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Introduction1
Cooperation between science and industry (hereafter S-I collaboration)2 is
one of the most important elements of the innovation system and a factor
that could lead to high innovation performance, company success and
economic growth (OECD, 2002; Fontana, Geuna and Matt, 2006; AzagraCaro, Carat and Pontikakis, 2009; Muscio, 2010; Arvanitis, Kubli and
Woerter, 2011; Arza and López, 2011; Ankrah et al., 2013). S-I collaboration
is increasingly seen as a driver of innovation through knowledge exchange
(Ankrah and Al-Tabbaa, 2015), and as such it is in the focus of innovation
policies in EU countries (Perkmann and Walsh, 2007; Švarc, 2011; Švarc
and Dabić, 2017). Although a number of public policy initiatives promote
S-I collaboration (Radosevic, 2011), its potential is still not being adequately
reached, especially in less developed economies (Kalar and Antončič,
2015). There is a consensus that S-I cooperation needs to be improved, and
knowledge and technology transfer has to be intensified (Arvanitis, Kubli
and Woerter, 2011).
S-I collaboration has attracted considerable attention in academic literature
(Bučar and Rojec, 2015). Although S-I interactions have been explored
from different perspectives (D’Este and Patel, 2007; Perkmann and Walsh,
2007; Raesfeld et al., 2012), accumulated knowledge on this topic is
still fragmented (Ankrah and Al-Tabbaa, 2015). Among S-I interactions,
collaborative research between science and industry is one of the most
important and effective channels for conveying scientific knowledge
to industry (Roessner, 1993; Schartinger, Schibany and Gassler, 2001;
Perkmann and Walsch, 2007). Collaborative research is the research where
several parties are engaged in achieving shared objectives and collectively
build on their individual backgrounds in the creation of new knowledge.
That research includes collaboration between universities and public
research organizations on the one hand, and industries, small and medium
This research has received funding from the European Union’s Horizon 2020 Research and
Innovation Programme, under grant agreement No. 645884.
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University-industry collaboration refers to any type of cooperation between universities, their
researchers and companies in order to jointly develop new goods/services or improve existing
goods/services.
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enterprises, and other research and technology organizations on the other
hand (Borrell-Damian, Morais and Smith, 2014). Collaborative research
can range from small-scale, temporary projects to large-scale projects, often
subsidized by public policy programs (Perkmann and Walsh, 2007).
A considerable body of research has examined various aspects of S-I
collaborative research from the point of view of both firms and public research
organizations, including motives and benefits, characteristics decisive for
cooperation and obstacles to cooperation (D’Este and Patel, 2007). In light
of facilitating effective knowledge and technology transfer, recent studies
examine technology transfer offices (TTOs) within universities and public
research organizations, which are strongly encouraged and supported by
regional and national policy initiatives (Borrell-Damian, Morais and Smith,
2014). The main issue in this stream of literature is to identify the drivers
of joint research and explore how this collaboration might be improved
(Borrell-Damian, Morais and Smith, 2014). Despite the vast spectrum of
literature dealing with strengthening and boosting S-I cooperation, the
subject of collaborative research with public research organizations deserves
more attention.
This paper presents a review of existing studies on S-I collaborative
research and explores the motives behind cooperation, benefits and other
collaborative factors. It also identifies problems and obstacles to cooperation,
and proposes recommendations for innovation policies.
This study adds to the existing research in several ways. It identifies drivers,
benefits and obstacles of collaborative research from the perspective of both
firms and public research organizations, bringing together these two strands
of literature. Namely, there is no definite conclusion about the factors that
drive S-I collaboration, as most of the existing literature has examined
S-I collaboration from a broader perspective. Furthermore, there are just a
few papers that deal with S-I collaborative research (e.g., Borrell-Damian,
Morais and Smith, 2014; Empirica, 2014)3, which differs from other modes
S-I modes of collaboration might include, e.g., joint research, contract research, mobility
and training, consultancy, contract research and “spin-off” companies (Perkmann and Walsh,
2007).
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of collaboration in several ways. These differences include higher risk and
uncertainty related to research agreements due to more ambitious research
targets, and a higher rate of unpredictability of outcomes and activities. The
management and planning of joint research activities is more challenging
as well (Siegel, Waldman and Link, 2003; Morandi, 2013).
This paper could be interesting to researchers and policy-makers in Croatia
since there are few studies by Croatian authors that have examined S-I
linkages (e.g., Švarc, Grubišić and Sokol, 1996; Švarc and Lažnjak, 2003;
Švarc, 2014; Radas and Vehovec, 2006; Radosevic, 2011; Jeleč Raguž,
Budimir and Letinić, 2015). At the same time, the efforts of the Croatian
government to establish a proper framework for S-I cooperation have not
yielded expected and visible economic effects. S-I collaboration is weak4, and
public R&D infrastructure is not adjusted to firms’ technology upgrading
needs (Račić, Radas and Rajh, 2004; Radas, 2005; Švarc, 2014; Radosevic,
2016).5 As Croatia is currently in a transition stage towards innovationdriven growth (Radosevic, 2011), more understanding is needed on how to
strengthen S-I collaborative research.
The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 presents the methodology.
Section 3 examines the factors that drive S-I collaborative research from the
companies’ viewpoint, while section 4 deals with S-I collaborative research
issues from the public research organizations’ point of view. Section 5
concludes the paper with main implications and recommendations for
innovation policies.

