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1. Introduction 

 

Throughout history, universities have undergone transformations to adapt to external conditions and legitimize their 
role in society (Abidi et al., 2022; Mamedov et al., 2021). This evolutionary process has led to the emergence of a new 
institutional model: the entrepreneurial university (Etzkowitz et al., 2019; Klein & Pereira, 2020; Mamedov et al., 2021). The 
entrepreneurial university is characterized by integrating traditional academic activities, such as teaching and research, with a 
proactive approach to innovation, knowledge transfer, and engagement with the productive sector and society (Dal-Soto, 
Souza, & Benner, 2021a; Hormiga et al., 2017; Tajpour et al., 2020). In this context, the university not only generates knowledge 
but also seeks to apply it in practice, fostering economic and social impact (Dal-Soto et al., 2021b). Unlike the traditional model, 
the entrepreneurial university emphasizes value creation from knowledge, encouraging collaboration among researchers, 
students, companies, and governments while adopting strategies that transform ideas into products, services, and public 
policies (Feola et al., 2021). 

This shift reflects a broader movement in the evolving role of higher education institutions, which have been adapting 
to new social demands and economic dynamics. Historically, universities were knowledge-producing centers focused on 
academic training for traditional careers (Longo, 1989; Rampazzo & Joslin, 2017). However, with the advancement of an 
innovation-driven economy, institutions have begun incorporating more dynamic learning methodologies, such as projects, 
case studies, and partnerships with the productive sector (Copelli et al., 2022; Dal-Soto et al., 2021a; Matthew et al., 2019; 
Ostojic & Leko Simic, 2021). These practices aim to foster creativity, critical thinking, and the ability to solve complex problems. 
Entrepreneurial universities also promote the development of transversal skills such as leadership, teamwork, and 
entrepreneurship, which are essential in a constantly evolving job market (Abidi et al., 2022; Ratković et al., 2022). 

This repositioning of universities responds to growing pressure for innovation, employability, and social relevance. 
University education, once centered on knowledge transmission, has adopted more active practices, such as interdisciplinary 
projects and partnerships with external actors, aiming to foster skills like creativity, collaboration, and autonomy (Matthew et 
al., 2019; Copelli et al., 2022). In this new scenario, universities are expected not only to advance knowledge but also to 
generate solutions for complex social challenges (Ratković et al., 2022). 

Graduate programs, especially in the Brazilian context, play a strategic role in this process. Initially created to focus on 
faculty training and scientific research (Hostins, 2006), these programs have increasingly incorporated new functions, such as 
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applied research, interdisciplinarity, and the pursuit of social impact (Silva et al., 2021). However, this transformation still faces 
challenges, particularly in aligning with the demands of the labor market, civil society, and the public sector. 

In this context, Entrepreneurial Orientation (EO) emerges as a strategic approach to align public graduate programs with 
contemporary demands. EO in the university setting involves practices, behaviors, and strategies that promote innovation, 
cross-sector collaboration, and the practical application of knowledge (Abidi et al., 2022; Cvijić et al., 2019; Dal-Soto, Souza & 
Benner, 2021a; Todorovic et al., 2011). This approach is directly connected to educational policies that seek to strengthen the 
social relevance of research and the development of professional competencies, while also contributing to the transformation 
of universities into centers of innovation and social impact (Santos et al., 2021). 

The demand for professionals capable of innovating and leading complex initiatives requires institutions to adapt their 
curricula and pedagogical practices to incorporate an entrepreneurial approach (Matthew et al., 2019). In particular, public 
Stricto Sensu graduate programs, which have historically driven the country’s scientific and technological advancement, must 
now reflect these new demands (Cabral et al., 2020). EO, by encouraging the development of ideas with the potential to 
become entrepreneurial initiatives—both social and economic—reinforces the collaborative nature of the academic 
environment and aligns education with contemporary needs. 

However, the capacity of these programs to foster entrepreneurship and strategic thinking remains underexplored. 
Understanding this potential is essential for strengthening civic engagement and promoting social capital, contributing to 
sustainability and social equity. Considering the role of Brazilian public universities in professional training and scientific 
production, this study investigates the integration of Entrepreneurial Orientation (EO) in Stricto Sensu graduate programs in 
administration at Brazilian public universities. These programs play a key role in preparing professionals for both the public 
and private sectors but still lack in-depth studies on their alignment with entrepreneurial and innovative practices. 

