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Building and Supporting Humanities-Based
University–industry Partnerships
View from the Academics

������� ��, ���� 

Introduction

University–industry partnerships are rare on the humanities side of campus in contrast to the

sciences (Garre�-Jones et al. 2005, Ramos-Vielba, Sánchez-Barrioluengo, and Woolley 2016). �is

is partly because the research in the sciences can be more easily monetized into social-economic

benefits, something desired by industry (Pitman and Berman 2009). Consequently, university

and industry partners already have common ground upon which they can work together to the

benefit of both parties. Technology transfer and research commercialization are the result (Bar-

bolla and Corredera 2009). In contrast, within humanities-based collaborations, rather than

working with commercial firms, partners tend to be governments and not-for-profit organiza-

tions, such as libraries and museums, which have an interest in cultural impacts (Pitman and

Berman 2009, Owens, John, and Bllunt 2017). Regardless of the nature of the collaboration and

partners, these initiatives are a form of knowledge production and transfer and are supported

by government and funding agencies (Cassity and Ang 2006, Phillips 2009, Nielsen, Sort, and

Bentsen 2013, SSHRC 2015).
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Given this context, several questions arise, particularly within the humanities context. How

do researchers perceive the benefits of collaborations between academics and industry? What

do they see as challenges? How do they measure success and define outcomes? What resources

do they bring to the table?

�is paper contributes to this discussion with an exploration of the Implementing New

Knowledge Environments: Networked Open Social Scholarship (INKE:NOSS), a humanities-

based partnership between several universities, libraries, and academic-adjacent organizations.

�is work builds on research from the partner perspective (Siemens and INKE Research Group

2019).

Literature review

University–industry partnerships are a way for technology and knowledge to be transferred

from the university  to industry (Barbolla and Corredera 2009, Muscio and Vallanti 2014), often

in the form of one university working with one company (Barbolla and Corredera 2009). �e

term university–industry partnership is a broad one and can encompass many di�erent types

of activities, ranging from information sharing, meetings and conferences, consultancy and

contract research, creation of physical facilities and training programs, licenses and patents, and

finally, joint research initiatives and ventures (D’Este and Patel 2007, Bruneel, D’Este, and

Salter 2010, Kauppila et al. 2015, Chedid and Teixeira 2018).

Many reasons for participating in these relationships exist. At a practical level, academics

can access research funds, equipment, and training opportunities for students, postdoctoral fel-

lows, and early career scholars (Philbin 2008, Kaymaz and Eryiğit 2011, Ankrah and Al-Tabbaa

2015, Owens, John, and Bllunt 2017, Chedid and Teixeira 2018). �ere is also opportunity for new

knowledge creation and technical applications (Kaymaz and Eryiğit 2011, Ankrah and Al-Tabbaa

2015). On a more abstract level, academics gain the opportunity to commercialize their research

and enhance their and the university’s reputation with new research ideas and publications

(Ankrah and Al-Tabbaa 2015, Franco and Haase 2015, Roshani, Lehoux, and Frayret 2015, Chedid

and Teixeira 2018).

At the same time, industry can be exposed to innovation that allows the company to im-

prove their sales and competitive edge and create new products (Philbin 2008, Kaymaz and

Eryiğit 2011). Companies can also access skills, equipment, and knowledge to which they might

not have had otherwise (Nielsen, Sort, and Bentsen 2013, Ankrah and Al-Tabbaa 2015, Roshani,

Lehoux, and Frayret 2015). Ultimately, benefits must exist for both industry and the researcher
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(Philbin 2008). �ese benefits can be formal and easy to measure with patents, research papers,

licensing agreements, spin o�s, and problems that have been solved. On a more informal level,

which is harder to quantify but no less important, these include conferences, workshops, con-

sultations, and qualified employees (D’Este and Patel 2007, Bruneel, D’Este, and Salter 2010,

Roshani, Lehoux, and Frayret 2015).

