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Conceptualising Collaborative Processesin
University Research Centres

ANGELOSALEXOPOULOS
BRIAN HARNEY
KATHY MONKS
FINIAN BUCKLEY
TERESAHOGAN

ABSTRACT

In the context of a knowledge-based agenda undelisi; the dynamics of the
collaborative process between universities andstrgilbbecomes critical. This paper
develops an analytical framework for examining fh®cesses underpinning the
collaborative capabilities of University Researchn€@es (URCs). Drawing on the
lens of collaborative communities, this multi-lefedmework provides a useful basis
for understanding in more detail the unique motivesational dynamics and
negotiated orders informing and shaping the forom&nd sustenance of research
collaboration in URCs. Implications for the manag@tnof scientific and technical
(S&T) human capital are discussed.

Key Words Research collaboration, innovation, university eegsh centres,
microfoundations.
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INTRODUCTION

It is widely acknowledged by scholars, industry lgsigz and policy makers that
universities and their research activities serve casalysts in fostering the
development of industrial innovation within an ieasingly knowledge-based
economy and society (Beesley, 2003; Salter & Ma2®01). Previous studies have
shown that academic research accounts for at %4t of the new products and
processes introduced by firms (Beise & Stahl, 199@nsfield, 1991, , 1998). In
particular, viewed through the lens of the ‘triplelix’ paradigm (Etzkowitz &
Leydesdorff, 1997), universities and other highdwaation institutions (HEI) are now
considered to play an enlarged strategic role mbt m the creation but also in the
transfer and capitalisation of scientific knowledige repositioning themselves in
collaborative arrangements with industry partn&tzKowitz, Webster, Gebhardt, &
Terra, 2000; Hernes & Martin, 2000). In the UK, &otample, Lambert (2003: 3) has
termed this trend as one of ‘casting off their wtoywer image’. The establishment of
linkages between industry and science also featypresninently in the Irish
government’s Strategy for Science, Technology amubvation 2006-2013 (SSTI
2006-2013). One of its key aims is to ‘ensure neffective commercialisation of the
ideas and know-how being generated in our univessitnd public research
institutions, and to forge new partnerships betwdnese institutions and enterprise’
(DETE, 20086).

In this paper, we place emphasis on University ReteCentres (URCs) as a
key exemplar on the frontier of campus-industryeiiattions, thereby bringing
university research activities and outcomes intrér focus. Combining ‘firm-like’
qualities with the quest for academic excellencez@@nan & Boardman, 2003,
Etzkowitz, 2003), URCs provide an ideal setting éaploring the dynamics of how
research collaboration and commercialisation d@wwiare organised and how key
tensions are played out in practice.

More specifically, drawing upon recent advanceshim knowledge-based view
of the firm, we suggest that URCs may reflect mehgracteristics inherent to what
has been described as ‘collaborative communitiggldgr, Kwon, & Heckscher, 2008;
Heckscher & Adler, 2006). Essentially, such a viest only acknowledges that the
‘singular single feature that all university cestdsroadly defined, have in common is
the intention to foster collaboration between resdears’ (Boardman & Corley, 2008)
but it also recognises the limits of market or &iehy based mechanisms for
coordinating collaborative relations with both im&l and external partners (Adler &
Heckscher, 2006). In addition, we go a step furtiteexamine some key micro-
foundations or emergent processes (Felin & Hest2@97; Foss, 2007) underpinning
the formation and sustenance of collaborative icelat and to highlight their
implications for the design and implementation ehdership and management
practices and processes that fit the requiremédrtgb performing URCs.

