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Abstract

This research aims at investigating and analysing the association between the
actual extent of university-business cooperation and its national cultural
characteristics in different European countries. Being forced by the rapid
technological change and speed of innovation universities and companies are
actively interacting with each other to foster the knowledge transfer and
creation of the value for themselves and society at large. In an attempt to
understand how these relationships are built and can be strategically facilitated
in the future, the role of cultural context affecting the development of
favourable environment for university-business cooperation (UBC) will be
investigated with a specific focus given to the extent of collaborative activities
in Europe and culture as the influencing factor on a country level. In achieving
these objectives this paper aims at developing the hypotheses based upon the
literature to test the impact of national culture in terms of two cultural
dimensions of Hofstede, power distance and individualism, on the extent of
different university-business cooperation activities.

Keywords: university-business cooperation, cultural differences, Hofstede,
fsQCA
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Introduction

Academia and industry increasingly work together and interactions
between them are seen as a promising way to foster innovation through the
direct exchange of knowledge and technology. While universities exist in the
organisational environment unrelated to market considerations and driven by
scientific performance focused on knowledge creation and dissemination,
companies, in contrast, ultimately aim to profit and to get a financial return, at
the same time strictly protecting their proprietary internal information
(Hemmert et al., 2014). As a result, differences in organisational culture
expressed in diverse behaviour, working style and attitudes towards doing
business, have an impact on the collaborative process between private sector
and academia (Bruneel et al., 2010; Davey et al., 2015). It is important to
consider such institutional cultural divide by building dyadic relationships
between universities and industry, since the distinct individual cultures may
lead to an incompatibility between both parties.

Whilst there are many justifications for taking the corporate cultural
perspective, there are fewer that focus on national cultural context. Given the
continuous quest to develop fruitful collaboration, it is also critical for both,
companies and higher education institutions, to have an understanding of the
national cultural differences across the countries in university-business
collaboration (Guimoén, 2013).

This research investigates the impact of the national cultural context on the
dyadic relationships between higher education institutions and private sector
business units in Europe. The role of national cultural context influencing the
development of favourable environment for UBC will be investigated with a
specific focus given to the extent of different types of UBC in Europe and
different cultural dimensions as the influencing factors. In achieving these aims
an empirical analysis will be undertaken using dataset that was collected in
2010-2011 by the Science-to-Business Marketing Research Centre (Germany)
for the European Commission DG Education and Culture (Davey et al., 2011).
On the basis of Hofstede’s dimensions (Hofstede, 2001) this paper aims to
develop hypotheses, which will be tested in the context of investigation of how
cultural dimensions affect the extent of different UBC activities in European
countries.

This topic will contribute to the field of UBC by providing an
understanding of the impact of national cultural context on the type of
collaboration between higher education institutions and industry in Europe
from the university perspective. The study will create hypotheses to better
explain the important gap in the literature by providing an approach to
understand the peculiarities of UBC activities in different cultural settings. This
will fill the important gap in the literature by providing an approach to
distinguish the cultural differences in UBC across countries and will help
practitioners and policy makers to build UBC in the specific cultural context.



ATINER CONFERENCE PAPER SERIES No: CBC2016-2188
Literature Review
UBC

Cooperation between higher education institutions is considered nowadays
as a critical element of an efficient national innovation system (Guimon, 2013),
since companies have intensified use of external resources and deepened the
linkages with other stakeholders not only to capitalise on the existing
knowledge, but also to foster their own innovation capabilities (Chesbrough,
2003; Prahalad & Krishan, 2008; Janeiro et al., 2013; Belluci & Pennacchio,
2015). Being forced by the rapid technological change and speed of innovation
public and private sector organisations are actively interacting with each other
to enhance the knowledge transfer and creation of the value for themselves and
for the society at large. Taking into account that the role of universities seems
nowadays to be even more important in the changing conditions resulted by
globalisation and financial crisis, higher education institutions have to deal
with the new challenges and embrace the call for public commitment
(Perkmann & Walsh, 2007; Etzkowitz & Zhou, 2008), whilst enterprises try to
find new sustainable competitive advantage and engage to survive and to be
successful in the modern economic world (Paleari et al., 2015; Berbegal-
Mirabent et al., 2015). Academia and business more actively interact with
each other, since both higher education institutions and businesses have
increased their focus on the need to contribute to the society in a more
meaningful way through knowledge and technology exchange and co-creation.