The study by Jeleč Raguž, Budimir and Letinić (2015) suggests that the share of joint research
in total S-I cooperation in Croatia is about 10-25 percent.

4

In general, in less developed countries, S-I collaboration typically involves low-level industrial
innovation and consultancy, while industry aims to adapt and upgrade imported technology
rather than undertake R&D (Pinho and Fernandes, 2015).
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2

Methodology
The literature review was conducted using a procedure commonly used
in earlier research (Perkmann and Walsh, 2007; Perkmann et al., 2013).
First, relevant keywords for literature search were identified. Search for
the titles of published, peer-reviewed academic journals (full papers only)
on the topic was conducted in several bibliographical databases, including
EBSCO (Business Source Complete, EconLit with Full Text, CAB abstracts),
Web of Knowledge and ScienceDirect. A manual search of top-ranked
journals in the field over the past 20 years was conducted as well, including
Research Policy, Technovation and Journal of Technology Transfer. Only
articles published in English and Croatian were taken into account.
Complementary information was taken from reports by the European
Union, OECD, government agencies and research organizations. Papers
by Croatian authors were additionally searched by using databases Hrčak
(Portal of Scientific Journals of Croatia) and CROSBI (Croatian Scientific
Bibliography). Searching criteria included the titles of papers and keywords.
Keywords

used

were:

“science/university

collaboration/cooperation”,

“collaborative research”, “knowledge and technology transfer”, “technology
transfer offices”. The search using these terms initially generated a large
number of studies, more than 3,000 results. For final analysis, only those
papers were selected that focus on S-I collaborative research, as well as
those that examine S-I collaboration from a broader perspective and
include S-I collaborative research as one of the modes of collaboration. The
analyzed papers explored motives, collaborative factors and obstacles to S-I
collaborative research. The final list of studies that were relevant for this
research and had the sufficient quality included 72 papers.
Figure 1 presents the framework used in this study. The paper examines
collaborative factors, i.e., motives, benefits and other factors that were
recognized in previous literature as having an effect on S-I collaborative
research from the industry and public research organization point of view.

Privredna kretanja i ekonomska politika  god. 26  br. 1 (140)  2017.

11

Figure 1 Conceptual Framework
Industry
• Motives and benefits
• Company characteristics
• External factors
• Barriers
S-I collaborative
research
Public research organizations
• Motives and benefits
• Individual characteristics of
scientists
• University-related factors
• Technology transfer offices
• Barriers

Source: Author’s compilation.
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Companies’ View on S-I Collaborative Research

3.1 Motives and Benefits
Previous research has examined and identified various motives of companies
to engage in collaborative research with public research organizations. The
list is quite long. Although motives differ from study to study, a few of them
persistently appear to be important. According to Borrell-Damian, Morais
and Smith (2014), key motives for companies to engage in collaborative
research projects include strengthening their R&D capacity and increasing
their competitive advantage. Further motives include applying research
developed in academia to solve industrial challenges, develop new innovative
products or improve existing ones. Having access to academic expertise
and working with high-profile institutions with strong research capacity
in areas relevant for the company are also shown to be relevant motives
for companies (Borrell-Damian, Morais and Smith, 2014). According to
Ankrah and Al-Tabbaa (2015), motivations for industry include necessity
factors (i.e., responsiveness to government initiatives), reciprocity (i.e.,
12
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hiring faculty members and students), efficiency (i.e., commercialization of
findings, cost savings, human capital development), stability (i.e., access to
new knowledge, technology, expertise, research networks, risk reduction),
legitimacy (i.e., enhancement of the corporate image) and asymmetry (i.e.,
maintaining control over proprietary technology).
Caloghirou, Tsakanikas and Vonortas (2001) examine joint research projects
in the context of European framework programs. They find several main
reasons for companies to collaborate with universities, such as achieving
synergies in research, keeping track of technological developments more
easily and splitting research costs. The studies of Minarelli, Raggi and
Viaggi (2015) and Maietta (2015) show that firms collaborate in order to
access government funding and new ideas, and develop their own internal
expertise. As most collaborative research is subsidized by public funds,
participation in joint research projects lowers the costs for companies.
Similar motives are also found in other studies (e.g., Fontana, Geuna and
Matt, 2006; Decter, Bennett and Leseure, 2007; Ankrah et al., 2013).
Motives for collaboration are very often regarded as being similar to
benefits obtained from collaboration. Companies benefit from collaborative
activities in a way that they enhance their knowledge base, which might help
them improve production processes and develop new products (Caloghirou,
Tsakanikas and Vonortas, 2001; Radas, 2005). According to Ankrah et al.
(2013), the most frequently mentioned benefits for industry actors include
conducting more cost-effective research than in similar in-house research,
improved innovative capacity, keeping up-to-date with technological
developments, acquiring solutions to specific technological problems,
and access to a wider network of research expertise. Similar benefits are
found also in Fontana, Geuna and Matt (2006) and Decter, Bennett and
Leseure (2007). According to Ankrah and Al-Tabbaa (2015), the outcomes
of S-I collaboration are economic-related (i.e., new or improved products/
processes, patents), institutional-related (i.e., improved innovative ability,
training) and/or social-related (enhanced reputation by becoming a more
socially responsible business).
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3.2 Collaborative Factors
Collaborative factors examined in this study are company characteristics
and external factors that might drive S-I collaborative research. Although
the list of these factors is long, there is no definitive conclusion on their
impact on S-I collaborative research. The most frequently mentioned
collaborative factors in previous research are given in Table 1.
Table 1 Collaborative Factors
Factor