The overall contribution of this paper thus lies developing an analytical
framework which depicts cross-level interactions cofjanisational and individual
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factors shaping university research activities aomticomes. This framework also
provides a useful basis for examining key interiars for motivating and managing
researchers, while also appreciating the factaapisly individual research efforts and
subjective experiences, including their commitmeat their organisation and
profession, and their career progression opporasit

The paper is organised into three sections aswelld he first section provides
an overview of the defining characteristics of UR@sd the distinct nature of
scientific and technical (S&T) human capital therefhe second section introduces
the concept of collaborative community and highisgits applicability to the context
of URCs. In the third section we focus on the medivrelational dynamics and
negotiated orders that shape research collaboratiomr proposed analytical
framework is then introduced followed by a discassof its implications for the
management of S&T human capital towards advandiagtllaboration capability of
URCs.

UNIVERSITY RESEARCH CENTRES: AN OVERVIEW

URCs: Definitions, Taxonomies and Challenges

URCs and institutes, or what are commonly refeteenh the literature as ‘organized
research units’ (ORUs) (Geiger, 1990; Hays, 198tjmprise an extremely diverse
array of academic organisational entities. Theineatnumber and characteristics of
URCs vary considerably across universities. Inipadr, URCs vary enormously
across a number of dimensions, some of which ircl(tl) size of external support
and research staff, (2) the proportion of facuktysus professional staff researchers,
(3) level of separation from academic departmeffsjevel of integration with the
university, (5) level of interdisciplinary and midisciplinary focus, and (6) relative
emphasis on applied research (Stahler & Tash, 1994ddition, URCs are a unique
form of university organisation in several respe¢ly they are interdisciplinary,
involving faculty members from various academicatémpents (2) they are boundary
spanners, facilitating a flow of information andhet resources across the university’s
boundary, and (3) they are temporary organizatainkeast compared to university
departments, and provide a degree of flexibilityaim otherwise stable university
structure (Rogers et al., 1999).

Given this range of organisational characterisiiicg not surprising that there
are difficulties in defining precisely what constés a URC. It is, however, useful to
provide a working definition that helps distinguishRCs from other types of
university research entities, particularly academepartments or research teams
therein. Accordingly, a URC can be defined as anfa organizational entity within a
university that exists chiefly to serve a reseamsission, is set apart from the
departmental organization, and includes researdh@ms more than one department
(or line management unit) (Bozeman & Boardman, 2007). Building on this
definition, Bozeman & Boardman (2003) provide aimehtary taxonomy of URCs
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along a number of variables including horizontad amternal relations, extra-research
activities and research problem focus (see Table 1)

Notwithstanding the variation in the types of URS®wn in Table 1, a key
characteristic commonly shared by URCs is the ntitm to foster collaboration
between researchers’ (Boardman & Corley, 2008: .901)e composition and
direction of these collaborations will of coursewdepending on the strategic goals
and research problem focus of the particular cefRive example, some will be across
disciplines and departments; others across unfiessindustry and within and across
countries. The key challenge, however, as Boardén@orley (2008: 901) put it, is
how URCs ‘synergistically as a collaborative urospess the scientific capacity...to
achieve these goals’'.

Whereas the term ‘human capital’ is generally usehin the business literature
to describe human resource capabilities within Kedge-intensive firms (KIFs), the
term ‘S&T [scientific and technical] human capitad’ more likely to be found in
descriptions of human resource capabilities in URSSST capital has been defined as
‘the sum of researchers’ professional network @esl their technical skills and
resources’ (Bozeman, Dietz, & Gaughan, 2001). Thiuss proposed that when
scientists affiliate with a research centre, ‘th@wspective professional networks and
resource caches are enhanced by other scientisisipating in the center (Dietz &
Bozeman, 2005)' especially when these ‘other sEnhave different disciplinary
backgrounds and/or come from different organizatiamd sectors’ (Boardman &
Corley, 2008: 903). Boardman & Corley (2008: 903ppwse that URCs are
essentially ‘strategic exercises in S&T human eghhancement...to further a field
of research and development'.

Collaboration Capability of URCs

The concept of S&T human capital can also be usedexplain how URCs’
participants and stakeholders affect researchetsaviour. As individuals, scientists
cannot be expected to have the S&T human capitactoeve the scientific and
technical goals of the centre. They must, therefoolaborate with one another to
achieve these goals. The ways in which such caiddlom might be measured varies
with some studies focusing on authorship (Katz &rwia 1997) and others on time
allocation (Boardman et al., 2008; Bozeman & Cqrkg04).

