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Objectives: The aim of this paper is to provide evidences and maybe new insight on the importance of institutional entrepreneurship for the regeneration and development of a region. The paper will compliment and, may challenge some aspects of current institutional theory with evidence collected over a period of two years practice within the University of Essex and its establishment of a new campus in the heart of Southend-on-Sea.

Prior work: Over the last two decades, promoting entrepreneurship at local, regional and national levels has become a high priority in public policy around the world. There has also been extensive research (most recent Mapping Study by NGCE 2006) and writing on enterprise education. There has also been some research done on institutional entrepreneurship but mainly overseas (e.g. France, The Netherlands). Nevertheless, little has been explored and particularly, practiced as to entrepreneurship at institutional level and its impact on regional regeneration and development.

Approach: Given the nature of the paper, case study was used to capture the progress and evidence over the past two years. Much of the data have been made available through the public domain, and will be interpreted according to phases. The emphasis will be on the institutional entrepreneurship process, especially the creation of a brand new School of Entrepreneurship and Business and its tremendous contribution to the success of the Southend Campus and the region as a whole. Although there are similar establishment overseas (e.g. Brandson School of Entrepreneurship in Johannesburg), the creation of the school has been the first of its kind in the UK.

Results: The establishment of Southend Campus and a new School of Entrepreneurship within has proved its added value to the residents of the town, the business community of the region and beyond, and the regeneration of the region (South East of England). Yet the establishment is still in its early stages, it is believed that more tangible and intangible benefits will be brought about in the years to come.

Implications: This practice-based case study illustrates, not only for entrepreneurs, policy makers and practitioners, but also researchers and educators the importance of institutional entrepreneurship and its enabling roles in the culture-changing regeneration of a region.

Value: The paper contributes new insights on ‘institutional entrepreneurship’ by throwing light on how institutional actor/entrepreneur can create/change institution without breaking its embeddedness within and existing institutional logics, and demonstrate the impact of a successful marriage between institutional (HEI) vision and regional development agenda.

Keywords: Institution, Entrepreneurship, Education, Regeneration, Southend Campus

1. Introduction

Over the last two decades, entrepreneurship has been a priority in public policy to be promoted at local, regional, national and international levels. Entrepreneurs (e.g. Sir Richard Branson) have gained enormous respect from around the world while enjoying the financial benefits through their successful enterprises. Theories about entrepreneurship, characteristics of entrepreneur, and other related topics have been flourishing as a result of this phenomenon. Schumpeter (1934) was the pioneer of the studies of entrepreneurs, explaining that entrepreneurs are innovators integrating resources in production for the market place.  In cases of China and India’s rapid development, academia has been trying hard to understand the driving force behind the success. While some scholars (e.g. Yang, 2004) argue that many entrepreneurs in China are institutional arbitragers who take advantages of inconsistencies among laws and regulations in Chinese transitional economy, more attention has been given to the institution than entrepreneurship. Institutions here are defined as ‘rules, norms, and  beliefs that describe reality for the organisation, explaining what is and is not, what can be acted upon and what cannot’ (Hoffman, 1999:351). “Institutional entrepreneur” has generated a lot of interests recently with suggestions that ‘… it might include organisations such as Microsoft working actively to establish industry standards which favour them… and it may also refer to individuals/managers who actively engage in building networks and alliances and influencing others in order to change perceptions of what is legitimate. (Open University, 2007).’ The term though was first introduced by Paul DiMaggio’s paper on ‘Interest and agency in institutional theory’ in 1988. He suggests that institutional entrepreneurs are actors who utilise available resources to seize rising opportunities of their favour, consequently create a new sets of systems and institutions. Much of the debates in current research has been on the meaning of institutional entrepreneurship, and the likely actions that institutional entrepreneurs will take in order to make it happen. Either by breaking the existing institutional norms/logics (Berer and Luckmann, 1967), or escaping through end justification/legitimacy, institutional entrepreneurs face more barriers that traditional entrepreneurs as it quite often with a political and cultural perspective (Garud et al, 2002)   

This study is looking to provide evidences on the importance of institutional entrepreneurship, by examining the process, for the regional regeneration and development. It is envisaged that this study will compliment in large the existing theories. The paper starts with literature review, followed by research methodology. Key findings and discussions will be presented before the conclusion.

2. Literature Review

Institutional Entrepreneurship as a Concept

Institutional entrepreneurship is the concept that has attracted much attention among scholars recently. In order to understand the meaning of the concept it is useful to review the two different streams of the theories that underpin it – institution and entrepreneurship. 