There is a wide range of different ways, in which higher education
institutions and business cooperate, but the mostly pursued in practice and
discussed in literature are the collaboration in R&D, professional mobility,
student mobility of students, commercialisation of joint R&D results, joint
curriculum design and delivery, lifelong learning and entrepreneurship (Davey
et al., 2011). These types that encapsulate UBC activities include work-related
interactive linkages and collaborative efforts to transfer knowledge and
technology between academia and industry (Davey et al., 2011). There is a
range of different classification options with regards to UBC activities offered
by the existing literature, such as for example the typologies according to the
duration of relationship (Chen, 1994; Santoro & Gopalakrishnan, 2000),
whereas other authors focus on the level of the organizational involvement
(Bonarccorsi & Piccaluga, 1994; Ankrah & Al-Tabbaa, 2015). As for this
research, the summary of activities represented below (see Table 1: Summary
of the UBC activities) is drawn from Davey et al. (2011) and based on the
alignment of the UBC forms with three university missions, education,
research and valorisation.



ATINER CONFERENCE PAPER SERIES No: CBC2016-2188

Table 1. Summary of the UBC activities

Activity Definition
The joint development and supply of a fixed
Curriculum programme of courses, modules majors or minors,
Design and planned experiences as well as guest lectures by
< | Delivery delegates from external organisations within
£ undergraduate, graduate or PhD programmes
§ The provision of adult education, permanent education
B Lifelong and/or continuing education involving the acquisition
Learning of skills, knowledge, attitudes and behaviours by HEIs
to people employed by external organisations
Student The temporary movement of students at all levels from
Mobility HEIs to business
Professional The temporary movement of f[each.ing staff or
- Mobility researchers from HEIs to busme_ss, and employees,
o managers, researchers from business to HEIs
§ Joint R&D activities, contract research, R&D
& Joint R&D cons_ultlpg, cooperation in innovation, joint
publications with firm, joint supervision of theses and
projects in cooperation with business
C . The entry of scientific research and technologies in the
- ommercia- . i
S | lisation of market through the tra}dlng qf mtellectugl property
2 | R&D assets (dlsclc_)sures of inventions, patenting, licenses or
= others) or spin-offs
o
<_>ﬁ Entrepreneur- | The creation of an entrepreneurial culture or start-
ship ups/spin-offs by HEI students or academics

Source: Davey et al., 2011
UBC from Cultural Perspective

In recent decades the university business collaboration has become a
popular research topic, since it is increasingly perceived as a facilitator for
innovation through collaborative activities and knowledge transfer between
industry and academia, raising at the same time many questions and opinions
encouraging discussions among researchers, practitioners and policy makers.
The concept of university-business cooperation has been investigated and
understood from various perspectives such as drivers and barriers (Bruneel et
al., 2010; Franco & Haase, 2015; Rast et al., 2015), motivations (Dan, 2013,
Galib et al., 2015; Franco & Haase, 2015), organisational forms of
collaboration between higher education institutions and industry (D'Este &
Patel, 2007; Davey et al., 2011; Ankrah & AL-Tabbaa, 2015), and supporting
mechanisms, among others. University-business cooperation is understood as
any sort of interactions between universities and business for mutual benefit
(Davey et al., 2011).

In an attempt to understand how these relationships are developed and can
be facilitated in the future many different factors have to be taken into account.
Generally, UBC refers to three different types of relationships: the relations
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between business and science, the inter-organisational relations between
universities and firms, and inter-personal relations between academics and firms’
representatives and employees (Croissant & Smith-Doerr, 2008), where is the
cultural divide is perceived as a significant barrier affecting the development of
collaboration between industry and academia (Bruneel et al., 2010; Hemmert et
al., 2014).

It is mainly understood that different organisations have different cultures
(Reynolds, 1986; Lewis, 2002). While academia works in the environment
unrelated to market rules and mainly focuses on scientific performance, business,
in contrast, aims to get a profit at the same time highly protecting trade secrets and
other not public internal information (Hemmert et al., 2014). From the inter-
organisational perspective these dissimilarities in corporate culture obviously have
an impact on the collaborative process between business and academia (Bruneel et
al., 2010; Davey et al., 2015). The differences in organisational cultures can be
explained by the fact that simply none of the both cooperating institutions are
properly informed about their working styles. In other words, firms typically have
a lack of understanding of how work in academia is allocated or how university
budgets are handled, while universities do not comprehend the market rules and
business time demands.