Alongside these benefits and motivations for participating, several barriers exist that can

hamper the partnership’s success. First, each side may not know about the other and their capa-

bilities. Often, the university does not make such information about researchers and their re-

search expertise well known. In response, industry works to ascertain this through conference

a�endance, faculty profiles that are posted, and research agendas. Knowledge of pa�erns of col-

laboration can facilitate the exchange of information about the other (Kaymaz and Eryiğit 2011,
Nielsen, Sort, and Bentsen 2013, Ankrah and Al-Tabbaa 2015). Second, a lack of a common lan-

guage along with di�erent ways of working and understanding of desired outcomes exist

(Nielsen, Sort, and Bentsen 2013, Ankrah and Al-Tabbaa 2015, Roshani, Lehoux, and Frayret

2015, Owens, John, and Bllunt 2017, de Wit-de Vries et al. 2018). Legal issues and contractual

mechanisms around intellectual property rights may be another issue as well as the policy and

regulations that support these collaborations (Ankrah and Al-Tabbaa 2015). �e relative geo-

graphical proximity to each other may also hamper the relationship (Ankrah and Al-Tabbaa

2015); the farther the distance apart, the more coordination is needed. In their study of the Ital-

ian context, Musico and Vallanti (2014) found that some barriers that can reduce the frequency

of these types of partnerships include the lack of alignment of incentives between the universi-

ty and industry and the need to make the interaction between academics and industry easier.

Di�erent incentive systems exist where researchers tend to be more concerned with publica-

tions while industry might be more focused on technology commercialization (Nielsen, Sort,

and Bentsen 2013). Trust between parties can reduce these barriers and create strong links

(Bruneel, D’Este, and Salter 2010).

While there are many benefits to these partnerships, they are optional for academics. How-

ever, there may be pressure to participate due to government and institutional policies (Ankrah

and Al-Tabbaa 2015). �e researcher’s involvement depends on incentives, perceived benefits,

and costs of the partnership (Muscio and Vallanti 2014). Several drawbacks from the academic

perspective exist. As Ankrah and Al-Tabbaa (2015) argue, these drawbacks may include a poten-

tial threat to research autonomy and investment in long-term research and the nature of confi-

dential agreements that can make it harder to publish, and the possibility that short-term con-

tracts will lead academics to become an extension of industry. Further, they su�est that these
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collaborations could create a focus on applied research over basic research. �ere might also be

con�icts between university and industry over the release of possible negative results, some-

thing not found in the humanities given the type of research conducted. And of course, build-

ing from these drawbacks, the potential negative impact on prestige and reputation can su�est

to an academic that these types of collaborations may be less than desirable (Ankrah and Al-

Tabbaa 2015, Ramos-Vielba, Sánchez-Barrioluengo, and Woolley 2016).

After consideration of the potential benefits and challenges, university and industry can find

ways to come together in partnership, a process that tends to work through stages. Generally,

the first stage focuses on mapping the terrain and collecting information about industry re-

quirements and identifying where research is needed and the parties available to do the work.

�ere is also an evaluation of whether there are compatible cultures, complementary competen-

cies, and a clear agenda for working together (Philbin 2008, Nielsen, Sort, and Bentsen 2013,

Roshani, Lehoux, and Frayret 2015, Nemati-Anaraki and Heidari 2016). �e various members of

a potential university–industry team learn about each other and any pre-existing relationships.

Contact is made with potential partners who then evaluate the strategic interests of each other

and determine real and potential capabilities (Bruneel, D’Este, and Salter 2010, Nielsen, Sort,

and Bentsen 2013, Nemati-Anaraki and Heidari 2016). Owens (2017) describes this process as

steps towards “tying the knot.” From there, the researcher and a company determine concretely

the type of work that might be done, the nature of the collaboration, stated objectives, common

goals, milestones, and the value to each party. �e next step is to create and sign a statement of

work and contract, while managing expectations. Next, the research and technology transfer is

actually accomplished (Philbin 2008, Nemati-Anaraki and Heidari 2016). Finally, both parties de-

cide whether the collaboration met its goals and evaluate the potential of undertaking another

project (Philbin 2008). While there has been li�le exploration of this process in the humanities,

it is likely that it is the same as with the sciences, though further research is needed.