Studies of the impact of organisational and indrgildcharacteristics on research
activity have focused on a variety of factors. heslude inputs such as research
expenditure, the number of faculty, the prestigéhefinstitution; and outputs such as
the number of patents and licensing agreements.eMeny Boardman & Corley
(2008) suggest that very few of these studies hexplained the effect of
organizational attributes on individual scientigishaviours. Their study of a national
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level sample of research universities in the USAluded 1647 researchers and
suggests that URCs alter the behaviours of researchy facilitating research

collaboration. In addition, centres that had indusbks increased the time spent by
researchers on collaboration outside the immedadek group. They found that

centre managers are faced with specific challemgabat they cannot necessarily
control the range of factors that affect the bebtans of individual researchers. In
particular, they have no control over the incentsteuctures that exist within

academic departments.

In addition, studies have shown that collaborativety have its downside. For
example, research undertaken among 443 acadeneictists affiliated to URCs in
the USA found that it was somewhat difficult to kexsie the overall impact of
collaboration (Lee & Bozeman, 2005). The ‘simplelegtion posed in Lee &
Bozeman’s (2005) study — the extent to which s@&sitcollaborations affect their
publishing productivity — provided answers that ya® complex to analyse. In
particular, it was found that ‘when publishing puctlvity is measured by ‘normal
count’ (a scientist’ total number of publicationspllaboration is a strong predictor of
publishing productivity’. But when publishing prociivity was measured by
‘fractional count’ (dividing credit by the numbef oo-authors), collaboration and
publishing productivity are not significantly redak, at least not in a model controlling
for moderating variables’ (ibid: 693). Based onsineesults, they suggest the need for
more research on ‘the impact of collaboration, ih its forms, on research
productivity, in all its meanings’ (ibid.).

UNIVERSITY RESEARCH CENTRES AS COLLABORATIVE

COMMUNITIES

A core assumption of the knowledge-based view of firm suggests that
organisations are better suited than markets fdahegamg and disseminating
knowledge (Kogut & Zander, 1992; Staples, GreenawkayMcKeen, 2001). The
underlying argument is that, in a knowledge-basszhemy, the core advantage of
corporate organisations over markets does noh ltbeir ability to reduce transaction
costs through hierarchical coordination or marketep mechanisms (Williamson,
1985). Instead, it is inextricably linked to thespession of ‘unique advantages for
governing certain kinds of economic activities tigb a logic that is very different
from that of a market' (Ghoshal & Moran, 1996). JHogic is reflected in an
emerging theorising of the firm as a social, calla@bive community (Adler, 2001;
Adler et al., 2008; Brown & Duguid, 2001; Heckscladr al., 2006; Inagami &
Whittaker, 2005). We suggest that collaborationvdas in URCs can be fruitfully
analysed through the lens of this emerging modbeadrising.

Collaborative Community
The notion of collaborative community refers to ®stidct principle of social
organisation that contrasts radically with thatr@drkets or hierarchies in regard to its
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fundamental coordination mechanism. In particulararkets rely on prices to

coordinate competing economic actors, whereas rolg@es rely on authority and

control to coordinate dependent activities amongpleyees whose roles are
prescribed based on a detailed division of lab@ollaborative communities rely

heavily on trust and, more widely, on the structarel quality of social relations

among its members to create, share, combine aadrate knowledge (Adler, 2001;

Inagami & Whittaker, 2005; Adler & Heckscher, 200&) turn, these processes,
particularly knowledge combination and integratiare viewed as constituent parts of
the innovation process (Schumpeter, 1934[1962]).