Impact

• Positive impact for companies operating in biotechnology,
information technology and pharmaceutical industry (e.g.,
Industrial sector/company’s activity
Veugelers and Cassiman, 2005; Fontana, Geuna and Matt,
2006; Perkmann and Walsh, 2007; Arvanitis, Kubli and
Woerter, 2011)

Company’s size

• Positive impact: Caloghirou, Vonortas and Tsakanikas (2000);
Schartinger, Schibany and Gassler (2001); Fritsch (2003);
Mohnen and Hoareau (2003); Capron and Cincera (2003);
Laursen and Salter (2004); Veugelers and Cassiman (2005);
Schmidt (2005); Fontana, Geuna and Matt (2006); Božić
(2007); Arvanitis, Kubli and Woerter (2011)

Company’s age

• Positive impact: Arvanitis, Kubli and Woerter (2011)
• No relationship: Schartinger, Schibany and Gassler (2001);
Laursen and Salter (2004)
• Start-ups have a higher probability of benefiting from
academic research (Fontana, Geuna and Matt, 2006)

Legal status

• Positive impact for independent companies: Fontana, Geuna
and Matt (2006)

Foreign ownership

• Negative impact: Fontana, Geuna and Matt (2006)

Company’s long-term orientation

• Positive impact: Laursen and Salter (2004); Capron and
Cincera (2003)

R&D intensity

• Positive impact: Fritsch (2003); Capron and Cincera (2003);
Laursen and Salter (2004); Schmidt (2005); Fontana, Geuna
and Matt (2006); Božić (2007); Arvanitis, Kubli and Woerter
(2011)
• No relationship: Mohnen and Hoareau (2003)

Human capital intensity

• Positive impact: Arvanitis, Kubli and Woerter (2011)

Patenting

• Positive impact: Mohnen and Hoareau (2003); Capron and
Cincera (2003); Schmidt (2005)

High risk

• Negative impact: Fontana, Geuna and Matt (2006)

High innovation costs

• Positive impact: Veugelers and Cassiman (2005); Fontana,
Geuna and Matt (2006)

Strategic protection methods

• Negative impact: Schmidt (2005)

Organizational and institutional
obstacles

• No relationship: Arvanitis, Kubli and Woerter (2011)

Geographical distance

• Negative impact: Rosa and Mohnen (2008)

Degree of openness of the
company

• Positive impact: Schmidt (2005); Fontana, Geuna and Matt
(2006); Božić (2007)

Government support

• Positive impact: Mohnen and Hoareau (2003); Capron and
Cincera (2003)

International competition

• Positive impact: Arvanitis, Kubli and Woerter (2011)

