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ABSTRACT
This article addresses academics who innovate in higher education
and their characteristics. We undertake a qualitative case study of
six individuals who implemented disruptive and transformative
pedagogical approaches and curricular practices in their
departments and/or at their institutions. Our findings point to six
common characteristics – motivation to change institutionalized
practices, interest in change, experience in the field, multi-
embeddedness, authority to act, and the strategic use of social
networks – which seem to play a role at individual levels in driving
these disruptive and transformative approaches. While
acknowledging studies in higher education that address innovation
as a response to exogenous influences, this study highlights the role
of individuals with certain characteristics in driving innovation and
processes of endogenous change in higher education institutions.
These findings are also relevant for higher education practitioners in
their desire to foster innovative initiatives in institutional settings.
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Introduction

There is an abundance of research into innovation in higher education, whether in cur-
ricular programmes (McClure 2015), delivery mechanisms (Davis and Jacobsen 2014),
pedagogical approaches, support service mechanisms (Sultan and Wong 2013) or man-
agement (Amaral, Fulton, and Larsen 2003). The majority of these studies, however,
tend to overlook the role of individual actors and, with it, their characteristics, while
emphasizing exogenous influences that ‘challenged existing institutions in a field of
activity’ (Leca, Battilana, and Boxenbaum 2008, 3). For instance, higher education inno-
vation is seen as a result of changes in the regional and economic contexts in which
higher education institutions (HEIs) are embedded (Pinheiro, Geschwind, and Aarre-
vaara 2014) and the changing nature of public policies with their coercive implications
on the internal organization of HEIs (e.g. Richmond 2015). However, such factors are
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not sufficient to comprehend the complexity of the phenomena because the causal pro-
cesses involved at system, institutional and individual levels are distinct (Jepperson and
Meyer 2011).

This means that a single set of factors influencing innovation from a system or insti-
tutional standpoint cannot reflect individual motivations in undertaking innovative
changes. For example, academics have different reactions to exogenous shocks within
their institutionalized settings; this may influence the degree of innovation they undertake
and are willing to engage in (Degn 2016). Still, even when studies address the role of aca-
demics in change processes and innovation, they tend to over emphasize structural and
cultural constraints in the academic workplace that prevent academics from engaging
in innovative work (O’Meara, Terosky, and Neumann 2008). At the same time, these
studies show academics’ reactions to exogenous influences, rather than highlighting
action as an endogenous response. This does not mean that there is no action, but
rather that the lack of attention paid to individuals as actors and their characteristics in
institutional innovation is limited.

This relative disregard for individuals as innovators in higher education contexts
derives from the idea that institutional innovation as an actor-driven activity is unlikely
in highly institutionalized settings such as higher education (Meyer et al. 2008), precisely
because of constraints imposed by the institution on relevant or substantial individual
innovation. Constraints posed by institutional factors (i.e. power structures, values,
norms, taken-for-granted attitudes, behaviours and routines) can delimit the level of
success for innovation in higher education (these institutional factors seem to be particu-
larly influential at departmental level; see Campbell and O’Meara 2014). However, individ-
uals can still undertake strategic action and instigate innovation in their institutions in the
form of disruptive changes even if the external environment and/or institutional culture
and structure are not as forthcoming as desired (Garud, Hardy, and Maguire 2007).
This would suggest that the very individuals who are constrained by their institutions
are also the ones that have the ability to change them. This ‘dialectic’ process (Seo and
Creed 2002), closely related to the paradox of embedded agency, is examined in length
in organizational science literature through the concept of institutional entrepreneurs
(DiMaggio 1988).

To shed light on the possible enhanced role of individuals in this innovation process, we
draw on the concept of institutional entrepreneurs (IEs), defined as individuals who
disrupt the status quo and innovate in their institutions although constrained by environ-
mental and institutional factors (Waldron, Fisher, and Navis 2015). Through the use of a
theory that emphasizes these factors, we explore the characteristics of academics who
promote innovation in institutional environments potentially adverse to change, such as
higher education. Furthermore, we identify the characteristics of these higher education
IEs in order to better understand who they are and how they manage constraining insti-
tutionalized environments to achieve innovative undertakings.

The next section reports on the literature of innovation in higher education and the
theoretical framework of institutional entrepreneurship in which the study is embedded.
The method section provides details on the research setting, data collection procedures,
method and analysis. In the final section, several key findings of the analysis are outlined,
and a future agenda for research is discussed.
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Innovation in higher education

Innovation is a ‘multi-stage process whereby organisations transform ideas into new/
improved products, service or processes, in order to advance, compete and differentiate
themselves successfully in their marketplace’ (Baregheh, Rowley, and Sambrook 2009,
1334). In higher education studies, such innovation has been explored within the limit-
ations of and in association with two bodies of literature. The first body of literature
considers innovation in HEIs as a process of institutional adaptation to environmental
pressures (Chatterton and Goddard 2000), where multiple governance arrangements
and professional identities of its members reside simultaneously (Dee 2016). The
responses to these pressures have forced HEIs to bring about new and enhanced prac-
tices and innovate at many levels – and in many forms – within institutional structures
and curricular programmes (Davis and Jacobsen 2014; McClure 2015).

The other body of literature explores innovation as mediated by the internal character-
istics of HEIs. For instance, it examines how the success of innovation is dependent on the
culture within a university (Kezar and Eckel 2002). In exploring the success of changes in
the curriculum at two colleges in the US, Merton and authors (2009) showed that
implementation of a changed curriculum was affected by how well the change aligned
with the values and norms of the institution. Alternatively, structure – or the way lines
of authority, communications, rights and duties of an institution are arranged – directly
affects the success of innovation within institutions. More recently, it has been suggested
that the identity of an institution mediates strategy-making at universities (Fumasoli, Pin-
heiro, and Stensaker 2015).

These two bodies of literature address how both external (or system) and internal (or
institutional – e.g. its culture, structure or identity) characteristics of a university shape
HEI innovation by mediating adaptations to exogenous influences. This literature empha-
sizes how HEIs are guided not only in their responses and appropriate behaviour by their
environment, but also by the norms and values prevalent in their departments, as well as
the disciplines, which characterize their institutions (i.e. Christensen and Eyring 2011; Dee
2016). Under such conditions, undertaking and achieving innovation as an academic is
highly unlikely considering institutional constraints to conform to the environmental
rules, norms and values apparent in the structure and culture followed by institutional
members. Moreover, academics tend to prefer to maintain the status quo (Hacker and
Dreifus 2010).