The word ‘institution(s)’ are commonly defined as ‘rules, norms, and beliefs that describe reality for the organisation, explaining what is and is not, what can be acted upon and what cannot’ (Hoffman, 1999:351). It provides the justification principles of organisation and legitimacy, in other words ‘institutional logics (Friedland and Alford, 1991). Institutional logics are frameworks that incorporate the assumptions, beliefs, and rules through which individuals organise time and space, and which give meaning to their social reality (Thornton, 2002; Thornton and Ocasio, 1999: 804). These logics form the fundamental basis for organisational repetitive activities, and become ‘taken for granted’ (Berer and Luckmann, 1967), and likely create path dependencies (Authur, 1988) for individuals operate within the organisation. Individuals or actors are viewed by some scholars (Geertz, 1973; Garud, 2007) as interpreters of institutional logics, thereby translating ‘ongoing interdependent actions into sensible sequences that generate sensible outcomes’ (Weick, 1979: 3). Should they obey all the rules and norms and do things in the legitimate way it becomes very difficult for actors to deviate from the logics. 

While institutions focus on stability, entrepreneurship is all about change and innovation. The best know scholar in the field of entrepreneurship cannot be anyone else other than Joseph Schumpeter, who in as early as 1934, defines ‘entrepreneur’ as the innovator who implements change within markets through the carrying out of new combinations. To Schumpeter, the emphasis is on the combination of recourses yet his theory does not include those entrepreneurial managers in established organisations. His recognition in1942, of ‘entrepreneurship’ as engine of economic growth with the introduction of new technologies, however has since gradually changed the economic policies worldwide.  Since the introduction of the concept of ‘entrepreneurship’ much literature work has been devoted to the meaning of the term, the characteristics of entrepreneurs, the push or pull factors for entrepreneurial activities, policies and environment that are conducive to business start-ups (key entrepreneurial outcome). Not until recently the entrepreneurship has been explored in the context of institutions.

Paul DiMaggio’s (1988) first introduced the concept of ‘institutional entrepreneurship’ and the theory that institutional entrepreneurs are actors who utilise available resources to cease rising opportunities of their favour, consequently create a new sets of systems and institutions. Institutional entrepreneurship focuses attention on the manner in which interested actors work to influence their institutional contexts through persuasion, lobbying, and discursive action (Suchman, 1995; Fligstein, 1997; Hoffman, 1999; Garud, Jain, & Kumaraswamy, 2002; Maguire, Hardy & Lawrence, 2004). The research on institutional entrepreneurship has been going on since but the paradox within the concept itself is yet to be solved, properly. As institutions promote continuity and stability while entrepreneurship advocate active creation upon the discovery of entrepreneurial opportunities. Institutions focus on conformity by institutional forces, and entrepreneurship emphasises change by entrepreneurial forces. The theoretical question is: if actors are regulated in an institutional field and subject to normative processes, how are they able to envision new practices and then subsequently get others to adopt them? Efforts have been made in answering the above question by academia. Barley and Tolbert (1997), for example, argue that active institutional change is catalysed by changes in the broader institutional context. Their idea to solve the contradiction is to change the institutional context first, and prepare the ground for ‘entrepreneurial activities’ in the institutions. There is also another answer: actors are knowledgeable agents with a capacity to reflect and act in ways other than those prescribed by taken-for-granted rules and norms (Scutz, 1973; Garud and Karnoe, 2003; Mutch, 2007). This is of a more entrepreneurial explanation comparatively. 

Compared to traditional entrepreneurs, institutional entrepreneurs need to break with existing rules and practices associated with the dominant institutional logics and on top of that, they need to be able to institutionalise the alternative rules, practices or logics that they are championing (Garud and Karnoe, 2001). It is not easy to do so as they will face not only the normal barriers that traditional entrepreneurs will (such as entry restrictions and financial shortage) but also the barriers that are of more difficulty (e.g. the competition and resistance from existing institutions and organisations, government licence or land permit in many cases). Empirical studies show that most institutional entrepreneurs do not have enough resources to act alone and must ensure the support of others (Fligstein and Mara-Drita, 1996; Garud et al., 2002). The also argue that institutional entrepreneurs have to mobilise institutional logics so that they can relate themselves to their potential allies through ‘common interests’. Institutional entrepreneurs have to be persuasive and have the ability to lobby at all especially, high levels in order to make the institutional logics in their favour. Hence institutional entrepreneurs are considered more skilful.   