Source: Author’s compilation.
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Previous studies indicate that the companies’ propensity to cooperate with
the academic community varies across industrial sectors. Companies
tend to rely on collaborative research in the above-average innovative
industries, for example in the pharmaceutical, biotechnology or chemical
industries (Veugelers and Cassiman, 2005; Fontana, Geuna and Matt,
2006; Perkmann and Walsh, 2007; Arvanitis, Kubli and Woerter, 2011).
Companies that are engaged in basic exploratory research, have a higher
knowledge base and introduce more advanced innovations tend to cooperate
more with universities (e.g., Giuliani and Arza, 2009).
Several studies have showed that the company’s size (the number of
employees or R&D employment) is positively related to S-I cooperation
(Schmidt, 2005; Capron and Cincera, 2003; Mohnen and Hoareau, 2003;
Fritsch, 2003; Veugelers and Cassiman, 2005; Fontana, Geuna and Matt,
2006; Božić, 2007; Arvanitis, Kubli and Woerter, 2011). Larger companies,
as compared to small companies, have more financial and human resources,
as well as technological capabilities necessary to develop cooperation with
public research organizations (Radas, 2005; Ljungberg and McKelvey, 2012;
McKelvey, Zaring and Ljungberg, 2015), and thus have a higher probability
of benefiting from academic research (Fontana, Geuna and Matt, 2006). On
the other hand, small companies see the university as a “problem-solver”
for their technologies, whereas they prefer short-term cooperation that is
market-oriented and focused on specific projects (McKelvey, Zaring and
Ljungberg, 2015).
The age of a company (years of operation) is another characteristic that
drives S-I collaboration. Although some studies show no relationship (e.g.,
Schartinger, Schibany and Gassler, 2001), there is empirical evidence that
age is positively related to cooperation (Arvanitis, Kubli and Woerter, 2011).
Older companies are experienced and more inclined to get involved in
knowledge and technology transfer than younger ones (Arvanitis, Kubli and
Woerter, 2011). The study by Fontana, Geuna and Matt (2006) indicates that
start-ups have a higher probability of benefiting from academic research.
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Other company characteristics that might affect S-I collaboration are legal
status and ownership of the company. Mohnen and Hoareau (2003) find
that independent companies rely more on collaborations with academic
institutions than companies that are a part of large organizations. Previous
research shows that foreign ownership (foreign headquarters of a company)
has a negative effect on cooperation with universities. For example, foreign
subsidiaries located in Belgium tend to be less involved in S-I collaboration
(Veugelers and Cassiman, 2005). Therefore, a high share of foreign-owned
enterprises in an economy may be a restricting factor to S-I collaboration,
as the local affiliates of multinational enterprises may not carry out the
type of basic research that strongly relies on new scientific knowledge.
Basic R&D is typically conducted centrally at a headquarter level (Veugelers
and Cassiman, 2005).
The study by Arvanitis, Kubli and Woerter (2011) shows that longterm orientation of a company has a positive impact on knowledge and
technology transfer (Arvanitis, Kubli and Woerter, 2011). Newer studies
examine the impact of STI (science and technology-based innovation) mode
of learning, which relies on scientific human capital, public and private
R&D organizations and universities, and DUI mode of learning (i.e.,
learning by doing, using and interacting), which relies on non-scientific
drivers. Empirical evidence shows that a combination of STI and DUI
modes of learning is more effective for product innovation, while process
innovation is more closely linked to DUI-related partnerships undertaken
by companies (González-Pernía, Parrilli and Peña-Legazkue, 2015; Parrilli
and Heras, 2016).
Previous research suggests that R&D intensity (the share of R&D
expenditures in sales, the share of R&D employees, gross investment per
employee) is positively related to S-I collaboration (Fritsch, 2003; Schmidt,
2005; Veugelers and Cassiman, 2005; Fontana, Geuna and Matt, 2006;
Arvanitis, Kubli and Woerter, 2011), although there are papers that did not
find a correlation (Mohnen and Hoareau, 2003). Companies that invest
heavily in R&D are likely to possess a high technological capability that
allows them to absorb the knowledge developed outside the firm (Fontana,
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Geuna and Matt, 2006). They also invest more in in-house innovative
activities and technology (Arza and López, 2011), and have greater ability to
produce innovative output as compared to non-collaborating companies. As
shown in previous research, companies with high absorptive capacity are in
general more likely to collaborate (Arvanitis and Bolli, 2009; Giuliani and
Arza, 2009; Dalziel, Tahmina and Zhao, 2013).
Human capital intensity (share of employees with tertiary education) is
another factor that is positively correlated with S-I collaboration and
knowledge and technology transfer (Arvanitis, Kubli and Woerter, 2011).
Companies that employ highly educated employees are more likely to
be engaged in S-I collaborative research, as those workers understand
scientists better and might act as a bridge between the company and the
academic community. Patenting (i.e., firms having patents applied for) also
contributes positively to S-I collaboration (Mohnen and Hoareau, 2003;
Veugelers and Cassiman, 2005; Arza and López, 2011).
Many studies show that among external factors, the extent of public
funding has a decisive role in whether companies engage in collaboration
with public research organizations (Mohnen and Hoareau, 2003; Capron
and Cincera, 2003; Abramovsky et al., 2009; Arvanitis and Bolli, 2009;
Jensen, Thursby and Thursby, 2010). This is particularly the case when
costs are considered an important obstacle to conducting innovation
activities within the company, while collaboration offers the opportunity to
apply for government subsidies and decrease costs of innovation activities
(Veugelers and Cassiman, 2005).
The company’s openness to its environment (measured by the use of
external sources of information or by market-orientation index) is also a
factor that positively affects S-I collaboration (Fontana, Geuna and Matt,
2006). Companies demonstrating a high level of market orientation are
more open to their customers and are more inclined to collaborate with
other partners on innovation development (Božić, 2007). A few studies
show that international competition positively affects S-I collaboration
(Arvanitis, Kubli and Woerter, 2011).
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Geographical proximity of the company also affects S-I collaboration
(D’Este, Guy and Iammarino, 2013; Maietta, 2015), although there are
studies indicating that companies give more preference to the research
quality of a university partner than to its geographical closeness (Laursen,
Reichstein and Salter, 2011). The studies in favor of geographical proximity
show that companies located near universities frequently collaborate
with them and benefit from knowledge spillovers. The theory of localized
knowledge spillovers suggests that profits will be greater in agglomerations
and spatial clusters, since the access to tacit knowledge is easier. The study
by Rosa and Mohnen (2008) indicates that distance matters. It is found
that a 10 percent increase in distance decreases the proportion of total
R&D paid to a university by 1.4 percent for enterprises that do not report
any codified transfer of knowledge flow, and by half as much for enterprises
that report codified knowledge flows.
Existing studies conducted by Croatian authors show that companies
with more intensive collaboration are those with a stronger technology
and innovation orientation (Radas, 2005). Croatian enterprises with
experienced and highly-educated employees tend to develop more intense
collaboration with other enterprises and scientific institutions. Božić
(2007) further suggests that the number of radical innovations and the
amount of investment in R&D are the variables that contribute the most
to collaboration on product innovation in Croatia. The study by Aralica,
Račić and Redžepagić (2008) shows that innovation activities tend to be
enhanced when a company is a part of a multinational enterprise.