Building on Roshani, Lehoux, and Frayret’s (2015) observations, several factors that support

success can be articulated. It is important to note that success is dependent on whose perspec-

tive is being considered and who does the evaluation (Kaymaz and Eryiğit 2011). One sign of

success is that previous collaborations promote future ones (Roshani, Lehoux, and Frayret 2015,

p. 11). From the industry perspective, others include project usefulness, company confidence in

the university and project results, understanding and coordination between working teams, and

use of mature technologies and knowledge (Barbolla and Corredera 2009, Roshani, Lehoux, and

Frayret 2015). For academics, success may include peer-reviewed articles and other similar met-

rics (Garre�-Jones et al. 2005, Phillips 2009, Ramos-Vielba, Sánchez-Barrioluengo, and Woolley
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2016). Several steps must be taken to harness these factors. First, multiple communication chan-

nels must be present and a careful consideration of partners must be undertaken. Roles and

project outcomes, publication output, and intellectual property rights must be clearly defined.

A commitment to collaboration also must be present along with inter-organizational trust. Pre-

vious collaboration experiences can be beneficial, though not necessary (Philbin 2008, Barbolla

and Corredera 2009, Kaymaz and Eryiğit 2011, Roshani, Lehoux, and Frayret 2015). If any of

these are not present, a partnership might not be successful (Barbolla and Corredera 2009). �e

range of activities to create and support these includes meetings, communications, and mobili-

ty and employment opportunities between the university and industry (Ankrah and Al-Tabbaa

2015, Roshani, Lehoux, and Frayret 2015). Ultimately, successful collaborations keep things sim-

ple at the beginning, clarify scope, partner mission, and have strong leadership (Kauppila et al.

2015).

Case Study

INKE:NOSS is a partnership that builds on earlier work of INKE, which explored the nature of

books, e-books, and the future of reading (Siemens et al. 2009). �e INKE:NOSS phase of the

partnership is exploring networked open social scholarship by focusing on the advancement,

understanding, and resolution of “crucial issues in the production, distribution and engage-

ment of digital scholarship in Canada” (INKE 2014a). �e partnership is working towards fund-

ing through the Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council’s Partnership Grant program

which mandates the involvement of partners, especially those from industry (SSHRC 2015).

Building on initial meetings starting in 2014 (INKE 2014b), INKE:NOSS involves partners, in-

cluding libraries and academic-adjacent organizations, in discussion about open social scholar-

ship and ways to advance it within Canada and beyond. �is partnership is in the process of ap-

plying for grant funding to order to pursue the proposed work. �e funding would facilitate

seven years of research.

Methodology

�ough semi-structured interviews, researchers were asked about their experiences as partners

within INKE:NOSS. �e interviews were conducted primarily through Skype and in-person

sessions. Lasting about half an hour, the interviews focused on open-ended questions that ex-

plored the understanding of the nature of the collaboration, its associated advantages and chal-

lenges, measures of success, and desired outcomes. �ese interviews allowed the researcher to
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explore topics more fully and deeply with probing follow-up questions while participants re�ect

on their own experiences and emphasize those issues that are important to them.

Data analysis involved a grounded theory approach that focused on the themes that emerge

from the data. �is analysis was broken into several steps. First, working from audio recordings

and detailed notes, the data was organized, read, and coded to determine categories, themes, and

pa�erns . �ese categories were then tested for emergent and alternative understandings, both

within a single interview and across all interviews. �is was an iterative process, involving

movement between the data, codes and concepts, constantly comparing the data to itself and

the developing themes (McCracken 1988, Rubin and Rubin 1995, Marshall and Rossman 1999).

Findings

Overall, the researchers are positive about this partnership. �ey see value in it as a way to

achieve their research goals in collaboration with partners’ expectations.

Nature of Collaboration

�e interviewees articulated a basic definition of collaboration. As one stated, a collaboration is

two or more individuals or groups working together towards both common goals and individ-

ual ones that create benefit for each party (AL4) . In these cases, the team members are like-

minded people who hold similar goals (AL1). �is overlap between research interests and those

of the partners around networked open social scholarship can be seen in Figure 1 (AL3).

2
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Figure 1: Overlapping research interests

A collaboration of this nature creates a decentralized way of approaching problems by bringing

together research interests with industry and public interests in two-way active conversation.

�is is contrast to the typical way of working with industry where academics often undertake

research and then approach industry (AL1). In this case, the relationship is subtle with a focus

on co-creation within an engaged stakeholder community (AL3, AL4). �ere is focus on what

each member brings to the partnership (AL3).