Institutional Entrepreneurship to Regional Regeneration and Development

Entrepreneurship is widely considered the engine of economic growth, and to be the privileged road to jobs creation and wealth accumulation. For instance, the OECD (1998) states: “As more countries move towards fostering entrepreneurship, the evidence is mounting that implemented comprehensively, entrepreneurship policies represent an effective response for countries wanting to strengthen their adaptability and improve their economy’s ability to create jobs.” Through decades of practice, entrepreneurship yields some proven enduring assets such as increased productivity and competitiveness (Solow, 1994; Gregersen and Johnson, 1997; Balthelt, 2001); innovation (Acs & Audretsch, 1990), and economic growth (Olson, 1996). Entrepreneurship is sometimes regarded as the only way forward for some depleted regions where few good job opportunities are available and/or inward investment cannot be attracted to (Venkataraman, 2004). To support entrepreneurial activities, all governments ought to remove barriers for business start-ups, and provide legal framework for matters that entrepreneurs are concerned about (GEM 2005). Kirzner (1979) states that the environment in which entrepreneurial activities take place needs to be primed through the role of relevant institutions as institutions provide a framework guides activity, removes uncertainty and makes the actions of others predictable. 

In reality, though, the presence and quality of institutions supporting entrepreneurial action is often either non-existent or of low quality in peripheral regions in particular (Fuduric, 2007). There is argument that this is the case mainly due to the lack of larger companies present in these regions, hence lack of incentive for local authorise to provide support (Van Stel et al, 2005). Looking around the world there are many less developed regions full of huge opportunities which are yet to be revealed due to the lack of opportunity exploitation (Olson, 1996). Mainly lack of institutions or an institutional structure that encourages entrepreneurial activities is the fundamental factor. In other words, economic growth driven by entrepreneurship cannot be explained without reference to institutions (Fuduric, 2007).

Key Issues from Previous Research

In summary, there is a great deal of work done in the fields of, institutions, entrepreneurship, and the relationship between entrepreneurship and regional development as well as institutions’ role in the development of entrepreneurial activities. Recent interest has been on the relatively new concept of institutional entrepreneurship. Easily do these two sub streams of literature contradict each other while scholars are trying to understand the meaning and process of institutional entrepreneurship. Some answers are offered to explain the likely approach to achieve such entrepreneurial activities without institutional entrepreneurs having to break the rules they follow. It is believed that actors/entrepreneurs are of capable agents who can reflect on the regulative rules and procedures, and selectively choose relevant ones in order to legitimate their activities, which will otherwise be very difficult, if not impossible to be done. To enable this process institutional entrepreneurs must possess the capabilities of envisioning, lobbying, persuading, and many more. On one hand, they need to work around government officials and on the other hand, they have to keep an eye on public opinions. Institutions are believed to play vital roles in the promotion of entrepreneurship which in turn acts as the engine of the economic growth.  

Research Gaps and the Research Objective for this Study

Although much research has been done on the relationship between entrepreneurship and regional development, and on the institutional roles in entrepreneurship development, there has little literature, in the UK, on the contributions/impacts that institutional entrepreneurship made towards the regional development. The gap has become the main objective of this study. 

3. Research Methodology

For this particular paper, a qualitative case method is used to test the above hypothesis. This method involves literature searches and previous observations before the study was conducted. The literature review forms the basic theories underpinning the research hypothesis. It is done through desk research on secondary data including Journals, books, and Internet articles. With the framework provided, a real life case- University of Essex and its recent establishment of the second campus in Southend- will be adopted. As the main source for evidence, the case study method acts as an empirical inquiry that investigates a contemporary phenomenon within its real-life context (Yin, 1984). It excels at bring us to an understanding of a complex issue and can extend experience or add insights to what is already known through previous research.

The case will be demonstrated using evidence documents gathered over the past couple of years. The management and analysis of such documents have been given extra care with guidelines suggested by Forster (1994). The process will involve:

1. Access to the documents (caution with those that are not in the public domain);

2. Validating authenticity and accuracy of documents;

3. Interpretation of documents;

4. Analysing the documents following patterns and framework built previously;

5. Anonymising data sources for use.  

4. Institutional Entrepreneurship - the Case of University of Essex

Background and opportunities

University of Essex was established in 1965. It is a campus university situated in an attractive 200-acre parkland estate on the outskirts of Colchester. The University has a student population of over 5,900, 25% of these within the Graduate School. It is an international community with students from more than 120 countries. The University has a long history of partnering with Writtle College near Chelmsford offering horticultural courses for which Writtle directly receives funding from HEFCE. The University also has a campus in Loughton (east London/Essex border) which provides an extensive range of acting and theatre-based courses at the East 15 Acting School. 