3.3 Barriers
Various barriers significantly negatively affect S-I collaborative research.
Although the list of barriers is quite long, there are some obstacles that
often appear in the literature. One of the most frequently cited factors is
a discrepancy in objectives and expectations between industry and the
scientific community (Fontana, Geuna and Matt, 2006; Bruneel, D’Este and
Salter, 2010). While companies search for the commercial value of research,
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public research organizations pay more attention to the academic value
of research that is publishable in order to ensure academic advancement
(Bruneel, D’Este and Salter, 2010; Arza and López, 2011). Such research is
not necessarily research that could be commercialized on the market (Liu
and Jiang, 2001). Research results with significant economic benefits are
often considered to be of lower scientific value, while high academic value
does not necessarily lead to high economic performance.
Lack of or reduced government support for R&D collaborative projects
as well as unbalanced division of benefits between companies and public
research organizations are additional factors that hinder S-I collaboration
(Liu and Jiang, 2001). Furthermore, previous research indicates that partners
involved in EU research programs pay attention, to a great extent, to rules
and procedures imposed by universities or government funding agencies,
which prolongs the research process and makes it more difficult (Bruneel,
D’Este and Salter, 2010; Bach, Matt and Wolff, 2014). As companies operate
under significant time constraints and must produce value for the market
in a short time period, prolonged time needed for the university to produce
results might hinder S-I collaboration (Fontana, Geuna and Matt, 2006).
Other barriers might include potential conflicts with the university
regarding royalty payments, intellectual property rights and concerns about
confidentiality (Bruneel, D’Este and Salter, 2010). Companies for which
risk is an important barrier to innovate are less likely to cooperate with
universities (Veugelers and Cassiman, 2005). When companies perceive
that they have diminished control over proprietary information, the
likelihood of their involvement in S-I collaboration is lower (Ankrah et al.,
2013). Other risks are market risks arising from uncertainty in the success
of new products or technologies and the risk of incompetent and incomplete
transfer of knowledge and technologies (Lee and Win, 2004; Ankrah et al.,
2013). Earlier research suggests that trust is the most important factor for
S-I collaboration. High trust in university partners is associated with lower
barriers, while low trust is related to high barriers (Bruneel, D’Este and
Salter, 2010).
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Croatian authors have identified a few factors that hinder S-I collaboration.
Božić (2007) suggests that enterprises that do not collaborate with other
partners on product innovation lack qualified and educated employees.
Moreover, they develop radical innovations significantly less and invest less
in R&D (Božić, 2007). The study by Bučar and Rojec (2015) suggests that
a lack of companies with in-house R&D activities is the main structural
deficit for S-I cooperation. Short-term development vision, lack of funds
for R&D, and non-availability of advanced technologies are all factors that
negatively impact cooperation with scientists (Radas, 2005).

4

S-I Collaborative Research from the Point of View
of Public Research Organizations

4.1 Motives and Benefits
For scientists, cooperation with companies represents an opportunity
to obtain government support and additional funding for their research,
purchase new equipment and hire new researchers (Lee, 2000; Morandi,
2013; Ankrah et al., 2013; Borrell-Damian, Morais and Smith, 2014).
S-I collaboration provides an opportunity for researchers to test practical
applications of their theories and to translate them into specific outcomes.
Academic institutions also highlight the opportunity to develop highquality research that could lead to an increase in the number of publications
(Borrell-Damian, Morais and Smith, 2014). According to Ankrah and
Al-Tabbaa (2015), motivations for universities include necessity factors
(i.e., responsiveness to government policy), reciprocity (i.e., access
to complementary expertise, equipment, facilities and employment
opportunities), efficiency (i.e., access to funding for research, business
opportunities, financial gain for academics), stability (i.e., discovering
new knowledge, testing application of theory, publication of papers) and
legitimacy (i.e., societal pressure, services provided to the industrial
community, innovation promotion and contribution to national economy).
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The benefits of long-term collaborative research for public research
organizations might include increased budgets, enhanced visibility,
increased range of external partners, improved specialization of human
resources, and organizational changes implemented in order to better adapt
to collaborative research (Borrell-Damian, Morais and Smith, 2014). Other
benefits include stimulated technological advancement, professionalization
of the staff, training opportunities for students, feedback from practice,
access to a wider network and better links with industry (Ankrah et al.,
2013; Borrell-Damian, Morais and Smith, 2014). According to Ankrah and
Al-Tabbaa (2015), the outcomes of S-I collaboration are economic-related
(i.e., source of revenue, patents, business opportunities), institutionalrelated (i.e., access to new equipment, training, joint publication with
industry) and/or social-related (i.e., provision of services to the community).
Considerable attention in the literature is given to the publication of results
from S-I collaborative research, which is one of the most important goals
for scientists as they advance in their careers based on the number of
publications. Previous studies thus indicate that the publication rate of a
scientist with an average level of collaboration tends to be higher than that
of a scientist with no collaborative activity. However, there is also evidence
that researchers with a higher industrial exposure may publish less over
their career as a whole, and that publishing may have an inverse U-shaped
relationship with engagement in collaborative research. According to
Banal-Estanol, Macho-Stadler and Pérez-Castrillo (2013), collaboration
with companies increases the quantity and quality of the research output
only when the firms’ characteristics make them valuable partners for
universities. Empirical evidence suggests that there is a positive relationship
between academics’ research quality and commercialization of research
activities (Perkmann et al., 2013; Van Looy et al., 2011). However, fewer
scientists are involved in commercialization (Perkmann et al., 2013). In
sum, collaborative projects often yield new, academically valuable insights
and ideas even if they have limited application and do not directly result
in publishable results or lead to commercialization of research results, and
as such are valuable for scientists (Lee, 2000; Perkmann and Walsh, 2009).
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Studies conducted by Croatian authors show a few indicative motives
of scientists to engage in S-I collaborative research. Radas and Vehovec
(2006) find that intellectual challenge and additional income are two major
motives for S-I collaboration. Bučar and Rojec (2015) additionally confirm
that public funding, access to specific empirical data that can result in
publications, and additional employment opportunity for graduate students
are important motives for scientists to engage in S-I collaboration in
Slovenia, which might be indicative for Croatia as well.