Partner Integration

It has taken several years to develop this partnership (AL3). Initial meetings were held once a

year with a combination of short talks and speakers and then a half-day meeting that brought

a variety of partners to the table. �e objective of these gatherings was to create a shared expe-

rience and common understanding of mission and mandate and identify ways to work with

partners’ individual needs, desires, and targeted research interests (AL1, AL3, AL4). Further,

these events were an opportunity to show the benefits of the research to the partners (AL4)

and create a critical mass of ideas that then set up ways to collaborate together (AL1). Building

on the yearly partner meetings, the Digital Humanities Summer Institute (DHSI)  served as

an additional way to bring together and integrate partners in order to share opportunities that

could initiate joint activities. Ultimately, there was a realization that it takes time to develop

these personal relationships with ambassadors from the groups that ma�er, something that is

not easily done over email (AL1).

Benefits and Advantages

�e interviewees also expressed some benefits and advantages to the partnership. First, there

was a feeling that if the partnership worked, there was a possibility to move from research to

implementation and production with real life impact (AL3, AL4). While realizing that this is a

di�erent world than academics are use to, the partners’ applied research orientation could be

combined with researchers’ blue sky thinking into future directions (AL3). Partners also provid-

ed access to a larger audience and user perspective (AL4). Finally, the researchers gave the part-

ners a sandbox of potential ideas that could be integrated with a delivery-orientated mandate of

tools and prototypes (AL3).

Challenges

4
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Several challenges were present to the partnership development. Some of these were at a more

practical level. Humanities academics were not accustomed to this model due to lack of training

in this area (AL1, AL4). �ere were also potential concerns with academic freedom where indus-

try partners may be looking to get certain things out of the researcher (AL4). Further, partners

had di�erent needs and were not necessarily concerned with tenure and promotion, whereas

academics, especially early career scholars, needed papers and publications to this end (AL2,

AL4). Further, collaborations of this nature took more time and work than being on one’s own

(AL4). Another interviewee focused on the challenges of finding the right people with whom to

work, funding and resources to actually do the work, and ways to sustain the partnership when

everyone is busy (AL2). Finally, di�erent pa�erns of communication created issues that needed

to be worked through. Each side had di�erent vocabulary, ways of seeing the world, and cul-

tures. �is was one area where the face-to-face meetings provided an opportunity to manage

these di�erences and build a shared culture (AL1)

Interviewees expressed challenges on a larger scale. First, these were associated with di�er-

ent ways of working together and finding ways to move in a direction that everyone under-

stands and accepts given the diversity of researchers, disciplines and partners. �is included

finding ways to create shared tangible objectives that can be completed even if external finan-

cial support does not exist (AL3). Results needed to be articulated in a way that was meaning-

ful for everyone involved, especially the academics (AL2). To that end, compromise was needed

when negotiating expectations on both sides (AL1). �is interviewee also su�ested that the

partnership needed to start small and build from there (AL1). Finally, while the funding agency

wanted to see these kinds of partnerships and was prepared to fund them, challenges existed at

the local level where these may not be as highly valued (AL4).

Measures of success and desired outcomes

In terms of measures of success and desired outcomes, these again were expressed on a practi-

cal level and longer term one. At a practical level, measures of success included publications and

presentations (AL1, AL2), successful grant funding, and tenure and promotion (AL1). In the

longer term, interviewees felt that contributing to expanding tri-council  implementation of

sustainable open access by creating public access to data and knowledge and sustainable modes

of journal publication would be success (AL4). Public engagement included drawing public in-

tellectuals into larger discussions, rather than academics among themselves (AL2). �is also in-

cluded moving from process to production with ways to mobilize research and the ability to ful-

ly implement ideas (AL1). Researchers needed to understand the reasons why partners wanted

5
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to enter into this relationship and understand their measures of success (AL1). Ultimately, suc-

cess meant that the goals of reaching consensus were accomplished and then well-articulated

things in areas of agreement were achieved (AL3) and future relationships were envisioned

(AL1).