Whilst there are some justifications for taking the inter-organisational and
inter-personal cultural perspectives, there are fewer that focus on national cultural
context. For instance, there is evidence that national context has an impact on the
extent of academic entrepreneurship (Davey et al., 2015), reflecting differences
across the countries. Also it was found cultural differences to affect the national
rates of innovation significantly in several countries (Shane, 1992, 1993; Rinne,
2012; Kumar, 2014), which also might help to understand which cultural
dimensions promote the innovation on the country level. Therefore, it is important
to examine the university-business collaboration by considering national culture as
a possible influencing factor, besides other situational factors directly or indirectly
affecting the way the relationships work, because it is critical for both, companies
and higher education institutions, to have an understanding of the role of culture
from the academic perspective in fostering university-business collaboration
activities. (Owen-Smith et al., 2002; Nyerere & Friso, 2012).

Hofstede's Dimensions of Culture

Hofstede (2001, p. 11) defined culture as “the collective programming of
the mind that distinguishes the members of one group from another”. The key
of the cultural mechanism according to Hofstede (2001, p. 3) is “a system of
societal norms consisting of the value systems (or the mental software) shared
by major groups in the population”. Using systematically collected data from
the study on IBM employees in 40 countries during 1860s and 1970s, Hofstede
(1991) sought to develop empirically based terminologies to describe different
national cultures. He identified four cultural dimensions: (1) power distance,
(2) individualism versus collectivism, (3) uncertainty avoidance, and (4)
masculinity versus femininity. In 1991 a fifth dimension was added — (5) long-
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term orientation versus short-term orientation (Hofstede, 2001). Most recently,
Hofstede’s cultural study was complemented by a sixth dimension — (6)
indulgence versus restraint (Hofstede et al., 2010). The following provides a
brief overview of the six cultural dimensions (Hofstede, 1980, 2001; Hofstede
etal., 1991, 2010):

(1) Power distance — degree to which certain society accepts and expects
that power is distributed unequally;

(2) Individualism versus collectivism — extent to which individuals are
supposed to remain integrated to the society or a preference for a
loosely-knit social framework in which individuals in contrast are
supposed to take care of themselves;

(3) Uncertainty avoidance — degree to which individuals feel
uncomfortable with uncertainty and ambiguity;

(4) Masculinity versus femininity — value placed on “tough” male values
mainly associated with achievement, heroism, assertiveness and
material rewards for success; or on “tender” feminine values such as a
preference for cooperation, modesty, caring for weak and quality of
life;

(5) Long-term orientation versus short-term orientation — degree to which
members of a society have a great respect for the traditions and focus
on achieving quick results (short-term), or in contrast, characterized
by the ability to adapt to changed conditions and to take more
pragmatic future-oriented approach;

(6) Indulgence versus restraint — degree to which certain society allows
relatively gratification of basic and natural human motivations
towards enjoying life and having fun.

Research Hypotheses

The increasing importance of knowledge in modern national innovation
systems signifies a larger role of knowledge generating and distributing
institutions, like higher education institutions, for industrial innovation (Bellucci &
Pennacchio, 2015). In the process of generating high quality innovations and
technologies companies are today not the only players in the national innovation
system. Changing business environment urges businesses to acquire knowledge
from external sources to maintain competitive advantage in the modern globalised
and rapidly developing world (Santoro & Chakrabarti, 2002; Perkmann & West,
2014). The increasing cooperation between enterprises and universities is
considered in this context as one possible way to oppose the challenges, the
institutions extensively face today.

There is evidence in the literature for existing connections between Hofstede's
cultural dimensions and national level of innovation. For instance, Shane (1992)
found several correlations between individualism and power distance as
influencing factors and the number of patents issued in the country. There is an
empirical justification of the significant relationships, when the data on innovation
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was adjusted for wealth. Later Shane (1993) justified the similar influence of the
same cultural dimensions on the number of trademarks as another proxy for
national level of innovation, by utilising also uncertainty avoidance as independent
variable negatively correlated with innovation. Through utilising the institutional
theory as a framework for explanation of the existing impact of the cultural
dimensions on the rates of innovation, Shane (1993) provided an understanding of
the societal values to directly affect the organisational behaviours in generating
and promoting innovation.