While still part of a collegial environment – though increasingly influenced by man-
agerialism and competition – academics are rewarded as individual performers for
their research and contribution to the field, but often lack positive reinforcement for
their institutional involvement and advancement (Dobele and Rundle-Theile 2015).
Lewis (2006) argued that current scholarly activity tends to distance academics from
undergraduate teaching and learning, graduation outcomes, and student employability
– issues that could influence their thinking about the need for change and innovation
for improving the curricula. The reason for this, in part, is the misalignment between
teaching and research, as well as issues related to career progression, reputation
and position which a field such as teaching (as traditionally understood) does not
favour (Horta, Dautel, and Veloso 2012). This may be the norm, but there are
exceptions.
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Recently, claims have been made that, even in these environments, some academics
strive to change institutionalized practices (Lattuca and Pollard 2016). In fact, deans
were found to have a key role in driving innovation in universities (Cleverley-Thompson
2016).

Notwithstanding this literature, little is known about the role of academics as actors in
driving institutional innovation, who these individuals are, how they conduct innovation,
whether they share the values and norms of their institutional peers, or if they perceive
institutional characteristics as coercive pressures leading to conformity. Lattuca and
Pollard (2016) emphasize that intrinsic motivation, discontent with the current practices,
past experiences and personal beliefs may all shape decisions to engage in change.
However, the validity of these claims remains relatively under-explored, and the identity
of academics who innovate and the reasons behind their power to introduce innovations
remain largely unknown. To address this knowledge gap, this study uses institutional
entrepreneurship literature and studies in organization science and management to
analyse the characteristics of individuals who innovate in higher education settings. By
doing this, this study contributes conceptual developments to the higher education litera-
ture for a better understanding of individual-institutional dynamics in HEIs.

Characteristics of institutional entrepreneurs

A key concept used in this study is ‘institutional entrepreneur’ (Garud, Hardy, and Maguire
2007; Battilana, Leca, and Boxenbaum 2009), which functions as a lens for understanding
the characteristics of academics who undertake strategic action and instigate transformative
changes in their higher education setting. This theoretical framework is distinguished from
traditional neo-institutional theory, which fails to recognize the role of individual actors in
innovation, positing instead that structure is perpetuated by the social repetition of norms
and organizational rules of the institutional environment (Suddaby 2013).

Institutional entrepreneurship theory highlights how ‘new institutions arise when
organised actors with sufficient resources see in them an opportunity to realise interests
that they value highly’ (DiMaggio 1988, 14). These actors can be individuals, organizations
or even groups of individuals or organizations; but in each case, the stress is on agency
(Garud, Hardy, and Maguire 2007). This study argues that academics, as individuals in
higher education who manage to ‘manipulate’ highly institutionalized settings and
implement transformative and disruptive change at their departments with far reaching
implications for the institutions, are IEs in higher education.

According to institutional entrepreneurship theory, various factors enable innovation
at the field level, such as the maturity of the institutional field. Fields are defined as com-
munities of organizations and actors ‘that partake of a common meaning system and
whose participants interact more frequently and fatefully with one another than with
actors outside the field’ (Scott 1994, 56). These fields are bounded by shared cultural-cog-
nitive or normative frameworks or a common regulatory system (Scott 1994).

As fields mature, they evolve into structured configurations, and IEs can leverage these
predefined patterns of social structures and hierarchies when seeking to legitimise change
(Maguire, Hardy, and Lawrence 2004). In emerging fields, IEs rely on established cat-
egories from outside their fields to legitimise change (David, Sine, and Haveman 2013).
As a mature field, higher education is highly institutionalized (Scott and Biag 2016).
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However, HEIs are also nested in regional, national or global fields; as such they face
pressure from constituents in those fields (Hüther and Krücken 2016). Their location
and positioning in multiple fields shapes adaptation dynamics and can impact change.,
thereby providing local actors with the means to legitimise their innovative undertakings.

Institutional entrepreneurship theory has also been linked to the position of an insti-
tution within a field whereby peripheral institutions are more likely to instigate change
(Battilana et al. 2009). Other studies have shown that change is more likely to be initiated
by central organizations precisely because they are at the nexus of multiple institutional
contradictions (Greenwood and Suddaby 2006). Alternatively, institutional entrepreneur-
ship theory has spurred a multitude of analytical research concerned largely with the
characteristics of individuals seen as beneficial for innovation processes, as Figure 1 sum-
marizes. Extant research has investigated the role of social skills, such as motivational
framing (Battilana et al. 2009), ability to manage otherwise unconnected groups or broker-
age (Fligstein 1997), and competency in mediating on behalf of mutual interests (Battilana,
Leca, and Boxenbaum 2009), as enabling the conditions of institutional entrepreneurship.
Studies have also examined how the formal position of the individual in an organization
and the individual’s ability to exploit institutional contradictions in order to alter existing
institutional arrangements (Greenwood and Suddaby 2006) affect institutional entrepre-
neurship. As Figure 1 summarizes, formal authority is usually acquired through a
formal organizational position (Battilana 2006). This means that certain positions
within institutional structures are considered more beneficial for innovation as they legit-
imise the actions of individuals and mitigate the costs of innovation due to their direct
access to funding (Leca, Battilana, and Boxenbaum 2008).

Other characteristics often recognized in IEs are their abilities to recognize institutionalized
habits (past habits), identify insufficiencies in current institutional order (problem framing) –
usually as a consequence of embeddedness in multiple institutional layers – and predict future
actions which will impact a future outcome (Emirbayer and Mische 1998). Recent studies on
IEs have asserted that success for innovation increases if IEs use and rely on their social net-
works. Social ties form social capital, which facilitates opportunity recognition, information

Figure 1. Summary of the characteristics of IEs as identified by literature.
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dissemination (Davidsson and Honig 2003), and the identification or collection of resources
(Jakobi 2013), thus increasing legitimacy for collective action via networks. These findings
suggest that, apart from optimal field conditions, the individual characteristics of IEs and
their ability to use the social capital available in their networks are also significant variables
for the success of innovative endeavours. This abundant literature provides a framework
for an analysis of the characteristics of individuals in higher education who change teaching
and research practices by transforming and disrupting the existing institutionalized order.

Research design

Data collection and sampling

We conducted a qualitative case study based upon a relatively small number of cases for the
comparison of similarities and contrasts (Collier 1993). From an initial database of 30 inter-
views, collected as part of a research project on curricular practices (teaching and research)
and changes in pedagogical approaches in universities of applied sciences in three countries1

(Portugal, Netherlands and Germany),2 we selected three individuals who could be ident-
ified as IEs. Three additional interviewees were selected by convenience with them. The
authors were familiar with and/or have worked in the Dutch and/or Macao and Hong
Kong higher education settings; this facilitated the recognition of individual innovators,
their innovation as disruptive and transformative, and the institutional constraints in foster-
ing such changes. Figure 2 shows the characteristics of the higher education systems of the
interviewees, as well as the type and level of innovation they brought, the constraints they
faced and their positioning in the HEIs at the time of the innovation.