4.2 Collaborative Factors
Collaborative factors examined from the point of view of public research
organizations are characteristics of the scientists, university factors and
involvement of technology transfer offices at the research organizations.
The most frequently mentioned factors in previous research are presented
in Figure 2.
Figure 2 Collaborative Factors
Individual characteristics of
researchers (e.g., gender,
age, researcher’s success,
professional status, ability
to mobilize resources)

University-related factors
(e.g., quality of university,
job satisfaction, ability to
acquire public funds)

S-I collaborative
research

Technology transfer offices at
public research organizations
(e.g., affiliation of researchers
with TTOs, regulations at
universities, incentives for
research, employees’ skills)

Source: Author’s compilation.
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Characteristics of the researchers play an important role in predicting S-I
collaboration. With respect to gender, male researchers are significantly
more likely to engage with industry than females. Age was shown to be
positively related to propensity to interact with industry (Perkmann
and Walsh, 2007). Older scientists tend to accept multiple offers of firm
involvement, whereas younger scientists are more likely to be involved with
a local firm than with a non-local firm or to not be involved at all (Maietta,
2015). Furthermore, productivity of a researcher is generally positively
related to S-I engagement. In other words, the best and most successful
scientists are those who engage the most with industry (Perkmann et al.,
2013).
Professional status of a researcher and patenting activity are also positively
correlated with a higher propensity to interact with industry (Perkmann
and Walsh, 2007). Full professors tend to accept multiple offers of firm
involvement, whereas research assistants are more likely to be involved
with a local firm than with a non-local firm or to not be involved at all
(Maietta, 2015). Researchers’ ability to mobilize resources for their research
was also shown to be positively linked to collaboration with industry.
There are studies suggesting that higher-quality universities make stronger
academic contributions to industrial innovation. Job satisfaction is one
of the most influential prerequisites for research collaboration. The more
satisfied a scientist is with his or her position, the more he or she collaborates
with industry (Bozeman, Fay and Slade, 2013). The ability of the scientific
institution to acquire public resources is the next university-related factor
that increases the likelihood of S-I collaboration (Perkmann et al., 2013).
The literature indicates that there are different groups of researchers.
According to the study by Dabic, Gonzalez-Loureiro and Svarc (2012), there
are three groups of researchers: the “unsatisfied-disaffected professors”, the
“team-working professors” and the “engager-professors”. The “unsatisfieddisaffected professors” perceive a lack of institutional support for their
ideas and present a risk of possible resignation in their entrepreneurial
attitude. “Team-working professors” act in terms of the best for the group,
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being rather satisfied with their university and department policies for
entrepreneurialism, although they think some policies need improvement.
The “engager-professors” think “outside the box” to overcome institutional
limitations and are the key drivers of university-industry collaboration
(Dabic, Gonzalez-Loureiro and Svarc, 2012).
To support S-I collaboration and commercialization of research results,
many universities have established technology transfer offices (Perkmann
et al., 2013; Borrell-Damian, Morais and Smith, 2014; Empirica, 2014).6
The existence of TTOs and the affiliation of researchers with them
increase the likelihood of researchers to participate in S-I research projects
and commercialization (Perkmann et al., 2013). Success factors of TTOs
include: fruitful cooperation among TTOs, the existence of trustful links
between TTOs and researchers, as well as between TTOs and industry, the
existence of scientific excellence and adequate scientist incentives, adequate
technology transfer skills of employees at TTOs, developed technology
transfer networks, and conducive university regulations and procedures
for technology transfer (Borrell-Damian, Morais and Smith, 2014). Muscio
(2010) suggests that universities make greater use of TTOs if they have a
clear mission and objectives, and are run by non-academic managers.

The TTOs’ responsibility includes identifying the needs of companies and matching those
needs with the know-how of public research organizations, bringing together research
institutions and companies interested in collaborative research, informing companies
about inventions and expertise of research institutions, negotiation with industry and
commercialization of research results, helping researchers secure financial resources, providing
legal and administrative assistance and guarding the university’s intellectual property (Siegel,
Waldman and Link, 2003; O’Shea et al., 2005; Borrell-Damian, Morais and Smith, 2014;
Weckowska, 2015). The role of TTOs consists primarily of support in contract negotiation
(regarding intellectual property rights), disseminating information on open calls and potential
funding sources for projects, and providing support for the development of the management
structure of collaborative research projects. According to Empirica (2014), which was based
on an online survey of European knowledge transfer offices (N=101) and interviews with 18
experts in EU countries, most of the TTOs in the EU are fairly young and two-thirds were
founded after the year 2000. Three-quarters of the TTOs are affiliated with a university, and
the rest with governmental or non-profit research organizations, hospitals or research parks.
The average number of personnel in the sampled TTOs was seven, and the average number of
staff with formal TT training was four.