Rinne et al. (2012) following the same logic tested the correlations between
power distance, individualism and uncertainty avoidance with Global Innovation
Index and found out that there is a negative relationship between power distance
and Global Innovation scores and positive — between individualism and Global
innovation scores, while uncertainty avoidance has no influence at all. This study
extends the relationship between Hofstede’s dimensions with the Global
Innovation Index as a more comprehensive measure of the national innovation
rate. Kumar (2014) provides another generalisation supporting above mentioned
justifications for the influence of national culture on innovation, suggesting that
power distance has a negative effect on the adoption of/propensity to adopt new
products, while individualism has a negative relationship with this ability.

In the same manner the hypotheses related to the potentially existing
relationships between Hofstede s individualism and the long-run growth of nations
have been developed by Gorodnichenko and Roland (2010, 2011). The authors
proposed both theoretical model and empirical evidence again admitting that
countries with a more individualistic culture are more innovative and productive,
and therefore have higher long-run growth than more collectivistic countries. One
possible direction for the future research, they emphasised (Gorodnichenko &
Roland, 2011), was that the individualism-collectivism cleavage might also have
the same effect on other economic and institutional variables such as for example
specialization in trade and public good provision.

Based upon the literature review shown above, two hypotheses have been
developed to test the impact of national culture in terms of two cultural dimensions
of Hofstede on the extent of university-business cooperation:

Hypothesis 1: Countries with a low power distance tend to have a higher
level of UBC development.
Hypothesis 2: Countries with a high individualism tend to have a higher
level of UBC development.

Methodology

The main aim of this research will be to test the aforementioned hypotheses
and explore whether national culture operationalised as two cultural dimension
indexes in this study have a significant effect on the extent of different types of
university-business cooperation activities in Europe. The study relies on two
datasets. One set of research variables will be taken from Hofstede et al. (2010)
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work on cultural values — power distance and individualism. Hofstede’s measures
of time orientation, masculinity, indulgence and uncertainty avoidance will not be
used in this research, as they either have not been previously linked to innovation
and wealth, or showed no significance of these relationships. In the statistical
analysis, the Hofstede’s power distance and individualism-collectivism index
scores will be used. They were mainly generated through his IBM survey, which
has been later complemented by the estimation for countries previously not
included into IBM research project (Hofstede, 2001).

The other set of research variables will be taken from the dataset, which was
collected in the framework of the European Study “The State of European
University-Business Cooperation” in 2010-2011 by the Science-to-Business
Marketing Research Centre (Germany) for the European Commission DG
Education and Culture (Davey et al., 2011). The survey translated into 22
languages was distributed via e-mail to university managers and academics
officially registered in 33 countries members of the European Economic Area
(EEA). In this study, only the data collected from higher education institution
managers (technology transfer office, innovation office, incubator directors)
regarding UBC activities will be used. After data cleaning, 2157 completed
interviews of university managers were achieved (Davey et al., 2011).

There are seven sets of data groups representing different UBC activities:
collaboration in R&D, professional mobility, student mobility of students,
commercialisation of joint R&D results, joint curriculum design and delivery,
lifelong learning and entrepreneurship. The question was: “Please indicate to what
extent your university cooperates with business in respect to...” seven above
mentioned UBC activities. The two independent variables representing cultural
dimensions are power distance index and individualism-collectivism index. Each
index represents a cluster of related cultural values, and each country receives a
single numeric score for each of two indexes.

The data analysis will be carried out using the statistical software for fuzzy
set/qualitative comparative analysis (fSQCA). The fsQCA is a technique for
investigating the set relationships and enables to provide in this study the holistic
comparisons of countries as configurations of different cultural attributes to reveal
patterns of similarities and differences among them with regards to the extent of
UBC activities. This method is considered as a practical analysis tool in the
presence of potential causal complexity, which furthermore extends on “the
concept of property space to bridge quantitative and qualitative approaches to
measurement”. (Ragin, 2008, p. 82).

Conclusion and Pathways to Future Research

This paper presents the hypotheses to better explain the important gap in the
literature by providing an approach to understand the peculiarities of UBC
activities in different cultural settings on a country level. The hypotheses,
developed based upon the literature review, will be tested to investigate the impact
of national culture in terms of two cultural dimensions of Hofstede, power distance
and individualism, on the extent of university-business cooperation activities.