The first criterion for selecting individuals was related to the type of higher education
innovation introduced. We analysed only the characteristics of those individuals who
reported introducing disruptive and transformative innovation in curricular practices
and pedagogical approaches. These approaches have been recently documented in litera-
ture as novel, following calls for teaching and research activities produced in the context of
application, usability and transferability of knowledge to societal actors (see Hasanefendic,
Heitor, and Horta 2016). They are characterized by real life experience, problem solving
activities and group project work inclusive of external partners in short-duration learning.
This suggests that practices were legitimized in a field outside the one in which our IEs
were embedded. These practices may not be standard in some higher education settings,
as one would expect, as there may be constraints due to the institutional or system context
of their implementation (Walder 2015; Porter and Graham 2016). Actually, some of the
innovations are considered non-innovations, or even trivial, in other contexts, but
within the setting in which they occurred they were disruptive and transformative. Follow-
ing disruptive literature on innovation in learning (e.g. Banerji 2015) and transformational
change in higher education (Sklad et al. 2016; Iyer-Raniga and Andamon 2016), disruption
in the context of higher education is defined as a process by which a new way of learning,
teaching or educational organizing is introduced under conditions of institutional and
environmental constraint (see Ariss and Deilami 2012, on degrees and types of inno-
vation) or in higher education settings which do not welcome change. Disruptive inno-
vation involves the eventual transformation of ways of learning, teaching and/or
organizing into (because of their convenience and relevancy) dominant paradigms
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within the auspices of their settings (see Christensen and Eyring 2011). What frames the
very notion of disruptive and transformative pedagogical innovations is, therefore, the fact
that individuals have to navigate through prevailing norms and values in their universities,
departments and/or disciplines in order to legitimise their innovative changes.

This was the second criteria for our case selection as all selected individuals had to over-
come some constraints in the implementation of innovation (see Figure 2). For example,
N1 told us that he was responsible for the creation of an innovative undergraduate entre-
preneurship bachelor programme with demand-driven and assessment-based approaches
to learning where students determine what they learn. This type of curriculum was differ-
ent from the accepted standard and challenged not only the accreditation system, but the
beliefs of colleagues at the departmental level, many of whom refused to participate. N2
was engaged in and managed the creation of an interdisciplinary undergraduate pro-
gramme in science, business and innovation at a university where he encountered govern-
ance and funding (institutional) challenges, as well as resistance from other professors,
departmental heads and faculty deans. P1 innovated pedagogy mainly at course level
and mentioned encountering few constraints as innovation was on course level, though
resistance was met, mostly from other departmental or faculty colleagues and university
bureaucracy. This is consistent with a higher education system that is still relatively

Figure 2. Descriptions of higher education systems and the curricular innovation. Sources: Netherlands:
www.government.nl.com; www.cbs.nl; http://ec.europa.eu/: Hong Kong: http://www.gov.hk/; Macau:
https://www.cia.gov/; Germany: http://ecahe.eu/w/index.php/Higher_education_system_in_Germany;
www.europa.eu/countryfiche; http://www.hrk.de/activities/higher-education-system/; Portugal: http://
www.dgeec.mec.pt/np4/np4/96/%7B$clientServletPath%7D/?newsId=145&fileName=EE2014.pdf
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insular and in the process of opening-up to societal demands (Rosa and Teixeira 2014).
M1 innovated at course levels by introducing research infrastructure in postgraduate edu-
cation which eventually became accepted at the system level. This process was, however,
restrained by university governance, funding and required renegotiation among col-
leagues. G1 was responsible for setting up a strategic approach to businesses, leading to
innovations in curricula at programme levels, but faced disproval from departmental col-
leagues. HK1 developed a comprehensive paradigm of learning, appropriated as the main
paradigm for curricular reforms, innovating undergraduate curriculum for teacher edu-
cation at system level.3 This academic faced several obstacles, among which the particu-
larly challenging task of legitimating the new paradigm among colleagues.

The first author undertook open-ended interviews with the selected academics lasting
from 45 to 90 min each. The interviews took place both in person and over Skype for a
period of about two months in 2014. She elicited information about the innovative
process, constraints and sanctions which were involved in the process of innovation
design and implementation. Then, inquiries were made about the setting in which inno-
vation occurred, the personal traits of the individuals, their motivation for change, the pos-
itions of individuals within institutional settings, the participation of others in innovation,
how the innovation was implemented, what they experienced as enabling factors for
change, and the novelty of the introduced change and its impact.

Data analysis

Transcriptions were analysed using the constant comparative method (Merriam 2009). In
this process, the text is broken into meaningful units and coded for content based on our
theoretical framework. The analysis, therefore, focused on identifying common individual
characteristics of all selected cases, which we also co-related to the characteristics ascribed
to IEs as found in the literature. Figure 1 outlines the common characteristics ascribed to
institutional entrepreneurs which we synthesized from the institutional entrepreneurship
literature. We focused on these characteristics in the analysis of the interviews to find com-
monalities; for example, an institutional entrepreneur in HEIs can mitigate the costs of
change and access funding sources with the same ease as a non-academic institutional
entrepreneurs. We did this in order to understand whether entrepreneurs in higher edu-
cation settings have similar characteristics to those in non-academic environments, so as
to better grasp the extent to which the actions and characteristics of institutional entrepre-
neurs in HEIs (since they act in highly institutionalized settings) differ from others.

We therefore adopted an abductive approach to data analysis (Locke, Golden-Biddle,
and Feldman 2004; Reichertz 2007), where the goal is to explain observed characteristics
related to the phenomena through a set of previously defined characteristics. This permits
us to know about and advance an understanding of the phenomena in the selected field
and is especially useful when the phenomena under analysis are not sufficiently explored
or addressed in the field.

Findings

Figure 3 outlines the six characteristics common to all cases. These include: motivation to
change institutionalized practices, interest in change, field experience, multi-
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embeddedness, the authority to act, and the strategic use of networks. These characteristics
were related to those that have already been elaborated in literature on institutional entre-
preneurship (Figure 1) where individuals engaged in change processes. The following dis-
cussion presents these characteristics in related pairs.

Motivation to change institutionalised practices and interest in change

Motivation to change institutionalized practices and interest in change are somewhat inter-
related common characteristics. Motivation to change emerges from the perception that
academics had about institutionalized habits and routines, and interest in change encom-
passes their awareness of the problem in the current institutional order. In IE literature,
motivation is positively associated with innovation (Greenwood and Suddaby 2006).
Dominant actors in the field may have the power to change current institutionalized prac-
tices, but if they lack the motivation to champion change, success will be unlikely (Garud,
Hardy, and Maguire 2007). All six academics referred to current curricular practices as
obsolete, considering the need to adapt the learning processes to keep up with rapidly
changing socio-economic contexts. For example, P1 identified this situation as a big
problem:

This traditional way of learning, where the professor knows everything and the student
knows nothing – the idea is that student goes to classroom to learn from someone that
knows more than him or her. Teachers are not accustomed to not knowing answers to
student questions… but if I do not know how to answer, I say simply that I do not know.
Nowadays, students do not need to go to the classroom to listen to professors; you can
get all of the information online; read a book. What I believe is that in classrooms, students
and teachers should exchange ideas.