As knowledge generation and sharing become inaerglgsthe main sources of
value creation for the contemporary firm (Kang, k&r& Snell, 2007) and the
successful management of knowledge emerges agytpdérformance determinant,
organising forms that rely primarily either on lethies (i.e., Gemeinschaft) or
markets (i.e., Gesellschaft) are limited in thdaility to coordinate knowledge-based
work (Adler & Heckscher, 2006). Instead, collabt@t corporate community
represents an alternative organising template, lwhserves as an essential
precondition for the effective management of knalgke (Adler, 2001) and
consequently for organisational learning (Marc)10)9

In the collaborative community-based model, the feyuirement for effective
coordination of complex knowledge processes istadldess to the extent to which
individuals feel morally obliged to contribute thénowledge to the organisation as
such, than to the extent to which there is a shanetrstanding between individuals
across functions that makes ‘possible a procedsestowing of tacit knowledge by
the individual’ (von Krogh, Ichijo, & Nonaka, 20Q1)he notion of ‘understanding’
takes here the meaning of ‘sympathy under unceytaiDiMaggio, 1992), while the
notion of ‘knowledge bestowing’ resembles the cpad ‘taking care’ (Appley &
Winder, 1977; Ciborra, 1996; von Krogh, 2003). Batitions are underpinned by a
distinct type of trust fuelled mainly by mutual ¢obution, concern, honesty,
tolerance and collegiality (Adler & Heckscher, 2D0bhis type of trust, in turn, fits
the interactive social character and the socioemonobase of the modern
organisation (Maccoby, 2006).

(Re)Conceptualising URCs as Collaborative Communities

Arguably, research exploring URCs needs to engatietieoretical perspectives that
help accommodate its unique features, its modgefation and its research motives.
Here it may be useful to suggest that URCs refleanty characteristics inherent to the
notion of collaborative community. We argue thas timode of theorising recognises
the limits of pure market-based mechanisms for egaty and disseminating
knowledge. At the same time it also recognises litnés inherent to traditional
hierarchical and bureaucratic ways of organising aniversity level. At the risk of
oversimplifying issues Table 2 provides a summdrhe contrasts between the three
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principles of social organisation and locates UREsa distinct type of collaborative
community.

Understanding URCs as a qualitatively distinct farihcollaborative community
means appreciating that effective co-ordinationcomplex tasks is founded upon
notions of trust, professionalism, collegiality astlared understandings between
individuals across functions. This logic fits thecmlly interactive and process-based
nature of research and knowledge generation a@esviHowever, it is also important
to appreciate that the three principles outlinedable 2 represent ideal types and
contrasting extremes, with actual organisationslyiko reflect a mix of rationales and
perhaps only reflecting a dominant tendency in dinection. Nonetheless, there is a
sense that in a domain where knowledge generatidnsharing become the main
sources of value creation organising forms that pelmarily either on hierarchies
(i.,e. Gemeinschaft) or markets (i.e. Gesellschaf® limited in their ability to
coordinate complex, highly interdependent, and routine activities (Adler &
Heckscher, 2006). This is due to the axiom thatoBalsorative community is
governed by an ethic of interdependent contributora shared purpose and the
success of others. In this sense, value creatida &large extent, contingent upon the
extent to which employees ‘believe that others hawetributions to make towards
this shared creation’ (Adler & Heckscher, 2006:.21)

Here perhaps it is pertinent to evoke McGrath’'sO&0559) observation in
relation to medieval monastic communities: ‘the kswid not create a community
but were one’. McGrath (2005) provides an interggfperspective on the notion of
the modernity of the knowledge work concept by carmg the structure and
functioning of contemporary knowledge-intensive amgations with that of early
Irish monastic communities. As the Golden Age righl monasticism can be dated
back to the ¥ and early 8 centuries, McGrath’s analysis raises interestsayés
about the ways in which the nature of contempokdhs, including URCs, might be
understood. Table 3 sets out what he identifieceadral features of both forms
(McGrath, 2005).