This research is relevant as it connects entrepreneurial education with public sector strategy, contributing to the 
empirical debate on how higher education can strengthen social capital, increase civic engagement, and improve governance. 
The justification for conducting this study lies in the growing need for empirical evidence on the implementation and 
experience of EO in universities, offering a perspective on how such initiatives can align with broader social goals, such as 
sustainability and equity (Cvijić et al., 2019; Dal-Soto, Souza & Benner, 2021a; Riviezzo et al., 2018; Todorovic et al., 2011). 
Existing literature on EO predominantly focuses on private sector companies, leaving a gap in understanding how this approach 
can be applied and promoted in the academic environment (Abidi et al., 2022; Aga, 2023).  
 

2. Materials and Methods 
 

This research is characterized as a multiple-case study with a qualitative approach. Qualitative research seeks to 
understand social reality from the perspective of the individuals involved (Denzin & Lincoln, 2006), delving into the meanings 
and interpretations attributed to phenomena. As an exploratory study, its purpose is "to provide greater familiarity with the 
problem, with a view to making it more explicit" (Gil, 2002). 

Considering the close relationship between entrepreneurship and management—stemming from the origin of 
entrepreneurship as a field of study within management sciences (Copelli et al., 2022)—we methodologically chose to focus 
on Brazilian Stricto Sensu Graduate Programs in Management (PPGs). This choice was further justified by criteria of feasibility 
(time and resources), thematic proximity to the object of study, and the availability of public information. 

To select the PPGs analyzed, we surveyed the programs available on CAPES’s Sucupira Platform, using the following 
inclusion criteria: (i) programs in the fields of public and business administration; (ii) offering both academic master's and 
doctoral degrees; (iii) delivered in person; (iv) publicly funded; and (v) rated between 4 and 7 in the 2023 CAPES evaluation. 
Programs exclusively in the fields of Accounting and Tourism were excluded. The selection was based on the Sucupira Platform, 
the main graduate studies database in Brazil. The Sucupira Platform is the largest connected database for Brazilian graduate 
programs (Plataforma Sucupira, 2023). To facilitate understanding of the selection process, Figure 1 summarizes the steps and 
criteria used. 

 

 

Figure 1 Methodological path for the selection of the PPGs. 
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Of the 70 programs initially identified, 44 met the inclusion criteria. Their regional distribution was as follows: 19 in 
the Southeast, 15 in the South, 5 in the Northeast, 4 in the Central-West, and only 1 in the North of the country (Plataforma 
Sucupira, 2023). For the final selection, we added the following criteria: (i) regional diversity; (ii) representativeness in terms 
of socioeconomically impactful output; (iii) a significant number of graduates; (iv) a mix of state and federal institutions; and 
(v) feasibility of contact with coordinators and faculty. Thus, four PPGs were selected: University of São Paulo (USP), Federal  
University of Goiás (UFG), Federal University of Rio Grande do Norte (UFRN), and State University of Santa Catarina (UDESC). 
Table 1 presents their characteristics. 
 

Table 1 Universities that make up the research analysis corpus. 

Institution Abbreviation Locus Level Area Location 

University of São Paulo USP São Paulo State Administration Southeast 
Federal University of Goiás UFG Goiânia Federal Administration Central-West 
Federal University of Rio Grande do Norte UFRN Rio Grande do Norte Federal Administration Northeast 
State University of Santa Catarina UDESC Santa Catarina State Administration South 

Source: Sucupira Platform – CAPES (2023). 
 

We used both secondary and primary data sources. Secondary sources involved the analysis of regulations, syllabi, and 
teaching plans, gathered from the institutional websites of the selected PPGs. All courses offered in the master’s and doctoral 
programs were mapped and organized into six thematic areas related to entrepreneurial orientation, based on the 
identification of content related to innovation, market trends, business practices, entrepreneurship, self-management, 
leadership, and career development. Courses on research methodology and teaching internships were excluded, resulting in 
25 courses analyzed. 

Primary data were collected through semi-structured interviews with 23 faculty members across the four PPGs. 
Inclusion criteria were: being the program coordinator; being a faculty member or advisor working in fields such as 
entrepreneurship, innovation, or technology; or having the longest tenure in the program. The interview script included 13 
questions covering topics such as institutional policies, CAPES evaluation, funding strategies, innovation, employability, and 
social impact. Table 2 presents the distribution of participants. 
 