10
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This research aims at contributing to the field of university-business
cooperation by focusing on the national cultural aspects, as possible influencing
factors affecting the development of the certain UBC activities on a country level.
This will fill the important gap in the literature by providing an approach to
distinguish the cultural differences in UBC across the countries and will help
practitioners and policy makers to build UBC in a specific cultural context. For the
first time, Hofstede’s cultural dimensions will be matched with UBC by utilising
the findings from the study on “The State of the European University-Business
Cooperation”, biggest European study conducted in this field. The data analysis
will be carried out using the fuzzy set/qualitative comparative analysis (fSQCA), a
technique for investigating the set relationships, which will provide the holistic
comparisons of the countries as configurations of different cultural attributes to
reveal patterns of similarities and differences among them with regards to the
extent of UBC activities.

However, one of the problems associated with the country comparisons with
regards to the national culture is that although Hofstede’s cultural dimension
framework including the country level index scores have been widely used, cited
and tested in the literature, it has some limitations. First, the cultural country index
scores to be utilised in this research are outdated due to the fact the study was
conducted mainly round 1968 and 1972 (Hofstede, 2001). Recent studies on
culture found that significant changes are taking place with regards to the cultural
index scores, as culture is not static phenomenon and changes over time (Abdullah
et al., 2008). Second, aside from Hofstede’s six cultural dimensions, there are
other factors on which culture can be analysed. There is sampling inconsistency
that disqualifies the study from being authoritative on societies and nations as the
survey participants involved sales and engineering IBM personnel with few
women and social minorities participating (Moussetes, 2007).

Given the limitations mentioned above, the following research direction is
suggested. Since the early 80s various culture studies have been conducted. The
most cited and applied ones besides Hofstede are Trompenaars (Smith et al., 1996,
Trompenaars et al., 2001), Schwartz and the GLOBE Study (see Table 2:
Overview of Cultural Studies).

For further research UBC should be connected to the Schwartz and the
GLOBE Study. Referring to the character and scope of dimensions and the rare
application it could be most interesting to combine the UBC data with GLOBE. A
principal outcome of the GLOBE research effort was the development of six
universally shared conceptions of leadership, known most often as "culturally
endorsed leadership theory dimensions," also known as “global leadership
dimensions”. Much of the analysis is focused on explaining how the nine cultural
dimensions (e.g., “performance orientation,” “assertiveness,” and the others) as
independent variables relate to the six culturally endorsed leadership theory
dimensions (e.g., “charismatic/value-based,” “team-oriented,” and four others) as
dependent variables across the 10 societal clusters (Tung & Verbecke, 2010). Thus
next research should elaborate on UBC explanation by using the GLOBE results
and dimensions.

11
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Table 2. Overview of Cultural Studies

Hofstede Trompenaars Schwartz GLOBE Study*
Published 1980, 1991, 2010 1993 1994 2004
No of countries | 53 55 67 59
Field work 1966-1973, 1991, 2010 1983-1992 1988-1992, 1992-2000 1994-1997
ld\li(:nc:afnsions 6 ! 3 9
Grounded theory, correlation Conception of categ_or_ies created | Conception of_ categories Conception of ca_tegories _created
Methodology ’ from literature, empirical created from literature, from literature, pilot studies,

and factor analysis

validation

empirical validation

empirical validation

Questionnaire

60 questions

57 questions

Classification of 56
values

292 questions

- Collectivism vs.

- Collectivism vs. Individualism

- In-Group Collectivism
- Power Distance

Individualism - Achievement vs. Ascription - Embeddedness vs. . .
. - . - Future Orientation
- Power Distance - Equability vs. Hierarchy Autonomy ; .
. . - . . d . oo - Uncertainty Avoidance
Dimensions - Time Orientation - Internal vs. External Orientation | - Egalitarianism vs. - Gender Eaalitarianism
- Uncertainty Avoidance - Universalism vs. Particularism Hierarchy Feg
. S . - Assertiveness
- Masculinity vs. Femininity | - Neutral vs. Affective - Harmony vs. Mastery . .
. . - Performance Orientation
- Indulgence vs. Restraint - Sequential vs. Synchrony . .
- Human Orientation
Application in
the other Very often Often Sometimes Rarely
studies**

* GLOBE is the acronym for “Global Leadership and Organizational Behavior Effectiveness” More detailed information is available on GLOBE’s public website at

www.thunderbird.edu/wwwfiles/ms/globe/ (see also House et al., 2004; Javidan et al., 2006).

** (Buck et al., 2008; Tung & Verbeke, 2010)
Source: own table

12
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