Essentially, a view of URCs as collaborative comities acknowledges the
social embeddedness of work organisations andeftivey; the role of social relations
in shaping exchange activities among their memf@ranovetter, 1985). As such,
collaborative communities are ‘constructed by imdlinals whose action is both
facilitated and constrained by the structure asdueces available in social networks
in which they are embedded’ (Granovetter, 1992)sTlone of the key challenges for
URCs under pressure for transparency and procetkgiiimacy from partners and
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university bodies alike is in creating an infrasttre which fosters and sustains
ongoing, mutually beneficial exchange relationshgmgl the engagement of their
members in collaborative activities with both im&rand external partners (Adler et
al., 2008). In their overview (Markman, Siegel, &1ight, 2008) similarly point to the
importance of examining the ‘paradox’ of how innbea can be stimulated while at
the same time its benefits are simultaneouslygedli

Recent empirical research suggests that such asittcen towards an
entrepreneurial archetype in which commercialisatbecomes the norm rather than
the exception is, however, far from frictionlessw@gh-Smith, 2003; Stern, 2004).
Probably the biggest challenge universities aredagith concerns the development
of an ambidextrous capability in their efforts tads achieving academic excellence
on one hand and promoting commercialisation a&twiton the other (Ambos,
Makela, Birkinshaw, & D'Este, 2008). However, vehdlocumenting how universities
have evolved to become ambidextrous in their ghititretain traditional trajectories
while also moving to systematically interact witldustry partners provides a useful
foundation for understanding university core cali#ds, a sole focus on macro-level
interactions is limited for it ignores what Markmat al. (2008: 1401) recently
described as the ‘most vexing, yet under-researpheticaments research institutions
encounter, despite their best efforts to advancentercialization’. Indeed, with few
exceptions (Sousa & Hendriks, 2008), previous mesehas fallen short in providing
in-depth insights into the organisational and managnt challenges and requirements
for developing such capabilities (Markman et a00&). In sum, there is not much
known about the underlying processes or microfotiods driving collaborative
innovation in a university research setting (cfs&d007).

COLLABORATIVE INNOVATION IN URCs: IN SEARCH OF

MICROFOUNDATIONS
An organisation’s ability to innovate, that is tavént and implement (i.e., accrue
value from) new ideas (Schumpeter, 1934[1962]dleisendent upon the creation and
transfer of valuable knowledge within and acrossitundaries (Argote, McEvily, &
Reagans, 2003). However, new ideas and insightsotdoccur in isolation; they are
the outcome of research collaboration (Eaton, 19Bis can be defined as ‘working
closely with others to produce new scientific kneslde or technology’ (Bozeman &
Corley, 2004: 605). This is particularly the cas@&JRCs where individuals and teams
of scientists and researchers from within and a&cwdisciplines come together to
exchange and combine their knowledge, skills angpsetives in order to solve
problems of increased complexity. Scientific colledtion, as manifested for example
in Big Science laboratories such as CERN (Consaiog€en pour la Recherche
Nucléaire) in Geneva (Knorr Cetina, 1999), remaime of the most frequently
invoked examples of successful inter-disciplinasifaboration (Cronin, 1995). In this
section, and consistent with the collaborative camity mode of theorising, we
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consider some of the motives, relational dynamacs] negotiated orders that inform
and shape research collaboration in URCs.

Motivesfor Research Collaboration

In an early account of the advantages and chalergfescientific team-based
research, Eaton (1951: 708) identified four maasoms as to why researchers choose
to collaborate. In particular, collaboration is s&es a means of: (1) dealing with the
increasing complexity of the knowledge base; (d)aeing intellectual stimulation,
knowledge sharing and constructive criticism; (3kilitating the integration of
theoretical assumptions across different discigtirend (4) promoting division of
labour in situations where a single researcher bealgandicapped. Later research on
the origins and development of scientific collaltiora in European science (Beaver,
2001; Beaver & Rosen, 1978; Beaver & Rosen, 197%979b) has identified a
variety of motives for collaboration. These are mansed in Table 4.