As with measures of success, desired outcomes were separated into the short term, more

practically oriented ones, and those that were longer term and more abstract. �e interviewees

focused on some short-term outcomes. As a starting point, the collaboration needed to ensure

that the deliverables met the needs of the parties involved (AL1, AL4). One focus was on the de-

sire to implement a project such as this one to meet the core principles of collaborative work,

open access, and right to information and knowledge (AL4). Finally, another outcome dealt with

product development embodied through experimentation with partners that ultimately led to

tool development (AL3).

At a more abstract longer-term level, interviewees su�ested that a desired output involved

moving the network related to open social scholarship forward (AL4). One interviewee saw

INKE as having a lobbying capacity that could in�uence decision makers and bring a�ention

to ideas that are important to others at the federal and international levels (AL2). �is would be

accomplished through the policy observatory  that is presently one of the few initiatives speak-

ing to these issues (AL4). Another desired outcome would create a project that met core princi-

ples and value these as strengths of the partnership. �ese principles included the value of com-

munity engaged scholarship and open access to information and knowledge. In this context,

academics were to be seen as part of society, not separate (AL4). Finally, the partnership would

share ideas, reach consensus and come together around research and issues related to knowl-

edge mobilization and translation (AL3).

Resources

�e academics brought a variety of resources to the collaboration. At a practical level, academics

provided time, ability, and knowledge of ways to conduct research (AL3, AL4) along with access

to smart students who would then be mentored by the researchers (AL2, AL4). �ey also pro-

vided lab space, equipment, and their own and institutional research funds, both in-kind and

cash (AL1, AL2, AL3).

More abstractly, while needing to publish results, the academics brought certain freedoms to

do things along with a research presence, and di�erent expertise and perspectives (AL1, AL4).

Collaborations also presented academic tools and skills to accomplish things that both the re-

searcher and partner desire (AL3). One interviewee stated that academics bring a layer of credi-

6
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bility to partner initiatives (AL3). By serving on advisory and steering boards, researchers pro-

vided accountability, decision-making, and the potential to envision future directions in open

scholarship (AL3). Finally, academics brought emotional energy to the project that kept interest

and motivation engaged (AL2).

Wished had known at outset

�e interviewees were asked what they wished they had known at the outset of working with

partners. One interviewee expressed a desire for mechanisms and methods for making the defi-

nition of partner needs more transparent and clearly foregrounding what the partnership

would produce. �is would in turn lead to a willingness to commit time, students, and cash and

in-kind resources (AL4). Another focused on the challenges of constant turnover in representa-

tives from partner organizations. A need to bring them up to speed existed. Further, the new

representatives may not have had experience with shared objectives and an understanding of

the work that needed to be done to bring them into the partnership (AL3). Finally, there was a

desire to have more familiarity with these types of collaboration from the outset given the dif-

ferent ways of thinking, values and implementation between researchers and partners (AL1).

Discussion

As outlined in an earlier paper on the topic of university–industry partnerships in the humani-

ties from the industry perspective (Siemens and INKE Research Group 2019), this collaboration

is in its early stages; however, some conclusions can be made. In this case study, the involved

organizations and researchers are learning about each other and their expectations and are

building towards an articulation of work and desired outcomes (Philbin 2008, Roshani, Lehoux,

and Frayret 2015, Nemati-Anaraki and Heidari 2016). �ese collaborators are building from past

work together, contributing to the partnership’s possible success (Roshani, Lehoux, and Frayret

2015).

However, humanities collaborations are di�erent from those in the sciences. As Pitman and

Berman (2009) highlight in their review of partnerships in the humanities, these tend to have

more partners than the science ones, thus requiring more coordination and negotiation. �is is

not the case of one university to one partner (Barbolla and Corredera 2009), but rather a consor-

tium of partners and universities. �ese create more diversity and challenges that must be

worked through. Further, unlike technology transfer that implies a one-way direction between

researchers and industry, this collaboration is built on two-way communication. Here, partners
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contribute to the research direction in discussion with the academics with each having input

into the end result. As argued by Pitman and Berman (2009), a �ow of information between in-

dustry and academics must exist. INKE:NOSS accomplishes this with yearly meetings and con-

versations and emails in between.