Table 2 Presentation of Participants. 

Institution Participant Code 

University of São Paulo (USP) Participants 1 to 7 
Federal University of Goiás (UFG) Participants 8 to 13 
Federal University of Rio Grande do Norte (UFRN) Participants 14 to 18 
State University of Santa Catarina (UDESC) Participants 19 to 23 
Total Participants 23 

 

Data analysis was conducted through thematic content analysis (Bardin, 2011), based on full interview transcriptions. 
The process followed three steps: (i) pre-analysis, including a preliminary reading and organization of responses by question; 
(ii) material exploration, with open coding of meaning units within each response; and (iii) treatment and interpretation, 
involving thematic categorization, inference, and integration with the theoretical framework. 

Categories were developed based on thematic recurrence in the responses and later refined independently by two 
researchers. Discrepancies in categorization were discussed until consensus was reached, ensuring inter-rater reliability. 
Additionally, interview analysis was triangulated with documentary data from the PPGs, strengthening analytical robustness 
and enhancing the understanding of institutional contexts. This process of triangulating sources and researchers aimed to 
minimize individual interpretation biases. 

The study was approved by the Research Ethics Committee of the Federal University of Viçosa (approval number 
6.699.977, dated 03/13/2024), in accordance with Resolution CNS No. 510/2016. The interviews were conducted in person, 
with voluntary participation. All participants signed the Informed Consent Form (ICF). The interviews were recorded and 
transcribed with the participants’ consent. 
 

3. Results and Discussions 
 

3.1. Integration of Entrepreneurial Orientation in Curricula and Teaching Practices 
 

The integration of entrepreneurial orientation into Graduate Programs (PPGs) has intensified, reflecting institutional 
adaptation to an evolving educational landscape. This shift prioritizes the real impact of research, interinstitutional 
collaboration, and alignment with sectoral demands, influencing curricula, teaching methods, and research applications. PPGs 
increasingly adopt interdisciplinary and practical approaches, incorporating courses on Innovation, Technology, Strategy, 
Entrepreneurship, and Markets while applying active methodologies to traditional subjects. These updates ensure students 
develop entrepreneurial and critical skills to navigate a dynamic professional environment. 

https://www.malque.pub
https://doi.org/10.31893/jabb.21001
https://doi.org/10.31893/jabb.21001
https://www.malque.pub/ojs/index.php/msj


 
4 

 

  

 

Oliveira et al. (2026) 

https://www.malque.pub/ojs/index.php/msj 
 

Thematic organization of courses, as shown in Table 3, illustrates this integration, highlighting teaching methodologies 
and faculty perspectives. By aligning curricula with market and academic demands, PPGs reinforce their commitment to 
fostering innovation and practical applicability. 
 

Table 3 Categories of the Analysis Corpus. 

Thematic Category Main Themes and Approaches 

Innovation and 
Technology 

Innovation management, strategic planning, interaction with innovation ecosystems, artificial intelligence, 
innovation in the public sector, social and ethical impacts of technology. 

Strategy and 
Competitiveness 

Strategic planning, analysis of internal and external environments, corporate governance, sustainability, 
balanced scorecard, strategic foresight. 

Entrepreneurship and 
Startups 

Startup development, commercialization of emerging technologies, entrepreneurial mindset, digital 
entrepreneurship, creative territories, digital transformation. 

Markets and Finance Capital markets, alternative finance, derivatives market, Python programming for finance, integration of 
technology in financial analysis. 

Marketing and 
Commercialization 

Marketing strategy, communication and branding, consumer behavior, data modeling, statistical methods 
for marketing. 

Education and Training Technology in education, pedagogical strategies, management laboratory, active methodologies, 
integration of theory and practice, didactics and teaching in higher education. 