6
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4.3 Barriers
Borrell-Damian, Morais and Smith (2014) suggest that challenges to
collaborative research include low awareness of the added value of S-I
partnerships, different expectations, needs and timeframes between
public research organizations and industry, lengthy and complex
administrative procedures, and integration of collaborative research in
different departments and universities. Researchers and the business sector
often have different objectives, research orientations and expectations
(Wolson, 2007). Companies are usually short-term and market-oriented,
while researchers are focused on having their research published and are
less interested in the commercialization of their research results. While
university researchers and laboratories prefer projects of a basic nature,
firms expect higher benefits from projects that can be more easily applied
(Banal-Estanol, Macho-Stadler and Pérez-Castrillo, 2013). While basic
projects are more likely to generate academic output, they often address
topics that are less directly relevant to industry (Perkmann and Walsh,
2007).
According to Ankrah et al. (2013), the most frequently cited drawbacks
for university actors are digression from the organization’s core objectives,
quality issues and risks. Some observers fear that collaborating with
industry shifts researchers’ agendas towards more applied topics at the
expense of the long-term benefits of basic science (Perkmann et al., 2013),
which might degrade an organization’s quality. Becoming more businesslinked poses challenges to the main university mission of teaching and
research, and can detract it from “open science” and academic freedom,
the unbiased pursuit of truth and the widest possible dissemination of
knowledge (Ankrah et al., 2013). Conflicts may arise from collaboration
when researchers have priorities that conflict with strict industry schedules.
The cooperation might pressure researchers to follow the directions or
wishes of corporations, exposing academics to conflicts of interest, while
the researchers sponsored by companies may be biased in favor of reporting
positive experimental results for company products. Another source of
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conflict between universities and businesses may arise from intellectual
property disputes and patenting disagreements (Ankrah et al., 2013).
Another stream of literature examines technology transfer offices at
public research organizations and barriers for effective knowledge and
technology transfer (Wolson, 2007). These offices play an important
role in S-I collaboration. The most important barriers for TTOs are the
following factors: gap in expectations between industry and public research
organizations, expected delays in research, lack of TTO competencies,
complex administrative procedures at universities, complex management
of intellectual property rights, limited capacity of TTOs and lack of
continuous government funding. Further obstacles involve lack of human
resources at TTOs and lack of support from the universities in technology
transfer (Decter, Bennett and Leseure, 2007; Muscio, 2010; Empirica, 2014).
Croatian authors have also examined obstacles to S-I collaboration from the
point of view of public research organizations. Radas and Vehovec (2006)
suggest that scientists think major obstacles exist more in the internal
organization of academic institutions than in external relationships with
industry. Researchers are convinced that industry is not as interested in
collaboration as they are (Radas and Vehovec, 2006). Scientists often perceive
that most companies lack long-term vision and educated employees, and
that they are not informed well enough about what scientists can do (Radas
and Vehovec, 2006). Croatian researchers also point out that academic
promotion rules do not include enough incentives for collaboration with
industry and that it is not possible to earn enough from collaboration
because of heavy taxation. They also find that firms implement the results
of collaboration to a lesser degree. Other obstacles are more or less similar
as those in other studies, and relate to discrepancies in objectives between
industry and the academic community, and difficulty in publishing the
results of the research collaboration with industry.
Additional insight into obstacles to S-I collaborative research might be
derived from observing the obstacles related to TTOs in Croatia. The study
by Anić (2016), which presents the results of interviews conducted with
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Croatian TTOs, reveals that TTOs in Croatia are relatively young and
the system is still at a developing stage.7 All TTOs in the sample were
established after the year 2000 and have on average five employees. The
TTOs are active in their work, but they cannot be considered successful
enough. The TTOs’ contribution to S-I collaboration is marginal. The most
important barriers for Croatian TTOs refer to the following: lack of clearly
defined sphere of responsibility, reliance on project-based funding, limited
capacity of TTOs, limited financial resources and a high fluctuation of
personnel. The reliance on project-based funding has resulted in variation
in funding levels and the scope and quality of services that the TTOs can
offer. This is also closely linked to the staffing and number of employees,
and the types of backgrounds and qualifications that TTOs possess. Lack of
experienced managers is another problem for TTOs. Other barriers involve
delays in research, and different objectives and expectations between
researchers and the business sector (Anić, 2016).

5

Conclusions
There is a consensus in the literature that S-I cooperation needs to be
improved, and knowledge and technology transfer has to be intensified
(Arvanitis, Kubli and Woerter, 2011). However, there is no consensus on the
factors that affect S-I collaborative research. This paper presents a review
of previous research and identifies motives, benefits, collaborative factors
and obstacles to S-I collaborative research from the companies’ and public
research organizations’ point of view. As such, it contributes to the better
assessment of factors that might impact S-I collaborative research, which
play an important role in designing innovation policies.
From the literature review, it could be concluded that companies and public
research organizations have different views on S-I collaborative research.
As many factors affect S-I collaboration, the issue becomes very complex
The study by Anić (2016) presents the results of five semi-structured interviews with the
heads of TTOs at five public universities and research institutes in Croatia, which were
conducted in November 2016. The interviews contained questions about the TTOs’ profile,
the type and scope of cooperation, the impact of cooperation, the barriers TTOs face and the
measures that might facilitate more effective collaborative research and knowledge transfer.