HK1 also exemplified the problem of current institutionalized teaching and learning
practices at universities which motivated change:

Our curricular reform is based on the understanding that the society has changed and
that the core business of education is learning. People do not do what they learn nowadays
… and we are not giving them the actual learning experience they deserve. This would not be
a problem in the past as you got a job based on credentials; you do your job, follow the rules.
Now you are on your own, units are small, and you need transversal skills.

Figure 3. Characteristics of individual academics who innovate as IEs.
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M1 referred to the ‘absence of research or culture of research’ as an institutionalized prac-
tice. This is seen as problematic as ‘research creates knowledge and informs action. It is a
process of responding to the needs of the external world by improving it’. For M1, motiv-
ation for change and interest in change arose from the fact that the absence of research
practice inhibits both regional and national socio-economic development and the
engrained capacity of students to think critically about subjects they would deal with in
their future workplaces.

In the case of N2, the interest in innovation was framed by the university:

The university realised that subjects such as physics, chemistry and mathematics were not
getting enough students, and when you do not have enough students, you do not get
money from the Government. So we were pushed to attract more students, otherwise we
would have been cut.

N2 created a new interdisciplinary programme, ‘something unique’, which was based on
connecting science education with entrepreneurship and introducing courses from a
different educational field: ‘Gamma University also has a similar program, but it is not
coherent; students can choose how to combine science with business; but at the Beta Univer-
sity it is all unified’. The interest in creating such a programme was not merely financial, as
N2 mentioned: ‘We wanted to show students the value in studying science’, particularly by
introducing them to the concepts of innovation and the dissemination of scientific inno-
vation: ‘Innovation is everything that has successful market introduction so this is what we
introduced first.’ The new curricular programme attracted a significant number of students
and has been an example for others in the university who are trying to foster interdisci-
plinary programmes with innovative outputs within their fields.

Field experience and multi-embeddedness

IE theory specifies that individuals’ embeddedness in multiple fields or their consciousness
of multiple institutional logics, which Thornton (2004) defined as ‘assumptions and
values, usually implicit, about how to interpret organisational reality, what constitutes
appropriate behaviour, and how to succeed’ (70), matters for innovation. Our analysis
showed that all six academics were exposed to different institutional settings (they
either studied or taught in these different higher education settings in different countries)
with particular logics, but still within the same field. At the same time, some of them were
also working outside academia, or had worked closely within the private sector (N1, G1) or
were involved in policymaking at country level (HK1, P1). They explicitly mentioned how
they drew on the logic stemming from a different institutional setting to organize and
undertake changes in their own institutional settings. N1 reflected on the ‘lessons with a
professor, who wrote about competence profiles,’ which N1 ‘used to structure a profile of
the new curricular program.’ HK1 drew on both ‘long term research in the area of edu-
cation’ as well as ‘several examples from the industry that are illustrative of fundamental
change necessary in the organisation of the education system.’ N2 was also very specific
about providing inspiration for the organization of an innovative curricular programme:
‘I was a visiting scholar in an Alpha University, in the Department on Science and Technol-
ogy Policy, and I had experience from the way research and teaching been done there.’ M1
refers to the type of ‘training provided where I studied, did my masters and doctoral degree,
as well as my research stays in other countries’ as significant in understanding the relevance
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and urgency of the innovational approach to curriculum. Jointly, these findings show that
field experience and multi-embeddedness provide multi-level knowledge which is brought
into the institutions where the academics worked and both instigated interest and pro-
vided resources for changing traditional curricular practices.

Authority to act and strategic use of networks

Authority to act was another common characteristic in the process of innovation, and it
was closely connected to the ability to make decisions on how and when to implement
innovations, as well as whom to involve in innovation implementation. In the literature
on institutional entrepreneurship, IEs usually hold central positions within institutions
which provide them with high degrees of legitimacy and power in institutional structures
(Battilana 2006). In our analysis, some academics claimed that they were central players
and ‘could connect the teachers with the professionals’ (N2), which helped in the innovation
process. N2 mentioned that he had support from two key persons in the institution and
that ‘these two (…) supported everything in the beginning and, together with me, we
appointed some staff members, Jack and Jill, who both had industry experience, and that
is why they were hired’. Academics situated in central positions within their institutional
structures also held prominent positions in the midst of their social ties or ‘social net-
works’ (Hanneman and Riddle 2005) where they could connect with others, centralizing
them in innovation and attributing them with power over relations with others.

While not all academics were in these positions, they still had the authority to act. This
means that peripheral actors, who lack power, could also innovate. These academics
acquired the power necessary to undertake disruptive changes through the social capital
of their networks. N1 and HK1 were not in central positions while pursuing their inno-
vation drives, resulting in limited decision-making power. Despite the initial lack of
power, they could still act because they were granted permission by someone else. This
other authority-holding academic was in a greater position of power, and, at the same
time, supported the innovation. Such individuals confer their authority through
common social networks. In relation to this, N1 stated:

I was allowed to do an experiment with a group of people to start a new bachelor program.
Minister of Education gave us accreditation in 1995. I was responsible for this, and my boss
the Rector said he did not understand what I was doing but he had faith in the way I was
doing it.

Being part of the network was also key for HK1:

I was not directly involved in the curriculum reform (…), (the leader was a banker) but I
paved the way of the curriculum reform, or set the guidelines or underpinned curricular
changes by principals that can be understood by everybody (…) and fortunately my col-
leagues in this process follow the same line of thought as I did.

These cases indicate a lack of power due to peripheral positions that is countered by
support from someone in a common network with a central position within the insti-
tutional structure. This in turn grants ‘authority to act’ through the network to the aca-
demic implementing the innovation (see Maguire, Hardy, and Lawrence 2004; Battilana
2006). In this way, they used their network strategically, as the individual relied on
social ties or relationships with other actors to gain legitimacy for innovation. This
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demonstrates how decision making (via authority to act) can be granted to these aca-
demics via relations in their social networks.

Discussion and conclusion

In this article, academics who introduce innovation in their departments and/or insti-
tutions are analysed though the identification of characteristics as enabling factors for fos-
tering disruptive and transformative changes in pedagogical approaches and curricular
practices in diverse higher education settings. Largely, HEIs are urged to innovate their
teaching and research practices to complement turbulent employment markets and shift-
ing socioeconomic needs (Harvey 2000), as well as to adequately train the workforce
(Alexander 2000). These innovative changes are underway in many countries worldwide
with the support of local government and under national frameworks (e.g. Pinheiro and
Antonowicz 2015). However, some national regulations and intra-institutional norms,
values and routines are not as forthcoming of disruptive institutional changes (Marshall
2010).