 

The inclusion of courses focused on innovation and entrepreneurship has become a common practice among graduate 
programs (PPGs), reflecting efforts to adapt to market demands. Universities such as USP, UFG, and UDESC have introduced 
new subjects and methodologies to foster creativity, critical thinking, and innovative problem-solving. UFG has been 
restructuring its research lines to encompass current socioeconomic trends while also introducing performance metrics that 
encourage the practical application of research. Similarly, UDESC is undergoing a curricular reform to incorporate more 
innovative elements, with a focus on concrete deliverables. A UDESC participant stated: "The projects we develop in the 
graduate courses here always have deliverables for the market (...)" (Participant 22). These initiatives reflect an effort to align 
academic training with market demands, supporting studies that highlight the importance of a curriculum that fosters creativity 
and the practical application of knowledge (Dal-Soto et al., 2021a; Cvijić et al., 2019). 

The growing flexibility in the curriculum has proven essential to meet the dynamic demands of the market. Many 
academic programs are shifting from rigid structures to more adaptable curricula, capable of being adjusted based on feedback 
from industry partners. This model allows the PPGs to respond quickly to emerging trends and technologies, ensuring relevant 
and up-to-date education. The creation of innovation centers, along with the strengthening of courses focused on innovation 
and entrepreneurship, reinforces this flexible approach, aligning students' education with market needs and the constant 
evolution of the professional sector. 

Within this adaptation, most participants aim to foster a dynamic and interactive classroom environment in which 
students feel engaged and participatory. This is reflected in various strategies, such as the use of seminars, debates, and group 
activities, where students are encouraged to work together on projects, case studies, or other tasks, developing collaboration 
and communication skills. The use of online platforms, discussion forums, and audiovisual resources is also widely adopted to 
promote interaction and active learning. Figure 2 shows the methodologies used by faculty, as detailed in the interviews. 

Several participants also emphasize the importance of integrating theory and practice in courses. Participant 21 and 
Participant 22, for example, highlighted how practical experience is essential for solidifying theoretical learning and preparing 
students to face real-world challenges. This integration contributes to the development of more autonomous professionals, 
capable of adapting to the demands of the labor market, which increasingly requires professionals with the ability to handle 
complex and multidisciplinary situations (Matthew et al., 2019). Additionally, the use of real-world cases in courses allows 
faculty to incorporate their findings into their teaching, involving students in different aspects of their research (Abidi et al., 
2022). 

Entrepreneurship education is based on the idea that students should work creatively and collaboratively, applying new 
information and strategies to solve practical problems. Thus, the active methodologies presented in Figure 2 indicate that the 
analyzed institutions aim not only to develop students' technical competencies but also to prepare them to address social, 
democratic, and environmental challenges, thereby fostering their role as agents of change. (Fernandes, 2024; Matthew et al., 
2019; Santos & Alves, 2022; Ogassavara et al., 2022). Such methodologies align with the universities' entrepreneurial 
orientation perspective by fostering critical thinking, innovation, and practical problem-solving skills (Abidi et al., 2022). This 
approach prepares students to generate impactful solutions and engage in socioeconomic transformations. Implications of 
these methodologies and their relationship with entrepreneurial education (Hormiga et al., 2017; Juliatto et al., 2017). 

The growing integration of innovation and entrepreneurship-focused courses in graduate programs has stood out by 
offering a diverse range of methodologies that stimulate creativity, critical thinking, and the development of innovative 
solutions to complex problems. Among the most adopted methodologies are active methodologies, which place students at 
the center of the learning process, encouraging active participation, collaboration, and problem-solving.  
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Figure 2 Teaching methods used by faculty. 
 

Participants 16 and 22 highlight the use of active methodologies, such as workshops, problem-based learning, case 
studies, and simulations, which directly involve students in the teaching process, in contrast to traditional lecture-based 
approaches. Participant 22 emphasizes the importance of this shift: “The use of more active methodologies, which are less 
centered on the teacher, is a crucial aspect of our teaching-learning process. Constant reinvention as an educator is essential, 
as the traditional model of lecture-based classes, with the teacher at the center and slides, is becoming obsolete”. 

In the context of graduate education, the adoption of active methodologies and the incorporation of entrepreneurship 
into the curriculum (Abidi et al., 2022) emerge as promising strategies to prepare graduates for contemporary challenges. 
Academic training focused on problem-solving and the pursuit of professional autonomy are essential elements to enhance 
the insertion of masters and doctors into various sectors of the economy (Copelli et al., 2022). Thus, by promoting an academic 
culture oriented toward innovation and collaboration, universities can play an even more strategic role in the development of 
public policies aimed at sustainable development and the modernization of the labor market. 