Arguably, collaborative intent is also expected ithacor explicitly by
foundations, government agencies and other natmmiaternational research funding
bodies. Indeed, in many cases collaboration stasds sine qua non of grant awards
(e.g., EU's Seventh Framework Programme for Rebkeand Technological
Development). Success in attracting research fiswtserefore inextricably linked to
the ability to form inter-disciplinary, multi-ingtitional and, in cases, cross-national
teams. Increasingly, as Cronin (1995) points outidbng collaborative relations may
be the only way in which researchers can ensuresacio the physical, intellectual
and symbolic resources to support their sciengifideavours.

Relational Dynamics of Resear ch Collaboration

Notwithstanding the role of socio-cognitive, ingtibnal and environmental factors in
governing collaboration, scholars suggest thataboltations often emerge from pre-
existing informal relations between colleagues cosnmpy the ‘invisible college’
(Price & Beaver, 1966). Prior research has longhliggted the importance of
informal networks of exchange for the likelihood cdllaboration (Crane, 1970;
Garvey & Griffith, 1972). Less agreement, howewsists with regard to whether the
primary motive for collaboration is found in thepected benefits of economic or
social exchange relations (Edge, 1979; Hagstrom®5;1Brice, 1963). On one hand, as
Price (1963: 160) maintained, collaboration — ia tfarm of co-authorship — ‘arises
mode from economic than from intellectual dependen©n the other hand, when
collaboration is initiated informally, ‘possible ni@ers may approach it very gingerly,
even as boys and girls do not, at the first meesunggest the possibility of romantic
collaboration, although this may be very much airtminds’ (Hagstrom, 1965: 114).
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Consistent with the collaborative community modetlodorising, we suggest
that researchers’ collaborative efforts are goveimath by an ethic of interdependent
contribution to a shared purpose and the succesthefs, and by pragmatic business
considerations (Adler & Heckscher, 2006). While fimst governing mechanism
points to the role of trust, commitment, communamat time and territory as the
building blocks of collaborative capability (Blomgv& Levy, 2006; Miles, Snow, &
Miles, 2000), the second one highlights the faet #ollaboration can also provide
substantial returns for individuals in terms ofemrprogression and recognition in the
professional community (Beaver et al., 1978; Crpd®95). In this regard, research
collaboration can be understood better as a stcatdégice (Katz & Martin, 1997).
Boardman & Corley (2004) argue that while such ppreach points to the inherent
difficulties in disentangling the human capitalrfrahe social capital endowments that
comprise what has been described as S&T humanatéBizeman et al., 2001), it
nevertheless suggests that ‘many of the factorsergpawg individual scientists’
collaboration choices remain very much within thentcol of the individual,
especially when the researcher works in an académsittution’ (Boardman &
Corley, 2004: 600).

(Re)Negotiated Orders of Research Collaboration

Based on a sample of 451 scientists and engineacsademic research centres in the
US, Boardman & Corley’s (2004) study indicates h@sious collaboration strategies
employed by individual researchers, such as thentamg ‘tactician’ and
‘cosmopolitan’ strategies, are associated disgnattith S&T human capital
endowments, including gender, tenure and grantgahticular, it was found that
researchers pursuing a mentor strategy were mkeéy lto be tenured, work with
graduate students and junior faculty, collaboraith women, and have a favourable
orientation to industry work. However, grants wed significantly associated with
the mentor strategy. In contrast, it was found timaties were more likely to be
tacticians as are researchers with larger grantsrdgnan & Corley (2004: 614)
conclude by noting that

[tlhe inclusion of early career and underrepresbmstgentists in funded projects does
not insure that that they will have the collabaatopportunities and it does not ensure
that the collaboration opportunities afforded wiklp them significantly to enhance

their S&T human capital.