So, how does innovation occur in these settings? By embedding our study within the
theoretical framework of institutional entrepreneurship, we show that IEs can be found
in higher education and that they have a role in introducing innovation within their
departments and/or institutions which are not forthcoming of change (DiMaggio 1988).
By using the abductive method, we inferred six characteristics for IEs in higher education
by associating these characteristics to those commonly characterizing IEs in non-academic
settings that are not highly institutionalized.

The research findings presented in this article point to the relevance of six individual
characteristics to the ability of higher education IEs to successfully implement innovative
change. These are motivation to change institutionalized practices, interest in change, field
experience (together with significant knowledge of the field), multi-embeddedness (which
stems from working in different settings in or outside the field), authority to act and stra-
tegic use of networks.

The analysis of interviews showed that motivation to change the institutionalized cur-
ricular practices was intrinsic and came from the individual’s interest in several issues,
such as how students were taught and who participated in education, rather than a
solely extrinsic motivation and short-term benefits of innovation on the institutional
level. These findings were encouraging, especially considering the recent ‘output mania’
in higher education (e.g. pressures for performance through set indicators), as indicated
by managerialism and tight regulations which foster extrinsic motivation while minima-
lizing intrinsic motivation (Ko 2001). Intrinsic motivation, however, seems to be key in
driving innovation in higher education, as our study shows: IEs frequently mentioned it
as a reason for deciding to initiate innovation and change the institutionalized practices
at their departments and/or institutions.

This finding is also associated to IEs’ interest in change, which was realized because of
the experiences and multilevel knowledge they gained by being embedded in different
higher education fields, as a part of international or disciplinary networks, as well as
in industry or policy. This finding highlights the relevance of exposure to different insti-
tutional environments and underlines the critical importance of mobility as a driver for
change in higher education (which is also related to changing values and mentalities).
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This is aligned with recent studies on the negative consequences of academic inbreeding,
or the concept of immobility, whereby institutions hire their own PhD students as staff
(Horta 2013). The multi-level knowledge provided IEs with both the acknowledgement
of the problem in their institutionalized settings and the understanding of how inno-
vation can be achieved under such conditions. This suggests that the innovative motiv-
ation of these IEs was socially constructed by a growing awareness of specific issues as
previously ‘unseen’ challenges and the recognition of possible solutions to
these challenges as derived from learning experiences in multiple and diverse environ-
ments (experiencing negative and positive benchmark cases from which to draw
conclusions).

Academics engaged in promoting change in higher education also strategically use and
draw upon their social networks for the acquisition of influence in order to garner
support for change. Whether academics were in central positions in institutional struc-
tures or were peripheral, they relied on social capital in their social networks for
success in adopting innovations. This signalled that IEs in higher education were not
just equipped with a certain skill-set for innovation, but they managed to undertake inno-
vation if they could connect with others in their institutions and strategically use the
social capital available in their networks to achieve their goals. In this regard, the building
of social networks inside and outside their HEIs is of importance. For example, the build-
ing of – and occupying a central position within – external networks of relevance, such as
international and/or national academic and scientific associations, can attract the repu-
tation capital necessary to facilitate internal change (Horta and Patrício 2016) by foster-
ing the IEs position in the HEIs internal networks. However, it is probable that relying
simply on an external network would be insufficient to drive change in the HEIs
(because the relations where the IEs sourced their social capital would be external to
the institution and, thus, perceived as alien), although there are significant benefits of
such networks in innovative breakthroughs external to the organization (see Bercovitz
and Feldman 2011). External networks also provide access to a variety of resources
and knowledge which positively affects innovation. On the other hand, simply building
centrality on internal networks does not ensure innovation (e.g. Powell and Grodal
2005) as this process assumes consensus and harmony that is largely seen as an antithesis
of change.

The issues exposed above further the dialogue about the role of individuals in insti-
tutional innovation and processes of endogenous change within HEIs. HEIs are often con-
ceptualized as institutionalized settings where innovation is unlikely and the perpetuation
of the status quo is preferred (Weick 1976). HEIs are also conceptualized as places where
individual members are highly constrained by both external environmental pressures and
internally accepted norms and values and innovation is particularly driven by academics
with certain skills and characteristics. This research highlights the importance of partici-
pation by academics with certain skill-sets in networks for the fostering of institutional
innovation, thus pointing out the often-overlooked role of not only individual innovators
themselves but their characteristics which influence innovation. This is particularly impor-
tant in current higher education settings which demand greater flexibility and adaptability
to changing environments, underlining the need to focus on two key institutional policy
issues for HEIs:
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(1) the need to restructure HEIs from models akin to a professional bureaucratic model
(typical of the industrial age and still to a very high extent present in most universities
in the world) to adhocracies (using Mintzberg’s terminology; Mintzberg 1992) foster-
ing flexibility, adaptability, and the development of aligned levels of decentralization,
granting greater individual autonomy (which is required to deal with growing illities
impacting higher education systems and societies alike; Heitor and Horta 2016), and

(2) the need to rethink academic recruitment and career advancement processes, high-
lighting the role of mobility and the purposes for which academics are hired. In the
context of an uncertain society to which HEIs need to adapt while remaining competi-
tive in their global environment (see Christensen and Eyring 2011), the definition of
what an academic is may already be undergoing a substantial transformation (Shat-
tock 2014). Academics may be hired from a perspective where an adaptable division
of labour may determine the goals and outputs expected from each academic. This
will require a change in academic evaluation processes and their adaptability to
new times and challenges, but will also require them to become increasingly
institutional entrepreneurs in order for them and the HEIs employing them to
survive.

Future research Agenda

This article is a first attempt at researching the characteristics of individual institutional
entrepreneurs (IEs) in higher education settings and follows a small number of cases
designed to contribute to the field of higher education (Eisenhardt 1989). First and fore-
most, this paper has proved an influential role for the characteristics of individuals when
explaining innovation in HEIs. Thus, future research should move beyond studies of the
institutional environment alone. While assuring that similar innovator characteristics are
found in different contexts, there is also need for a more nuanced contextualization of
individual innovators. Future studies might also explore how the combination of charac-
teristics of academics, as identified in this study, contribute to their positions in networks
or network structures (Emirbayer and Goodwin 1994), as they might also distinguish
different conditions that lead to innovative outcomes. For example, a complementary
quantification of a network of IEs would be beneficial in addressing the flow of infor-
mation on innovation between network actors (Borgatti 2005). It would determine the
participation of all actors and the strength and relevance of their social ties in relation
to IEs in higher education. Future studies ought to explore the behaviour of such individ-
uals which positively influences innovation among a higher number of participants (also
including those who were not involved in any innovative undertakings).