�is paper gives insight into the academic’s perspective. First, given that these partnerships

are optional for academics (Muscio and Vallanti 2014), these researchers have determined that

the benefits and anticipated results outweigh the challenges. �ey have joined the collaboration

for more than just the potential of research funds and opportunities for students (Philbin 2008,

Barbolla and Corredera 2009). Since this is humanities-based collaboration, there is li�le oppor-

tunity for commercialization of results through patents, licensing, and other forms of technolo-

gy transfer that might result in economic benefit to the partner (Cassity and Ang 2006, Philbin

2008, Pitman and Berman 2009, Kaymaz and Eryiğit 2011, Sofoulis 2011, Ankrah and Al-Tabbaa

2015, Chedid and Teixeira 2018). Instead, these researchers are focused on creating practical ap-

plication for their research, gaining access to a larger audience, and potentially in�uencing gov-

ernment policy on open access and networked open social scholarship.

Some similar challenges with those collaborations within the sciences can be seen. Both have

di�erent languages and cultures present that must be worked through given the diversity of

partners and researchers (Philbin 2008, Ankrah and Al-Tabbaa 2015, Roshani, Lehoux, and

Frayret 2015, de Wit-de Vries et al. 2018). In the case of INKE:NOSS, the yearly meetings with

partners prove to be beneficial to this end. �ese meetings decrease the feeling of distance be-

tween collaboration members, thus reducing the need for some types of coordination. Opportu-

nity exists to address these di�erences and ensure that all members of the collaboration are on

the proverbial same page. Some concern about academic freedom was expressed because it was

perceived that industry may be looking for research from the academics without reciprocity

(Ankrah and Al-Tabbaa 2015). �ere is also some question about the potential lack of alignment

around incentives between the researcher and partner. Each party needs to find what they are

looking for with the other (Nielsen, Sort, and Bentsen 2013, Muscio and Vallanti 2014). Finally,

these interviewees are concerned about the potential lack of publications and conference pre-

sentations that pave the road to tenure and promotion.

As with science partnerships, resources that academics bring to the table include students,

lab equipment, and some in-kind and cash resources (Ankrah and Al-Tabbaa 2015, Roshani,

Lehoux, and Frayret 2015) as well as intellectual expertise. In this case, the researchers also par-

ticipate in partners’ boards and steering commi�ees assisting with decision-making and in�u-

encing future directions on issues of open social scholarship. Further, they provide the motiva-



3/2/2021 Pop! Building and Supporting Humanities-Based University–industry Partnerships

https://popjournal.ca/issue01/siemens 12/16

tion to keep the research moving forward since it is only part of the partners’ organizational

priorities.

�is paper explores the humanities researchers’ view of this type of partnership and com-

pares these experiences of those in science-based partnerships. While some di�erences between

the two exist, these researchers have found that there are benefits and advantages to their par-

ticipation and ways to negotiate the challenges, like in the sciences. With fingers crossed, the

collaboration will be funded and will be able to continue work on network open social scholar-

ship through this university–industry collaboration.

References

Ankrah, Samuel, and Omar Al-Tabbaa. 2015. "Universities–Industry Collaboration: A Systematic

Review." Scandinavian Journal of Management 31(3):387-408. doi: doi:

h�p://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scaman.2015.02.003

Barbolla, Ana M. Bernardos, and José R. Casar Corredera. 2009. "Critical Factors for Success

in University–Industry Research Projects." Technology Analysis & Strategic Management

21(5):599-616. doi: h�p://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09537320902969133

Bruneel, Johan, Pablo D’Este, and Ammon Salter. 2010. "Investigating the Factors �at Di-

minish the Barriers to University–Industry Collaboration." Research Policy 39(7):858-868. doi:

h�ps://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2010.03.006.

Cassity, Elizabeth, and Ien Ang. 2006. "Humanities–Industry Partnerships and the ‘Knowl-

edge Society’: �e Australian Experience." Minerva 44(1):47-63. doi: h�ps://doi.org/10.1007/s11024-

005-5412-9

Chedid, Marcello Fernandes, and Leonor Teixeira. 2018. "�e University-Industry Collabora-

tion." In Advanced Methodologies and Technologies in Modern Education Delivery, edited by

D.B.A. M. Khosrow-Pour, 701-715. Hershey, Pennsylvia.