The findings of Boardman & Corley’'s (2004) studyirgoto the need for a
greater understanding of research collaborationtdiing a closer look at its
implications for the appropriation of S&T human itapas well as the role of
leadership and management practices therein. Bhaiticularly important in the
light of increased managerial pressures in publigarsity research institutes (Cohen,
Duberley, & McAuley, 1999) and their impact on theenegotiation of the
professional and personal interests of researcli&®isa & Hendriks, 2008: 812)
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and, subsequently, on their stance to commitmenhole that under the collaborative
community perspective ‘commitments and their erdarent are neither part of the

informal culture nor automatically linked to hiechy: they must be deliberately

agreed to’ (Adler & Heckscher, 2006: 53). Therehisywever, little understanding of

how ‘democratic teamwork’ (Eaton, 1951) translatés actual research management
practice, which thereby engenders the developme®&® human capital.

A Framework for Understanding Collaboration in URCs

Even though university research is tasked withdtng the future’ (Brint, 2005) it
remains the case that we have little knowledgehenatctual practices and processes
that may facilitate universities in realising thsomise. The theoretical lens of
collaborative communities opens up one route fopianal efforts to offer better
insights into how URCs are managed and key tensiomsegotiated. To date work
on the role and potential of URCs in the innovatm®cess has suffered from
‘explanatory naivety’ in simplistically linking atbutes such as the
presence/experience of supportive technology teansifrastructure directly to
innovative capabilities. As Foss (2007) notes, dtiiculty with such approaches is
that explanation takes place solely on the colleckevel. This tendency is indicated
at the macro-level in Figure 1 below.

In contrast Figure 1 follows a more process-bageshtation and includes the
meso- and micro-level interactions which shape abalfative innovation. This
includes examining the key interventions for mdiivg and managing researchers
(i.e., leadership and management processes), vafsle appreciating the factors
shaping researchers’ abilities, motivation and efymities, including their previous
training, commitment to their organisation and psesion, and career trajectory
opportunities. Thus, following the classic workRirns & Stalker (1961), behaviour
iIs perceived as a medium of the constant inter@lag mutual redefinition of
individual abilities, interests and beliefs, andciab institutions. Research on the
intersection of ‘individual judgement and organiaadl forms appears to be
particularly promising, and practically highly reént give the demands of knowledge
work’ (Felin & Spender, 2009). One key questionwisether present activities in
URCs foster an infrastructure conducive to extemsivame bending’ (Brown &
Duguid, 1991) or whether centre directors and marsafgel constrained by imposed
canonical constraints or in their ability to acctsslevers necessary to directly affect
the behaviours of individual researchers (Board&a®orley, 2004). Indeed, in light
of their own career trajectories and employmentreats researchers themselves may
be subject to insecurities which shape their reteafforts. Evidently, adequate
support will only come from an understanding of ftihetails, sophistication and
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tension of actual practice (Whittington, 2007). Thsk of empirically advancing this
research agenda is one that is currently being aredr
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TABLES AND FIGURES

Table 1: Taxonomy of University Research Centres

19

Resear ch Unit Type

Horizontal Relations

External Relations

Extra-Research
Activities

Resear ch Problem
Focus

Academic Department

Simple URC

Complex URC

Multipurpose,
Multidisciplinary
URC

Minimal, except for
those pertaining to
curriculum
Administration

Simple, sometimes no
significant ones other
than to department

Simple, sometimes no
significant ones other
than to department

Varies, usually very
complex, cutting across
many units

Simple and
decentralized

Simple, negotiated by
researchers interacting
with networks of other
academic researchers

and government
funding agencies

Moderate complexity,
including not only
academic networks
but other knowledge
user types, especially
industry

Complex, often
including multiple
external industry,
government, and
university actors

Teaching, university
and professional
service

Few or none

More extensive,
including an expanded
educational role, or
industrial outreach,

or brokering diverse
network members

Multiple, often
including
educational role,
industrial interaction,
scientific and
professional
brokering,
community outreach

Discipline-based,
provides consensus
for rewards system

Based on narrow set
of problems, usually
established by
discipline-based
“normal science”