Notes

1. Universities of applied sciences, also known as polytechnics in Portugal, hogescholen in the
Netherlands, fachhochule in Germany, and Cegeps in Canada and the U.S., are professional
tertiary educational institutions which function as part of binary (or dual) higher education
systems alongside universities. They provide practical, hands-on learning about the pro-
fession and in close interaction with the professional field, mostly at the undergraduate
level (see Hasanefendic, Heitor, and Horta 2016).

2. The 30 interviews were conducted with the Deans of Schools of Technology and Digital
Media and Creative Industries, Teachers and Teacher/Researchers and Managers from two
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Dutch universities of applied sciences, the President, Vice Presidents, and Teachers from two
Portuguese universities of applied sciences, and a professor and teacher from a German uni-
versity of applied sciences. This study resulted in a recent publication where the methodology
is broadly explained (see Hasanefendic, Heitor, and Horta 2016).

3. The innovations led by the interviewees in Hong Kong and Macau were researched and led to
published articles: (see Horta and Martins 2014; Cheng 2002).

Acknowledgments

We are also very grateful to two anonymous reviewers for their informative and helpful insights that
have improved the reasoning and presentation of the article.

Disclosure statement

No potential conflict of interest was reported by the authors.

Funding

The first author wishes to acknowledge the Portuguese science funding foundation FCT – Fundação
para a Ciência e a Tecnologia – for supporting this research, with [grant number SFRH/BD/87424/
2012]. The second author acknowledges funding from the Flanders (FWO) Research Foundation,
[grant number G.OC42].

Notes on contributors

Sandra Hasanefendic is a double doctoral degree student from the Vrije University Amsterdam and
ISCTE IUL in Portugal. She studies organizational behaviour in higher education. Her focus lies on
non university higher education and responses to policy pressures regarding research and inno-
vation in education and training. Sandra also teaches, consults and advises policymakers on
issues relevant to advancement of higher education in Portugal and the Netherlands.

JulieM. Birkholz is a postdoctoral researcher at CHEGG.Her research focuses on networks in higher
education. She takes a social network approach in investigating networks considering inter-organiz-
ational alliances, scientific collaboration and governance arrangements. The focus is on quantitative
social network analysis to systematically compare contexts, structures and outcomes through the use
of big(ger) digital andWeb data sources. In addition, she does research on altmetrics and the use and
effects of social media by both higher education institutions and researchers. She holds a doctorate in
Organization Sciences from the VU University Amsterdam, the Netherlands.

Hugo Horta is an Assistant Professor at the Faculty of Education of the University of Hong Kong.
He authored and co-authored publications on higher education diversity, science policy, research
productivity and networking, doctoral career trajectories, internationalization of higher education,
and academic mobility in international peer-reviewed journals, such as Higher Education, Research
in Higher Education, Management Science, Technological Forecasting and Social Change, Science
and Public Policy, Scientometrics, and Higher Education Policy among others. He is currently
Coordinating-editor of Higher Education, a leading journal of higher education studies, and sits
in the editorial boards of several journals.

Peter van der Sijde is professor of Organization, Entrepreneurship & Technology in the Faculties of
Science and Social Sciences, Vrije Universiteit Amsterdam, The Netherlands. His research interest
are on academic entrepreneurship, the role of higher education in the eco-innovation systems, and
commercialization of (academic) research.

EUROPEAN JOURNAL OF HIGHER EDUCATION 115

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

14
7.

8.
23

0.
57

] 
at

 0
1:

24
 1

8 
O

ct
ob

er
 2

01
7 



ORCID

Hugo Horta http://orcid.org/0000-0001-6814-1393
Sandra Hasanefendic http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2246-7325

References

Alexander, F. K. 2000. “The Changing Face of Accountability: Monitoring and Assessing
Institutional Performance inHigher Education.”The Journal of Higher Education 71 (4): 411–432.

Amaral, A., O. Fulton, and I. M. Larsen. 2003. “AManagerial Revolution?” In The Higher Education
Managerial Revolution?, edited by A. Amaral, Lynn V. Meek, and Lars Waelgaard, 275–296.
Dordrecht, Netherlands: Springer.

Ariss, S. S., and V. S. Deilami. 2012. “An Integrated Framework for the Study of Organizational
Innovation.” International Journal of Innovation and Technology Management 9 (1): 1250003.

Banerji, Rukmini. 2015. “How do Systems Respond to Disruptive Pedagogic Innovations? The case
of Pratham in Bihar.” RISE Working Paper 15/02.

Baregheh, A., J. Rowley, and S. Sambrook. 2009. “Towards a Multidisciplinary Definition of
Innovation.” Management Decision 47 (8): 1323–1339.

Battilana, J. 2006. “Agency and Institutions: The Enabling Role of Individuals’ Social Position.”
Organization 13 (5): 653–676.

Battilana, J., B. Leca, and E. Boxenbaum. 2009. “How Actors Change Institutions: Towards a Theory
of Institutional Entrepreneurship.” The Academy of Management Annals 3 (1): 65–107.

Bercovitz, J., and M. Feldman. 2011. “The Mechanisms of Collaboration in Inventive Teams:
Composition, Social Networks, and Geography.” Research Policy 40 (1): 81–93.

Borgatti, S. P. 2005. ''Centrality and Network Flow.'' Social Networks 27 (1): 55–71.
Campbell, C. M., and K. O’Meara. 2014. “Faculty Agency: Departmental Contexts that Matter in

Faculty Careers.” Research in Higher Education 55 (1): 49–74.
Chatterton, P., and J. Goddard. 2000. ''The Responsiveness of Higher Education Institutions to

Regional Needs.'' European Journal of Education 35 (4): 475–496.
Cheng, K. M. 2002. “Reinventing the Wheel: Education Reform.” In The First Tung Chee-Hwa

Administration: The First Five Years of the Special Administrative Region, edited by Lau
Siukai, 157–174. Hong Kong: Chinese University of Hong Kong.

Christensen, C. M., and H. J. Eyring. 2011. The Innovative University: Changing the DNA of Higher
Education from the Inside Out. San Francisco, CA: Jossey Bass.

Cleverley-Thompson, S. 2016. “The Role of Academic Deans as Entrepreneurial Leaders in Higher
Education Institutions.” Innovative Higher Education 41 (1): 75–85.

Collier, D. 1993. “The Comparative Method.” In Political Science: The State of the Discipline II,
edited by A. W. Finifter, 105–119. Washington, DC: American Political Science Association.

David, R. J., W. D. Sine, and H. A. Haveman. 2013. “Seizing Opportunity in Emerging Fields: How
Institutional Entrepreneurs Legitimated the Professional Form of Management Consulting.”
Organization Science 24 (2): 356–377.