D’Este, P., and P. Patel. 2007. "University–Industry Linkages in the Uk: What Are the Factors

Underlying the Variety of Interactions with Industry?" Research Policy 36(9):1295-1313. doi:

h�ps://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2007.05.002

de Wit-de Vries, Esther, Wilfred A. Dolfsma, Henny J. van der Windt, and M. P. Gerkema.

2018. "Knowledge Transfer in University–Industry Research Partnerships: A Review." The Jour-

nal of Technology Transfer. doi: h�ps://doi.org/10.1007/s10961-018-9660-x

Franco, Mário, and Heiko Haase. 2015. "University–Industry Cooperation: Researchers’ Moti-

vations and Interaction Channels." Journal of Engineering and Technology Management 36:41-51.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scaman.2015.02.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09537320902969133
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2010.03.006
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11024-005-5412-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2007.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10961-018-9660-x


3/2/2021 Pop! Building and Supporting Humanities-Based University–industry Partnerships

https://popjournal.ca/issue01/siemens 13/16

doi: h�ps://doi.org/10.1016/j.jengtecman.2015.05.002

Garre�-Jones, Sam, Tim Turpin, Peter Burns, and Kieren Diment. 2005. "Common Purpose

and Divided Loyalties: �e Risks and Rewards of Cross-Sector Collaboration for Academic and

Government Researchers." R&D Management 35(5):535-544. doi: h�ps://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-

9310.2005.00410.x

INKE. 2014a. "Future Directions." accessed November 3, 2014. h�p://inke.ca/projects/future-

directions/

INKE. 2014b. "Whistler Gathering 2014." accessed January 9, 2015.

h�p://inke.ca/projects/whistler-gathering-2014/

Kauppila, Osmo, Anu Mursula, Janne Harkonen, and Jaakko Kujala. 2015. "Evaluating Uni-

versity–Industry Collaboration: �e European Foundation of Quality Management Excellence

Model-Based Evaluation of University–Industry Collaboration." Tertiary Education and Manage-

ment 21(3):229-244. doi: h�ps://doi.org/10.1080/13583883.2015.1045550

Kaymaz, Kurtuluş, and Kadir Yasin Eryiğit. 2011. "Determining Factors Hindering Universi-

ty-Industry Collaboration: An Analysis from the Perspective of Academicians in the Context of

Entrepreneurial Science Paradigm." International Journal of Social Inquiry 4(1):185-213.

Marshall, Catherine, and Gretchen B. Rossman. 1999. Designing Qualitative Research. 3rd ed.

�ousand Oaks, CA: SAGE.

McCracken, Grant. 1988. The Long Interview. Vol. 13, Qualitative Research Methods. Newbury

Park, California: SAGE Publications.

Muscio, Alessandro, and Giovanna Vallanti. 2014. "Perceived Obstacles to University–Indus-

try Collaboration: Results from a Qualitative Survey of Italian Academic Departments." Indus-

try and Innovation 21(5):410-429. doi: h�ps://doi.org/10.1080/13662716.2014.969935

Nemati-Anaraki, Leila, and Azadeh Heidari. 2016. "Knowledge Sharing for Improving E�ec-

tiveness of University-Industry Collaborations." In Business Intelligence: Concepts, Methodologies,

Tools, and Applications, 955-972. Hershey, PA, USA: IGI Global.

Nielsen, Christian, Jesper Chrautwald Sort, and Martin Juul Bentsen. 2013. "Levers of Man-

agement in University–Industry Collaborations: How Project Management A�ects Value Cre-

ation at Di�erent Life-Cycle Stages of a Collaboration Au - Nielsen, Christian." Tertiary Educa-

tion and Management 19(3):246-266. doi: h�ps://doi.org/10.1080/13583883.2013.795603

Owens, Alastair, Eleanor John, and Alison Bllunt. 2017. "At Home with Collaboration: Build-

ing and Sustaining a Successful University–Museum Partnership." In Cultural Policy, Innova-

tion and the Creative Economy, edited by Morag. Shiach and Virani Tarck. London: Palgrave

Macmillan.

