic perform contract research, training coaiieed consulting. A positive
finding is that contract research is performedhia greatest scope, closely relat-
ed to the second academic mission and creatiomolvation. Rakovska, Pavlin
and Melink (2012) or Muscio (2009) also draw ati@mto its significant repre-
sentation within the framework of academic entrapueship of EU countries.
Contract research is however performed signifigantbre by Group 1 HEIs/
faculties (technical, natural science and medicBlsHaculties). This finding
corresponds to the conclusions of Philpott et 2010) who refer to the im-
portance of this form of entrepreneurial activitiesm the point of view of HEIs
and faculties with such a specialisation. Our elgpee has shown that HEIs and
faculties in these sectors operating in the CzeguRBlic have the best premises
for performance of academic entrepreneurship, &g ¢heate know-how for per-
formance of product and process innovations. Flwpbint of view of external
entities, these are perceived as the most valualdemparison with marketing
or organisational innovations (Husarova, 2007; BpolOdei and Stejskal, 2018),
creation of which may be patrticipated in by HElsfities in Group 2 or Group 3.
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A negative finding is that HEIs/faculties opergtim the Czech Republic
only apply hard entrepreneurial activities in ailed scope. Approximately 20%
of HEIs/faculties participate in the activitiestethnology parks, business incu-
bators or clusters and only 14% of HEls/facultiesf@rm academic entrepre-
neurship in the form of spin-off firm formation.

It is also evident from the results of the stutlgttrespondents stated the
management of the organisational unit which theyrigelves are part of as the
unit which most frequently initiates academic eptemeurship. In the case of
university HEIs, the respondents of which were ribgpective vice deans, this
concerned faculty management. In the case of norersity HEIs, the respond-
ents of which were vice rectors, this concerned KiEhagement. The question
thus is whether their statements are not to aioeetetent influenced by their
personal involvement in the issue at hand. Thougsarbva (2007) also came to
the conclusion that the key initiator of academitrepreneurship is the mana-
gement of HEIs/faculties.

The second most frequently stated entity initqcademic entrepreneurship
both in the case of university and also non-unitet4Els were academic work-
ers. Attention is also drawn to their fundamentdé rby Muscio (2009) who
investigated academic entrepreneurship in Italye kéy role of personal con-
tacts and development of cooperation on the lovesst while developing aca-
demic entrepreneurship is thus evident. Heads parti@ents took third place
and specialised units of HEIs or faculties camiagt. In this case too, the con-
clusions concur with the conclusions reached by diug2009). The manage-
ment of HEIs, heads of department and specialisetd of HEIs then initiate
academic entrepreneurial activities significantlpren at public and state-run
HEIs in comparison with private HEIs. In our opinjdhis fact is influenced by
the nature of private HEIs operating in the Czedpublic. Several of these
HEIls do not operate as conventional HEIs. This isaly that they employ almost
exclusively academic workers of public HEIs asttiseicond job. These workers
then concentrate exclusively on ensuring the finission of HEIS, i.e. teaching.

In conclusion, it can be stated that the academicpreneurship of HEIs and
faculties operating in the Czech Republic represardeveloping activity in the
context of European affairs. However, from our poifview, the negative conse-
guences of the different political system datingkoto the socialist era still ex-
hibit themselves in a negative manner. Two conttady factors thus clash here.

The tradition of Czech higher education accomphbige several success sto-
ries during fulfilment of the first and second nmsscontribute towards the de-
velopment of academic entrepreneurship. The sutistaretwork of personal
relations established over the course of decadesrnaional level also contribu-
tes towards development of academic entreprengurshi
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On the other hand, however, development of academirepreneurship is
hindered by a lack of practical experience withfgrenance of academic entre-
preneurial activities and examples of good pracfiginistry of Education,
Youth and Sports CZ, 2015), this in particular lgeivhile performing activities
in the form of relatively new, economically and isdly very desirable hard en-
trepreneurial activities. Another problematic fadthe limited systemic insti-
tutional support. Regulatory institutions only deel the need to develop aca-
demic entrepreneurship and watch over its impleatemt within the framework
of the accreditation process, but specific measamesacking (Rakovska, Pavlin
and Melink, 2012; Tetrevova and Vickova, 2018).

First and foremost, elaboration of methodologremommendations specify-
ing procedural processes would contribute towarelgeldpment of academic
entrepreneurship, as would creation of a centridrimation database which
would record data about parties interested in bolation (Ministry of Educa-
tion, Youth and Sports CZ, 2015). It would alsorsaesxpedient to create a high-
-quality system of motivation, be this on a cenkeakl or on the level of indivi-
dual HEIs and faculties which would, in particulda financial instruments,
provide motivation for development of academic epteneurism. On a central
level the only possible form of support for acadeemtrepreneurship is for the
time being selected operational programmes suppdsteEU funds, the benefit
of which is rated very highly by managers of HEhsl daculties operating in the
Czech Republic (Husarova, 2007; Tetrevova and Wak®018). Adoption of
suitable motivational measures is also necessaryhenlevel of individual
HEls/faculties, this in particular being in the rforof direct financial rewards
awarded for development of individual forms of amait entrepreneurship,
differentiated with a view to their importance abenefit for development of
HEIls/faculties (Husarova, 2007; Rakovska, Pavlid Btelink, 2012; Tetrevova
and Vickova, 2018).

However, another limiting factor holding back aeaic entrepreneurship is
the administrative demands relating to the higlelle¥ bureaucracy in this coun-
try which is typical for post-communist countrieBhe appropriate measures
should also be adopted both on the level of théraleregulatory bodies and on
the level of HEIs. The excessive administrationimafividual HEIs, requiring
the need to repeatedly report all planned, ongaimd) past activities, and in the
majority of cases also requiring their approvaldayeral bodies of the HEIs,
complicate and slow down the process of acadentremeneurship as well as
making it more expensive. In many cases, these rastmative demands com-
pletely discourage workers at HEIs and facultiesnfpperforming academic en-
trepreneurial activities (Tetrevova and Vickoval@)
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As regards academic entrepreneurship of HEIs aadltfes operating in the
Czech Republic performed on an international leeéfkective development of
academic entrepreneurial activities implementetkiation to foreign entities is
prevented in particular by the absent network ghijuality relations developed
in particular on a personal basis. Periods of salslpad or meetings at interna-
tional conferences and workshops could help to Idpvehese contacts (Kahle
et al.,, 2018). At present, teacher mobility andietu mobility are contributing
towards this significantly, in particular involviregudents of doctoral study pro-
grammes, implemented with the support of the EUhiwithe framework of the
Erasmus+ programme. In relation to this, it wowdéra expedient to focus our
attention on broadening of knowledge in this aned the related strengthening
of the competences of workers at HEIs and facultiethe field of networking
(Tetrevova and Vickova, 2018). An important roleogld also be played by
sharing of examples of good practice, in partictiar practice of foreign HEIs
(Knight, 2007).

The originality of the contribution lies in thectathat it provides unique
quantitative data indicative of the level of acagesntrepreneurship in one of
the post-communist countries — the Czech Reputidita which is critically ana-
lysed and discussed in a European context. A ligniftactor of the article is its
focus on one small post-communist economy. Spabeviever created here for
further related studies which would evaluate theegiaspects of academic en-
trepreneurship from the point of view of the V4EW28 countries. It would also
seem expedient in future to focus attention onuwatan of the financial and
non-financial benefits of academic entrepreneurship
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