Davidsson, P., and B. Honig. 2003. “The Role of Social and Human Capital among Nascent
Entrepreneurs.” Journal of Business Venturing 18 (3): 301–331.

Davis, S. N., and S. K. Jacobsen. 2014. “Curricular Integration as Innovation: Faculty Insights on
Barriers to Institutionalizing Change.” Innovative Higher Education 39 (1): 17–31.

Dee, J. R. 2016. “Universities, Teaching and Learning.” In Organizing Academic Work in Higher
Education: Teaching, Learning and Identities, edited by L. Leisyte and U. Wilkesmann, 13–32.
New York, NY: Routledge.

Degn, L. 2016. “Academic Sensemaking and Behavioural Responses – Exploring How Academics
Perceive and Respond to Identity Threats in Times of Turmoil.” Studies in Higher Education:
1–17. http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2016.1168796

DiMaggio, P. J. 1988. “Interest and Agency in Institutional Theory.” In Institutional Patterns and
Organizations, edited by L. Zucker, 3–22. Cambridge, BA: Ballinger.

116 S. HASANEFENDIC ET AL.

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

14
7.

8.
23

0.
57

] 
at

 0
1:

24
 1

8 
O

ct
ob

er
 2

01
7 

http://orcid.org/0000-0001-6814-1393
http://orcid.org/0000-0003-2246-7325
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/03075079.2016.1168796


Dobele, A. R., and S. Rundle-Theile. 2015. “Progression through Academic Ranks: A Longitudinal
Examination of Internal Promotion Drivers.” Higher Education Quarterly 69 (4): 410–429.

Dorado, S. 2005. “Institutional Entrepreneurship, Partaking, and Convening.” Organization Studies
26 (3): 385–414.

Eisenhardt, K. M. 1989. “Building Theories from Case Study Research.” Academy of Management
Review 14 (4): 532–550.

Emirbayer, M., and A. Mische. 1998. “What is Agency?” American Journal of Sociology 103 (4):
962–1023.

Emirbayer, M., and J. Goodwin. 1994. “Network Analysis and the Problem of Agency.” American
Journal of Sociology 99 (6): 1311–1454.

Fligstein, N. 1997. “Social Skill and Institutional Theory.” American Behavioral Scientist 40 (4):
397–405.

Fumasoli, T., R. Pinheiro, and B. Stensaker. 2015. “Handling Uncertainty of Strategic Ambitions—
The Use of Organizational Identity as a Risk-reducing Device.” International Journal of Public
Administration 38 (13–14): 1030–1040.

Garud, R., C. Hardy, and S. Maguire. 2007. “Institutional Entrepreneurship as Embedded Agency:
An Introduction to the Special Issue.” Organization Studies 28 (7): 957–969.

Greenwood, R. R., and R. Suddaby. 2006. “Institutional Entrepreneurship in Mature Fields: The Big
Five Accounting Firms.” Academy of Management Journal 49 (1): 27–48.

Greenwood, R. R., R. Suddaby, and C. R. Hinings. 2002. “Theorizing Change: The Role of
Professional Associations in the Transformation of Institutionalized Fields.” Academy of
Management Journal 45 (1): 58–80.

Hacker, A., and C. Dreifus. 2010. Higher Education?: How Colleges are Wasting Our Money and
Failing Our Kids—and What We Can Do About It. New York, NY: St. Martin’s Griffin.

Hanneman, R. A., and M. Riddle. 2005. Introduction to Social Network Methods. Riverside, CA:
University of California, Riverside.

Hardy, C., and N. Phillips. 1998. “Strategies of Engagement: Lessons from the Critical Examination
of Collaboration and Conflict in an Interorganizational Domain.” Organization Science 9 (2):
217–230.

Harvey, L. 2000. “New Realities: The Relationship between Higher Education and Employment.”
Tertiary Education and Management 6 (1): 3–17.

Hasanefendic, S., M. Heitor, and H. Horta. 2016. “Training Students for New Jobs: The Role of
Technical and Vocational Higher Education and Implications for Science Policy in Portugal.”
Technological Forecasting and Social Change 113 (Part B): 328–340.

Heitor, M. V., and H. Horta. 2016. “Reforming Higher Education in Portugal in Times of
Uncertainty: The Importance of Illities, as Non-functional Requirements.” Technological
Forecasting and Social Change 113 (Part B): 146–156.

Horta, H. 2013. “Deepening our Understanding of Academic Inbreeding Effects on Research
Information Exchange and Scientific Output: New Insights for Academic Based Research.”
Higher Education 65 (4): 487–510.

Horta, H., V. Dautel, and F. M. Veloso. 2012. “An Output Perspective on the Teaching–Research
Nexus: An Analysis Focusing on the United States Higher Education System.” Studies in Higher
Education 37 (2): 171–187.

Horta, H., and R. Martins. 2014. “The Start-up, Evolution and Impact of a Research Group in a
University Developing its Knowledge Base.” Tertiary Education and Management 20 (4):
280–293.

Horta, H., and T. Patrício. 2016. “Setting-up an International Science Partnership Program: A Case
Study between Portuguese and US Research Universities.” Technological Forecasting and Social
Change 113 (Part B): 230–239.

Hüther, O., and G. Krücken. 2016. “Nested Organizational Fields: Isomorphism and Differentiation
among European Universities.” In The University under Pressure (Research in the Sociology of
Organizations, Volume 46), edited by E. P. Berman and C. Paradeise, 53–83. Bingley: Emerald
Group Publishing Limited.

EUROPEAN JOURNAL OF HIGHER EDUCATION 117

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

14
7.

8.
23

0.
57

] 
at

 0
1:

24
 1

8 
O

ct
ob

er
 2

01
7 



Iyer-Raniga, U., and M. M. Andamon. 2016. “Transformative Learning: Innovating Sustainability
Education in Built Environment.” International Journal of Sustainability in Higher Education 17
(1): 105–122.

Jakobi, A. P. 2013. Common Goods and Evils? The Formation of Global Crime Governance. Oxford:
Oxford University Press.

Jepperson, R., and J. W. Meyer. 2011. “Multiple Levels of Analysis and the Limitations of
Methodological Individualisms.” Sociological Theory 29 (1): 54–73.

Kezar, A. J. and P. D. Eckel. 2002. “The Effect of Institutional Culture on Change Strategies in
Higher Education: Universal Principles or Culturally Responsive Concepts?” The Journal of
Higher Education 73 (4): 435–460.

Ko, E. Y. L. L. 2001. “Performance Appraisal in Higher Education: The Impact of New
Managerialism on the Motivation of Academic Staff.”Doctoral dissertation, University of Bristol.

Lattuca, L. R. and J. R. Pollard. 2016. “Towards a Conceptualization of Faculty Decision-making
about Curricular and Instructional Change.” In Organizing Academic Work in Higher
Education: Teaching, Learning and Identities, edited by L. Leisyte and U. Wilkesmann, 89–
108. New York, NY: Routledge.