This shift reflects a significant transition from traditional methods, which center teaching around the instructor, to 
approaches that prioritize active student participation. As emphasized by Participant 16: “I am completely in favor of practical, 
project-based teaching, practical activities, and active methodologies. Adopting active methodologies requires more work, but 
it is essential to see the real learning of the students”. This pedagogical approach allows students to develop essential skills 
such as teamwork, effective communication, and critical thinking, preparing them to operate in an increasingly complex and 
dynamic world (Mota, 2018; Ogassavara et al., 2022; Santos & Alves, 2022). 

A widely adopted methodology is Project-Based Learning (PBL), used by Participant 7. This approach encourages 
students to apply knowledge in real projects, promoting the integration of theory and practice (Amaral, 2021). As highlighted: 
“It’s not enough to read an article; it’s necessary to go to the market and validate. If you don’t have access to the client, you 
need to make an effort to find them. Students are encouraged to go to the market, following this logic” (Participant 7). 

Unlike the isolated transmission of theoretical knowledge, PBL stimulates curiosity, creativity, and the development of 
essential skills such as teamwork, effective communication, and critical thinking (Amaral, 2021). According to Matthew et al.  
(2019), curricula that use this methodology contribute to the development of an entrepreneurial mindset applicable to 
different contexts. Its application in higher education has proven effective in training professionals prepared for market 
challenges, which increasingly demand innovation and problem-solving skills (Santoso et al., 2023). 

In addition to active methodologies, there is a concern among educators to encourage analytical thinking in students. 
Participant 23 highlights this approach: “In every class, students receive a set of readings that must be prepared in advance for 
discussion. They must be ready to debate and analyze the content, exploring its implications for organizational life and 
connecting the concepts with others covered in the course” (Participant 23). This model reinforces the importance of active 
participation in the teaching-learning process, preparing students for academic and professional challenges. 

Despite the growing adoption of active methodologies, the structure of classes still varies according to the discipline 
and the needs of the students. Some educators still follow traditional methods, like Participant 9: “I like the lecture-based class 
and use the traditional method. Perhaps due to the influence of my training, I still apply traditional exams and give lecture-
based classes”. 

Faculty training in graduate programs seeks to prepare new teachers to use modern tools and be engaged in a dynamic 
teaching process. Participants 16 and 22 highlight the importance of student engagement for more effective learning: “I 
constantly seek new approaches to keep students motivated and engaged, as this engagement is crucial for effective learning” 
(Participant 16). The need for constant updating of teaching methods is reinforced by studies such as Abidi et al. (2022), which 
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recommend training and advising faculty members who are less inclined to adopt innovative approaches. The transition to 
more active methodologies reflects an adaptation to new expectations and learning styles.   

Technological evolution has also transformed the way information is accessed and utilized. In the past, research relied 
on physical libraries; today, immediate access to vast amounts of information requires new teaching strategies. Participant 11 
discusses the impact of a course in "Innovation and Teaching" on their own practice: “The course transformed my perspective. 
Before, I replicated what I learned throughout my training, centered around written exams and the instructor as the exclusive 
source of knowledge. Today, students have access to multiple resources, such as videos and online materials, which broadens 
their learning methods”. 

Faculty qualification also influences pedagogical innovation. Teachers with additional training are more proactive in 
implementing new ideas (Abidi et al., 2022). Almasri and Ahmad (2020) emphasize that continuous professional development 
is essential for educators to keep up with market changes and acquire new skills. Kraus et al. (2019) highlight that training can 
enhance educators' ability to identify opportunities within their institutions. 

The need for adaptation in university education is reinforced by Matthew et al. (2019), who argue that teaching students 
to innovate – that is, to turn ideas into applicable solutions – enhances higher education. Participant 1 recognizes these 
changes: “When I started teaching, research relied heavily on libraries. Today, students have instant access to a vast amount 
of information, requiring new ways of learning”. Online platforms, such as LinkedIn and ResearchGate, facilitate the exchange 
of knowledge among educators globally (Abidi et al., 2022). The COVID-19 pandemic accelerated this transition, highlighting 
the need for an education that goes beyond technical transmission and promotes critical thinking and social awareness 
(Marmolejo & Groccia, 2022). 