University of Essex, as many others, recognised that in the 1990s the whole of South Essex got left behind economically and educationally. More big companies left the area than arrived. Application rates to university were 16% to 22% below in Rochford and Castle Point, 35% below in Southend and even worse in Thurrock (Vice Chancellor’s Graduation Speech at SEEC, 2003). 

Southend on Sea is, although in the same county, a borough on the Northern periphery of the Thames estuary perceived as a leafy, affluent seaside town (SPD, 2004:8). The town is the most densely populated borough in the East of England with relatively old age structure and significant unemployment and deprivation. Luckily it is now identified as part of the ‘Thames Gateway’, an area designated as a priority for regeneration in Regional Planning Guidance (SPD, 2004). Both practitioners and policy makers recognise that Southend has a business culture which is lacking in entrepreneurship, innovation and ambition (SPD, 2004:48). Within the Programme Area, special support is sought to address the causes of poor productivity and business growth. One of the demand is higher education provision in the area, which has come in line with the statistics about application rates. 

Up till 1998, there was no more than 500 places for higher education study – consisting largely of HND programmes across a scatter of Further Education Colleges in South Essex - for a population of two thirds of a million (VC’s speech, 2003). Being the only University in the county, University of Essex is determined to widen its HE provision across the region. It however proves difficult to do so as the University is based in Colchester (North of Essex), and is not within each reach from South Essex by public transport. 

The Vision and Partnership

Among all the Further Education Colleges in South Essex, South East Essex College of Arts and Technology (SEEC) has for some years been teaching degree level courses in a few specialist areas, notably media technology for which it is now a Centre of Vocational Excellence, but it needed a University partner to develop a full range of degree-level programmes and a distinct higher education ethos and identity. The University, likewise, has a long tradition of catering for those who come to higher education by non-traditional routes but we had and still have much to learn from the innovative and flexible methods of interactive IT-based teaching pioneered by the College and from its more employment-related curriculum. While both SEEC and University of Essex have the desire to spread their wings, they share a common vision to offer more higher education opportunities in South Essex. The vision eventually brought the first meeting between the two institutions together in 1998 to discuss, very tentatively, the possibility of the College and University joining together for HE provision in South Essex. The key aims of the partnership, as described on SEEC website (www.southend.ac.uk), are to:

· open up a range of new HE opportunities through Southend Campus (joint)

· raise aspirations where these are currently low 

· raise levels of Higher Education attainment 

· boost employability of local people 

· bring innovation in curriculum design and delivery

· supply quality Higher Education experiences 

· provide accessibility by operating from a purpose-built site at the hub of local transport provision 

· harness leading-edge Information and Communications Technology 

· reach out to business and community and offer a proactive approach to meeting education needs 

· form an industry clinic to stimulate the competitiveness of local businesses

Like any other partnership, it requires another pivotal element to make it work – support form regional local agencies. The project immediately raised interests from many parties as it clearly came in line with government priorities in South Essex. It was not without continuous negotiations the partnership gained the first financial support from the Learning and Skills Council and planning support from Southend Borough Council for the new college building, which is well equipped, imaginative and exciting (VC’s speech, 2003). Millions of pounds were granted to the University of Essex by East of England Development Agency (EEDA) the Office of the Deputy Prime Minister (ODPM) on the ground that the whole development of Southend Campus will be part of regional regeneration and community investment http://www.cambridgenetwork.co.uk in South Essex. This arrangement was well documented and published by Cambridge Network (http://www.cambridgenetwork.co.uk). By 2004, the University of Essex was also awarded with millions of pounds by Government Office for East of England (GO-East) through the East of England Objective 2 Programmes 2000-2006. Plus the support from HEFCE, Southend Borough Council and many more, the partnership has been able to take this ambitious project forward. 

Creation of New Institutions

As the theory suggests, once actors manage to mobilise the institutional logics and form strategic allies for the opportunity the spot, it is their next step to create that change and to set up new rules and norms, and procedures – new institutions. Due to the scale of the project, it is only possible to progress at phases. The whole concept of ‘Southend Campus’ has been divided into five phases. 