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jengtecman.2015.05.002
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9310.2005.00410.x
http://inke.ca/projects/future-directions/
http://inke.ca/projects/whistler-gathering-2014/
https://doi.org/10.1080/13583883.2015.1045550
https://doi.org/10.1080/13662716.2014.969935
https://doi.org/10.1080/13583883.2013.795603


3/2/2021 Pop! Building and Supporting Humanities-Based University–industry Partnerships

https://popjournal.ca/issue01/siemens 14/16

Philbin, Simon. 2008. "Process Model for University-Industry Research Collaboration." Eu-

ropean Journal of Innovation Management 11(4):488-521. doi:

h�ps://doi.org/10.1108/14601060810911138

Phillips, Laura. 2009. "Success Factors Powering University – Industry Collaboration in Aus-

tralia" Retrieved from h�p://www.wohlin.eu/Phillips_Report.pdf

Pitman, Tim, and Judith E. Berman. 2009. "Of What Benefit and to Whom? Linking Aus-

tralian Humanities Research with Its ‘End Users’." Journal of Higher Education Policy and Man-

agement 31(4):315-326. doi: 10.1080/13600800903191955.

Ramos-Vielba, Irene, Mabel Sánchez-Barrioluengo, and Richard Woolley. 2016. "Scientific Re-

search Groups’ Cooperation with Firms and Government Agencies: Motivations and Barriers."

The Journal of Technology Transfer 41(3):558-585.

Roshani, Mona, Nadia Lehoux, and Jean-Marc Frayret. 2015. "University-Industry Collabora-

tions and Open Innovations: An Integrated Methodology for Mutually Beneficial Relation-

ships" Retrieved from h�ps://www.cirrelt.ca/DocumentsTravail/CIRRELT-2015-22.pdf)

Rubin, Herbert J., and Irene S. Rubin. 1995. Qualitative Interviewing: The Art of Hearing Data.

�ousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications.

Siemens, Lynne, and INKE Research Group. 2019. "Joining Voices: University – Industry

Partnerships in the Humanities." KULA: knowledge creation, dissemination, and preservation

studies 3(1).

Siemens, Raymond G., Claire Warwick, Richard Cunningham, Teresa Dobson, Alan Galey,

Stan Ruecker, Susan Schreibman, and INKE Research Group. 2009. "Codex Ultor: Toward a Con-

ceptual and �eoretical Foundation for New Research on Books and Knowledge Environments."

Digital Studies/Le champ numerique 1(2).

Sofoulis, A. 2011. "Cross-Connections : Linking Urban Water Managers with Humanities,

Arts and Social SciencesResearchers" Retrieved from Researchers" Retrieved from

h�p://researchdirect.westernsydney.edu.au/islandora/object/uws:11648

SSHRC. 2015. "Partnership Grants: An Overview." accessed November 28, 2017.

h�p://www.sshrc-crsh.gc.ca/funding-financement/programs-programmes/partnership_develop-

ment_grants-subventions_partenariat_developpement-eng.aspx .

Notes:

. While the term university is used interchangeably with researcher/academic, it is important to

note that industry partners with specific researchers, not the university. �e term industry and

https://doi.org/10.1108/14601060810911138
http://www.wohlin.eu/Phillips_Report.pdf
https://www.cirrelt.ca/DocumentsTravail/CIRRELT-2015-22.pdf
http://researchdirect.westernsydney.edu.au/islandora/object/uws:11648
http://www.sshrc-crsh.gc.ca/funding-financement/programs-programmes/partnership_development_grants-subventions_partenariat_developpement-eng.aspx


3/2/2021 Pop! Building and Supporting Humanities-Based University–industry Partnerships

https://popjournal.ca/issue01/siemens 15/16

business/company are also used interchangeably whereas academics tend to work with a specif-

ic company within science-based collaborations. ↩

. �eme is an overarching understanding of the data while category is a collection of similar data

as evidenced by pa�erns. ↩

. Individuals are identified by abbreviation and number with reference to their interview

data. ↩

. More information about DHSI can be found at h�p://www.dhsi.org. ↩

. �e Tri-council refers to the Natural Sciences and Engineering Research Council (NSERC), So-
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Heather Research (CIHR). ↩
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dents, and in-kind and cash resources from their own research funds and those of the university to the partnership.

At this point, the measures of success and desirable outcomes have not been quanti�ed and instead focus on poli-

cy intervention and movement towards open social scholarship. These understandings about the nature of such a

university–industry collaboration should provide a good foundation if partnership is funded.
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