Leca, B., J. Battilana, and E. Boxenbaum. 2008. Agency and Institutions: A Review of Institutional
Entrepreneurship. Cambridge, MA: Harvard Business School.

Lewis, H. R. 2006. Excellence without a Soul. Does Liberal Education Have a Future? New York, NY:
Public Affairs.

Locke, K., K. Golden-Biddle, and M. S. Feldman. 2004. “Imaginative Theorizing in Interpretive
Organizational Research.” Academy of Management Proceedings 2004 (1): B1–B6.

Maguire, S., C. Hardy, and T. B. Lawrence. 2004. “Institutional Entrepreneurship in Emerging
Fields: HIV/AIDS Treatment Advocacy in Canada.” Academy of Management Journal 47 (5):
657–679.

Marshall, S. 2010. “Change, Technology and Higher Education: Are Universities Capable of
Organisational Change?” Research in Learning Technology 18 (3): 179–192.

McClure, K. R. 2015. “Exploring Curricular Transformation to Promote Innovation and
Entrepreneurship: An Institutional Case Study.” Innovative Higher Education 40 (5): 429–
442.

Merriam, S. B. 2009. Qualitative Research: A Guide to Design and Implementation. San Francisco,
CA: John Wiley and Sons.

Merton, P., J. E. Froyd, M. C. Clark, and J. Richardson. 2009. “A Case Study of Relationships
between Organizational Culture and Curricular Change in Engineering Education.” Innovative
Higher Education 34 (4): 219-233.

Meyer, J. W., F. O. Ramirez, D. J. Frank, and E. Schofer. 2008. “Higher Education as an Institution.”
In Sociology of Higher Education: Contributions and Their Contexts, edited by P. Gumport, 187–
222. Baltimore, MD: The Johns Hopkins University Press.

Mintzberg, H. 1992. Structure in Fives: Designing Effective Organizations. Upper Saddle River, NJ:
Prentice Hall.

O’Meara, K., A. L. Terosky, and A. Neumann. 2008. “Faculty Careers and Work Lives: A
Professional Growth Perspective.” ASHE Higher Education Report 34 (3): 1–221.
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Pinheiro, R., and D. Antonowicz. 2015. “Opening the Gates or Coping with the Flow? Governing
Access to Higher Education in Northern and Central Europe.”Higher Education 70 (3): 299–313.

Pinheiro, R., L. Geschwind, and T. Aarrevaara. 2014. “Nested Tensions and Interwoven Dilemmas
in Higher Education: The View from the Nordic Countries.” Cambridge Journal of Regions,
Economy and Society 7 (2): 233–250.

Porter, W. W., and C. R. Graham. 2016. “Institutional Drivers and Barriers to Faculty Adoption of
Blended Learning in Higher Education.” British Journal of Educational Technology 47 (4):
748–762.

Powell, W. W., and S. Grodal. 2005. “Networks of Innovations.” In The Oxford Handbook of
Innovation, edited by J. Fagerberg, D. C. Mowery, and R. R.Nelson, 56–85. Oxford: Oxford
University Press.

118 S. HASANEFENDIC ET AL.

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

14
7.

8.
23

0.
57

] 
at

 0
1:

24
 1

8 
O

ct
ob

er
 2

01
7 



Reichertz, J. 2007. “Abduction: The Logic of Discovery of Grounded Theory.” In The Sage
Handbook of Grounded Theory, edited by A. Bryant and K. Charmaz, 214–228. London, UK:
Sage.

Richmond, R. C. 2015. “The Future of the University is Change.” In Future of Higher Education:
Perspectives from America’s Academic Leaders, edited by G. A. Olson and J. W. Presley, 31–
41. New York: Routledge.

Rosa, M. J., and P. Teixeira. 2014. “Policy Reforms, Trojan Horses, and Imaginary Friends: The Role
of External Stakeholders in Internal Quality Assurance Systems.” Higher Education Policy 27 (2):
219–237.

Seo, M., and D. Creed. 2002. “Institutional Contradictions, Praxis, and Institutional Change: A
Dialectical Perspective.” Academy of Management Review 27 (2): 222–247.

Scott, W. R. 1994. “Conceptualizing Organizational Fields: Linking Organizations and Societal
Systems.” In Systems Rationality and Parcial Interests, edited by H. Derlien, U. Gerhardt, and
F. Scharpf, 203–221. Baden: Nomos.

Scott, W. R., and M. Biag. 2016. “The Changing Ecology of US Higher Education: An Organization
Field Perspective.” In The University Under Pressure (Research in the Sociology of Organizations,
Volume 46), edited by E. P. Berman and C. Paradeise, 25–51. Bingley: Emerald Group Publishing
Limited.

Shattock, M. 2014. “Can we Still Speak of There being an Academic Profession?” History of
Education 43 (6): 727–739.

Sklad, M., J. Friedman, E. Park, and B. Oomen. 2016. “‘Going Glocal’: A Qualitative and
Quantitative Analysis of Global Citizenship Education at a Dutch Liberal Arts and Sciences
College.” Higher Education 72 (3): 323–340.

Suddaby, R. 2013. “Institutional Theory.” In SAGE: Encyclopedia of Management Theory, edited by
E. Kessler, 379–384. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.

Sultan, P., and H. Y. Wong. 2013. “Antecedents and Consequences of Service Quality in a Higher
Education Context.” Quality Assurance in Education 21 (1): 70–95.

Thornton, P. H. 2004. Markets from Culture: Institutional Logics and Organizational Decisions.
Stanford: Stanford University Press.

Walder, A. M. 2015. “Obstacles to Innovation: The Fear of Jeopardising a Professorial Career.”
British Journal of Education 3 (6): 1–16.

Waldron, T. L., G. Fisher, and C. Navis. 2015. “Institutional Entrepreneurs’ Social Mobility in
Organizational Fields.” Journal of Business Venturing 30 (1): 131–149.

Weick, K. E. 1976. “Educational Organizations as Loosely Coupled Systems.” Administrative
Science Quarterly 21: 1–19.

EUROPEAN JOURNAL OF HIGHER EDUCATION 119

D
ow

nl
oa

de
d 

by
 [

14
7.

8.
23

0.
57

] 
at

 0
1:

24
 1

8 
O

ct
ob

er
 2

01
7 


	Abstract
	Introduction
	Innovation in higher education
	Characteristics of institutional entrepreneurs
	Research design
	Data collection and sampling
	Data analysis

	Findings
	Motivation to change institutionalised practices and interest in change
	Field experience and multi-embeddedness
	Authority to act and strategic use of networks

	Discussion and conclusion
	Future research Agenda
	Notes
	Acknowledgments
	Disclosure statement
	Notes on contributors
	ORCID
	References