Mix of problem-driven
topics and topics set
by discipline or field
specialization demands

Almost entirely
problem driven, not
tracking closely to
disciplines

and established
scientific and technical
specializations

Source: Bozeman & Boardman (2003: 17)
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Table2: ThreePrinciples of Social Organisation

Principles of Social

Collaborative

Organisation IS Community AIEHETEDY
Coordma_ltlon Price Trust Authority
mechanism
Primary benefits Flexibility Generation and sharing Control

Implicationsfor
Knowledge
dissemination

Fitstasksthat are

Archetype

of knowledge

Codified knowledge,
weak at knowledge
creation,
Difficulty handling

Strong incentives for  Infrastructure for the
knowledge creation but creation and diffusion
under appropriability of knowledge in a

regimes socially optimal way tacit knowledge
Independent Interdependent Dependent
. . Traditional
Commercial Firm University Research University

Centre Administration

Source: Adapted from Adler & Heckscher (2006: Xg)ler et al., (2008: 360)

Table 3: KIFsand Monastic Communities;: Some Shared Features

Teamworking

Allows a level of specialization; enables, throwgiiaboration, extensive
knowledge sharing and the development of a commuonightation

Strategy

Clear and unifying mission but with little senseetdborate strategic
planning

Organic growth

Leading to wide variations in the size of indivitluaits

Knowledge

Relatively discrete body of knowledge but emphasigerpretation and
applied skills or expertise in terms of exploititingir core knowledge.
Knowledge sharing within the organisation and exd#ly between the
organisation and its clients a core philosophy

Active concern with the repackaging, reinterpretatnd reuse of others’
knowledge as their own

Nor mative control

Fostering of high commitment, high levels of resgibility and autonomy
and as a means of enabling dispersed activity

I dentity

Cultivation of a distinctive sense of identity,lmding different, superior and
elitist

Mystique and ambiguity surrounding their work

Positioning as mediators or guardians of a new migiceorder through their
mediation between market institutions and firms bativeen competing
firms themselves.

Source: Adapted from McGrath (2005)

THE LEARNING, INNOVATION AND KNOWLEDGE (LINK) RESEARCH CENTRE WORKING PAPER SERIES

WP 02-09
http://www.link.dcu.ie/publications/workingpaperseries/

© 2009, LInK, Angelos Alexopoulos, Brian Harney, Kathy Monks, Finian Buckley and Teresa Hogan

Contact: angelos.alexopoulos@dcu.ie



21

Table4: Motivesfor Collaboration: A Summary

10. Retool, learn new skills and techniques,
1. Access to expertise usually to break into a new field, subfield or
problem

2. Access to equipment, facilities and resources 11. Satisfy curiosity; stimulate intellectual interest

12. Share the excitement of an area with other
3. Improve access to funds

people
4. Obtain prestige or visibility; for professional  13. Locate and correct flaws more efficiently;
advancement reduce errors and mistakes
5. Efficiency in use of time; to make progress  14. Keep one more focused on research, because
more rapidly others are counting on one to do so
6. Efficiency in use of labour; multiple hands and15. Reduce isolation (“lone wolf”); recharge one’s
minds energy and excitement
. R 16. Educate a doctoral student, postdoctoral
7. Tackle “bigger” problems
researcher or oneself
8. Enhance productivity 17. Advance knowledge and learning
9. Create a network (“invisible college”) 18. For fun, amusement and pleasure

Source: Adapted from Beaver (2001: 373)

Figure 1: In Search of Microfoundations of Collaborative Innovation in URCs

URC .
Strategic _________________| Black Box ____________ Innovation & - =
Mission Explanatory Naivety _ Q
& Goals Creation o
kﬂe::aeg;:mgrﬁ Collaboration =
Capabili -
Processes pability 4
Researcher Researcher
Ability Knowledge- %
Motivation related g
Opportunity Behaviour

Drawing from Foss (2007) and Coleman (1986).
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