Despite these transformations, the lack of institutional requirements for pedagogical improvement represents an 
obstacle to the adoption of new methodologies. Participant 11 points out this limitation, indicating that the traditional teacher-
centered pedagogical practice becomes insufficient in the face of the demands of a globalized world (Felcher & Folmer, 2022; 
Souza & Schneider, 2022). Thus, encouraging continuous professional development is essential for the training of educators 
who can incorporate new technologies and pedagogical approaches, making teaching more dynamic and aligned with the 
needs of the 21st century (Abidi et al., 2022; Marmolejo & Groccia, 2022). 

 

3.2. Interaction Between Academia and the Private Sector Amid the Challenges of Entrepreneurial Orientation 
 

The graduate programs of the four analyzed universities share a common goal: aligning academic activities with market 
and societal demands. A central concern among participants is assessing the societal impact of intellectual production and 
program activities. 

Faculty members encourage students to examine research contributions to economic, social, and environmental 
development, emphasizing the transformation of academic knowledge into practical solutions. As Participant 7 states, "A 
university generates knowledge for what? To turn it into something that reaches the market, creates jobs, and generates 
income." This perspective shifts focus from traditional academic metrics to tangible societal benefits. 

Introducing impact as a criterion for evaluating academic production aligns with Research Mobilization (Todorovic, 
McNaughton & Guilda, 2011), challenging the perception of universities as detached from reality (Participant 22). Despite 
advancements, measuring long-term research impact remains a challenge for CAPES (Participant 4), necessitating metrics 
beyond publications. Recent evaluations considered alumni trajectories, faculty engagement, and employability (Participant 
10). Some universities, such as USP and UFG, have adopted metrics encouraging faculty participation in international 
conferences and industry partnerships. These initiatives foster an entrepreneurial culture and drive innovation. 

Participant 7 critiques this focus: "Real impact occurs when research results in something marketable with positive 
effects." This tension between traditional academic outputs and practical innovations reflects broader challenges in Brazilian 
universities (Todorovic et al., 2011; Hormiga et al., 2017). 

Institutional theory and the entrepreneurial university model (Guerrero-Cano et al., 2006) explain this transformation, 
highlighting internal and external influences in restructuring universities. Graduate programs increasingly integrate research 
with real-world challenges. Participant 2 emphasizes relevance: "What challenges do companies face? What are the pain 
points?" At USP, students develop case studies and intervention projects for business contexts. Participant 4 underscores this 
approach: "Courses should equip students for the job market (...). The dissertation is just one aspect of their education." While 
UFG intends to link research with industry needs, the lack of formal institutional policies remains an obstacle. 

Collaboration between academia and the market is prominent. At USP, events like 'Science Meets Business (SciBiz)' 
facilitate researcher-industry interactions. UDESC's 'ParticipACT,' developed with the University of Bologna, integrates 
crowdsensing techniques with the municipal ombudsman of Florianópolis to drive social innovation. However, at UFRN, the 
absence of clear policies impedes such collaborations. 

Theoretical training combined with practical application aligns graduate programs with labor market demands. This 
reinforces Research Mobilization (Todorovic et al., 2011), fostering societal impact. 

These findings align with studies highlighting entrepreneurial orientation as key to university innovation and market 
relevance (Cvijić et al., 2019; Hormiga et al., 2017). SciBiz exemplifies efforts to link academic knowledge with industry needs, 
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promoting innovation ecosystems. Participant 13 notes that only a third of graduates enter academia, with most applying their 
education in public and private organizations. This shift underscores the programs' role in enhancing decision-making and 
fostering innovation, vital for organizational success. 

Despite progress, institutional barriers hinder applied research. The absence of formal regulations limits the 
transformation of academic outputs into market solutions. Participant 14 observes: "At the program level, no regulation or 
directive supports this." At UFRN, bureaucracy obstructs industry collaboration. Participant 15 highlights: "Regulatory 
constraints and unclear guidelines hinder applied research and corporate partnerships." 

Additional challenges include publication pressure and funding shortages, complicating the balance between scientific 
output and entrepreneurial activities (Todorovic et al., 2011; Hormiga et al., 2017). Universities investing in creativity-driven 
environments strengthen their economic and societal roles (Dal-Soto et al., 2021a; Matthew et al., 2019).Robust institutional 
policies are needed to encourage applied research. This entails revising evaluation metrics to prioritize practical impacts and 
fostering academia-industry collaboration. At USP, excessive reliance on CAPES metrics is criticized for favoring publications 
over impactful innovations. Participant 7 argues: "True impact occurs when research reaches the market with tangible 
benefits." 