Phase 1 is the state of the art 26,000m2 FE/HE facility recently completed and occupied by SEEC since September 2004. By the year 2003 over 600 students had taking more than 70 University of Essex degrees and diplomas through this partnership. It has inevitably changed the traditional way of HE provision by University of Essex.

Phase 2 is a 12,500m2 mixed-use HE facility recently completed on the site of the ex-Odeon cinema in Southend centre. The cinema has been demolished and the new building has been occupied retail units and the University of Essex. Phase 2 also includes the refurbishment of the Palace Hotel on the seafront to provide conference/ training and hotel facilities. This will occupy a total of 5 floors of this landmark building in Southend.

While the partnership is enjoying the success of the development, the grand plan does not stop here as further development plans have been explored, negotiated, and carefully pursued. While it is not quite in the public domain, it is safe to say that the next three phases of the Southend Campus development again involve space acquisition and the creation of a culture Centre.  

As envisaged, the new HE building is currently under multi-occupation, including East 15 Acting School, School of Health and Social Sciences, Business Incubation Centre, and last but most remarkable School of Entrepreneurship and Business (SEB). While Acting School and Health are simply building on their exiting departments in the new campus, SEB is a completely new department in the University of Essex. Given the regional priorities and Southend Campus vision, it was not entirely surprising to learn the establishment of such a school. But it is the only school of its kind in the UK. As it is a brand new school, it cannot simply replicate any system that is in place hence the great demand for the creation of new set of rules and regulative procedures etc. 

As any other start ups SEB stumbled in the past two years. On one hand, SEB had the obligation to follow University framework to set up systems, and on the other hand, there is a need to differentiate its provision and services from what have been on offer in the main. Against all the odds, SEB managed to write up 8 postgraduate, 5 undergraduate, 2 doctoral research and a foundation degree programmes in two years. From two/three people to now a team of over ten, SEB has become the fastest growing and most cash generating department within the Southend Campus. With students from all over the world, SEB is spreading its wings wider and wider.

Apart from HE provision, SEB also provides CPD short courses to local businesses and public organisations. Since its establishment, SEB has successfully delivered a number of local projects concerned with entrepreneurship culture and business support. Research activities are also carried out under the umbrella of Centre for Entrepreneurship Research (CER), which in turn provide sources for teaching programmes. CER has established an International Entrepreneurship Forum (IEF) providing an international platform for excellence in entrepreneurship research and dissemination.  CER has close working links with the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) and its Local Employment and Economic Development Programme (LEED). 

SEB does not, however, view itself as a mere R&T institute. In promoting University of Essex’s Entrepreneurship Framework and answering regional regeneration calls, SEB has actively engaged in a number of business fronts, e.g. the establishment of Enterprise Fellowship Scheme, the Crystal Room, and the Venture Academy. The Enterprise Fellowship Scheme aims to draw on expertise from industry, government and academia, in the UK and abroad to assist with the development of entrepreneurship research, education, training and dissemination at the University of Essex. The Crystal Room aims to establish a network of key stakeholders involved in the promotion of entrepreneurship and innovation in the region, and to work with these stakeholders to create a thriving and sustainable culture of entrepreneurship in Southend. The Venture Academy, launch in November 2006, however deals directly with local businesses who are looking to raise funds for new venture or growth. 

Southend Campus and the Region

The development of Southend Campus is a very ambitious and far-reaching project. Although it’s still in its early stage the immediate impacts have been apparent for the town, the people work and/or live here, and the local hence regional economy. Southend, and indeed south Essex was never be a University place until the erection of the HE building off the High Street. The partnership with SEEC has widened the programme offers. It will provide a single, strong ladder of natural progression from School to further education to university, a ladder firmly secured to the local community (VC’s Graduation Speech, 2003). 

A range of degree programmes is offered to cater for career interests. There will be a special emphasis on nursing and health, on entrepreneurial issues, on business and management studies, and the performing arts – but a range of other subjects too. Those who want work-based learning and work experience they can take a Foundation Degree, the new employer-oriented qualification introduced by the Government in 2002. Through HE, the Southend Campus is to bring out the potential talent and skills of school-leavers and providing much greater opportunities than before for them to realise their personal ambitions and to contribute to the revival of the region. 