Bureaucracy also hinders applied research, particularly at UFRN, where Ethics Committees slow approval processes. The 
"publish or perish" culture exacerbates these pressures, forcing academics to prioritize quantity over depth. Participant 1 
acknowledges: "If you don't publish in recognized outlets, you're out of the game." This dynamic fosters fragmented research 
and prioritizes low-impact journals. The competition for publications undermines university autonomy, shifting knowledge 
production towards funding and prestige rather than societal challenges (Silva, 2020). This prioritization of institutional 
interests weakens academia's societal relevance. Institutional support is crucial for fostering innovation through events and 
partnerships. Participant 15 emphasizes: "We need infrastructure to organize events effectively." The lack of an experimental 
culture restricts creative problem-solving in complex societal issues. 

Funding and evaluation models exacerbate inequalities among institutions. Established programs receive greater 
resources, while emerging ones struggle to compete. Participant 20 observes: "Criteria favor established universities while 
disadvantaging newer institutions." This resource concentration perpetuates academic hierarchies and stifles innovation in 
smaller universities. Graduate programs increasingly recognize market adaptation as essential for skill development. Strategic 
partnerships with national and international institutions, government bodies, and private enterprises help align curricula with 
industry needs, improving workforce preparedness. 

University-industry collaboration is crucial for innovation and economic growth. At UFG, participants report structured 
support for partnerships despite bureaucratic hurdles. Participant 9 acknowledges: "There is strong encouragement," while 
Participant 10 highlights administrative support in facilitating agreements. However, resistance to private-sector funding 
persists due to concerns over academic independence and intellectual property conflicts. Exclusive reliance on public funding 
limits university competitiveness and market integration (Ribeiro & Alves, 2019). Companies provide valuable resources and 
expertise, essential for advancing applied research. 

While challenges remain, fostering innovation-oriented institutional policies and strategic partnerships can strengthen 
the societal impact of graduate research, ensuring its long-term relevance and contribution to economic and social 
development. 

 

4. Conclusions 
 

This study analyzed the integration of Entrepreneurial Orientation in stricto sensu graduate programs in administration 
at Brazilian public universities. The findings reveal a growing convergence between teaching, research, and market demands. 
However, structural and cultural barriers still limit the consolidation of an innovation-oriented academic culture. Overcoming 
these challenges requires stronger institutional policies, increased funding, and revised evaluation criteria that consider both 
scientific output and the practical impact of research. Entrepreneurial education, which has gained momentum over the past 
25 years, promotes active, participatory methodologies that foster both technical and socio-environmental competencies 
(Matthew et al., 2019). This aligns with the entrepreneurial university model, which reconfigures its structures to support 
innovation, technology transfer, and entrepreneurship, reshaping how science is produced, funded, and taught (Tajpour et al., 
2020). 

Creating environments that reduce bureaucratic constraints and foster open dialogue between faculty and students is 
key to nurturing innovation. These settings encourage the development of transversal competencies—leadership, teamwork, 
and entrepreneurship—crucial for navigating the changing labor market (Abidi et al., 2022; Ratković et al., 2022). 
Interdisciplinarity and knowledge sharing among research groups amplify universities' social and economic impact (Hormiga et 
al., 2017; Juliatto et al., 2017). Active methodologies, which emphasize student protagonism, mark a shift from passive to 
participatory learning (Mota, 2018), enhancing both academic quality and societal relevance. 

The transformation of higher education through competency-based models positions professors as facilitators of 
research with real-world impact (Abidi et al., 2022; Bratianu et al., 2020), reinforcing the importance of skills like proactivity, 
innovation, and networking (Almasri & Ahmad, 2020). Entrepreneurial orientation thus encompasses practices that increase 
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the societal relevance of academic work and diversify graduate students' career paths. Organizing academic events fosters 
collaboration with external actors and helps align research agendas with societal demands. Ultimately, promoting 
entrepreneurial orientation in graduate education requires integrated efforts to reduce barriers, strengthen academia-market 
connections, and ensure research translates into applicable solutions. 
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