Together with the provision of business incubation centre, SEB and the Southend Campus are set to ‘integrate business with study, and enable businesses to benefit from the freshness and capability of students, and vice versa’, said Linda Jones, the Director of Southend Campus. The development it has since created over 40 FTEs in the past three/four years. SEB alone has had over 30 students pursuing one of the degrees offered, which in turn brought about many more business opportunities as consumers.   

5. Key Findings and Discussion

The above experience is indeed a case an institutional entrepreneurship. The whole process (illustrated below) reflects all the key issues discussed through early literature review. While entrepreneurship is often viewed as a function which involves the exploitation of opportunities which exist within a market, the market demand in this case was indeed the initial and main driving force behind the whole development. In order to make this project possible the institutional entrepreneurs (key personnel at University of Essex) actively sought out for potential partners to combine resources for the shared vision. Once interests were matched between partners, the partnership was officially formed. 

The partnership tasted the first success when more than 600 students took more than 70 University of Essex degrees and diplomas through the partner SEEC by 2003. By September 2004, a state-of-the-art new college rose from the ground in the town centre of Southend. These would have not been possible without the financial support from national education bodies including HEFCE and Learning and Skills Council. As argued, institutional entrepreneurs are capable individuals who reflect and learn from the existing matters (Scutz, 1973; Garud and Karnoe, 2003; Mutch, 2007), the partnership did not stop there. By building on the success, advanced plans were made to establish a university building next to the college. The physical close link between SEEC and the University added a new dimension to the blue print of a Southend Campus – a centre of excellence for education. It was not without challenges and sometimes, resistance from within the existing institutions before the new University building was erected on the site of ex-Odeon Cinema in Southend. Over the years, the development of Southend Campus has become something of political and cultural importance (Garud et al, 2002) as this is not just a mere building but a culture changing project. Public opinions matter in the Council planning and land acquisition. The next stages of the development have yet more lobbying and advocacy to achieve.

From the flow chart below, the evidence of the enabling roles of Southend Campus has been apparent. From the initiation of the partnership to the actual delivery of HE in the two which had never done before is something revolution. But the whole institutional entrepreneurship process is not just that, it brought together businesses, HE and FE institutions, local communities, and government authorities and agencies together in the shared vision to regenerate Southend and South Essex. While traditional entrepreneurial activities mainly benefit entrepreneurs themselves and contribute some degree to the local economy due to its likely small scale. Institutional entrepreneurial activities as Southend Campus largely contribute to the regional development in terms of job creation, community improvement, business prosperity, skills and employability improvement, and inward investments in the town. The whole experience proves that institutional entrepreneurs cannot act alone as they are unlikely to have the resources and all round expertise to make such change. It also evidences the impacts of a successful marriage between regional development agenda and HEI vision. 

	The Institutional Entrepreneurship Process – Southend Campus
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6. Conclusion
Entrepreneurship is widely regarded as instrumental in economic growth, a balanced regional development and for creating jobs. Entrepreneurship can be applied in every discipline and organisations, including education providers. In fact, universities are expected to contribute by research, teaching and transfer of technology (Laukkanen, 2000). Entrepreneurial education is one of the responses to the realities. In the case of University of Essex, this has only become possible when first of all institutional entrepreneurship took place in the past few years. 

Institutional entrepreneurship- a paradoxical combination of ‘institutions’ and ‘entrepreneurship’- has provided in recent years promising argument for the meaning of it. Being embedded in the take-for-granted institutional logics (Berer and Luckmann, 1967), institutional entrepreneurs/actors have more hurdles than traditional entrepreneurs to cross when pursuing any entrepreneurial activities. On top of the skills required for traditional entrepreneurs (e.g. risk bearing, innovative thinking) institutional entrepreneurs have to possess the skills that will enable them to successful lobby governmental officials, mobilise existing institutional resources to match potential partners’ interests, and to be able to handle the risks and public criticism associated with their actions. Research shows that most institutional entrepreneurs cannot act alone due to resource constraints (Fligstein and Mara-Drita, 1996; Garud et al., 2002). The case of University of Essex well proved the above claim as it wouldn’t have been possible to establish the Southend Campus without the partnership with SEEC, and the support from various local and regional agencies (e.g. land permit and grants etc).   

The evidences from the case have been complimentary to existing theories in terms of the institutional entrepreneurship process. It has also thrown light on the practical impacts of institutional entrepreneurship on the regional regeneration and development. If what have been achieved in the case are of research value, then the next stages of the development (including the establishment of a culture centre within the Southend Campus, and further expansion of the HE provision) will be worthwhile to explore. 
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