7
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to solve. Key motives for companies to engage in collaborative research
projects range from strengthening the company’s R&D capacity to applying
for projects undertaken by academic institutions in order to solve industrial
challenges and develop new innovative products or improve existing ones.
Companies that are more likely to be engaged in S-I collaborative research
are those that operate in the above-average innovative industries, are
bigger in size, older, have a higher knowledge base and introduce advanced
innovations more often. These companies also have higher R&D intensity,
more educated employees and are more open to their external environment.
Collaboration offers them the opportunity to apply for government
subsidies, and to split and decrease the costs of innovation activities. S-I
collaborative research is more effective for product innovation. The most
important barriers to S-I collaborative research include a discrepancy in
objectives and expectations between industry and the scientific community,
lack of or reduced government support for R&D collaborative projects,
potential conflicts regarding royalty payments, intellectual property rights
and concerns about confidentiality, market risks, and uncertainty in the
success of research results.
For scientists, cooperation with companies presents an opportunity to obtain
government support and funds for their research, acquire new equipment
and technologies, and hire new researchers. Scientists are motivated to test
practical applications of their theories and translate research results into
specific products. Scientists that are more likely to engage in collaborative
research with industry are senior researchers, more productive researchers,
researchers that are more satisfied with their job and work at higher-quality
universities that are able to acquire public resources for S-I collaboration.
The affiliation of researchers with TTOs at universities also positively
contributes to S-I collaborative research. S-I collaboration provides an
opportunity for scientists to engage in high-quality research that could lead
to an increase in the number of publications.
Previous research also indicates that fewer scientists are involved in the
commercialization of research results and that TTOs actually have a
marginal role in knowledge and technology transfer. Barriers that affect
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S-I collaborative research from scientists’ point of view are different
expectations, needs and timeframes between public research organizations
and industry, lengthy and complex administrative procedures, and lack
of public programs related to S-I collaborative research on a continuous
basis. TTOs have limited capacities, lack human and financial resources
and often do not have adequate support from universities to facilitate an
effective knowledge and technology transfer.
The review of studies on S-I collaboration written by Croatian authors
shows that there are very few studies on this topic in Croatia. These studies
deal mostly with S-I collaboration from a broader perspective, where S-I
collaborative research is just one of the modes of S-I interactions. Although
some of the existing studies are fairly old, it might be assumed that some
results are still valid today. In line with these research results, Croatian
companies that collaborate with the academic sector are companies with a
stronger technology and innovation orientation, and higher R&D intensity.
Barriers to S-I collaboration from the point of view of companies include
lack of qualified and educated employees, lack of funds for R&D activities,
short-term development vision of companies, and lack of funds for R&D.
On the other hand, Croatian researchers collaborate with industry if they
perceive the cooperation as an intellectual challenge and can gain additional
income. For them it is important to get continuous access to public
funding, access to specific empirical data that can result in publications
and employment opportunities for new and junior researchers.
Croatian scientists perceive that major obstacles to collaboration exist
more in the internal organization of academic institutions than in
external relationships with industry. They are convinced that industry
is not as interested in collaboration as they are, and that companies
usually do not know what scientists can do. Additionally, they think that
academic promotion rules in Croatia do not include enough incentives for
collaboration with industry and that it is not possible to earn enough from
collaboration because of heavy taxation. TTOs in Croatia have a marginal
role, and major barriers for TTOs are the reliance on project-based funding,
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limited capacity of TTOs, limited financial resources and a high fluctuation
of personnel.
From above-mentioned evidence (Radas and Vehovec, 2006; Radosevic,
2011; Jeleč Raguž, Budimir and Letinić, 2015), several recommendations
for Croatian innovation policy can be provided. There is a necessity to
improve Croatian innovation policy to create favorable conditions for S-I
collaborative research. This includes the improvement of legal framework
that would support and motivate the researchers and innovators better,
allocation of more financial funds to the transfer of new knowledge and
technologies, and the provision of better support for the commercialization
of research results. Strengthening S-I collaborative research would also
include raising awareness and better promotion of the added value of joint
collaborative research. Both public research organizations and companies
need to work together to overcome obstacles to their joint collaborative
research. Some obstacles may be removed by introducing changes to
academic rules and requirements that might include practical experiences
resulting from collaboration with companies.
The role of TTOs at public research organizations should be strengthened.
Some of the possible improvements for making TTOs more effective might
include the improvement of overall innovation framework at the state level,
which would define the status of TTOs better, enable the provision of more
financial resources to TTOs by the government and university alike, provide
better support to human resources, minimize bureaucracy and introduce
more autonomy in the work of TTOs. Furthermore, improvements could
be made in the national innovation system so that it could facilitate better
networking and cooperation among national and international TTOs.
Finally, some recommendations for future research might be useful. In
general, more studies on S-I collaboration and collaborative research need
to be carried out in Croatia to update the research results found in previous
studies. More empirical research targeting collaborative research and TTOs

30

Facilitating Effective Science-Industry Collaborative Research: A Literature Review

might be carried out in the context of smart specialization strategies,8
linking collaborative research with concepts such as global value chains,
industrial clusters, cluster initiatives, smart skills and various other
strategy-related instruments. Future research might further explore the
efficiency and performance impact of collaborative research in developing
countries, as well as the relationship between academic engagement,
commercialization and institutional aspects (Perkmann et al., 2013).
Researchers might also improve the methodology, quality, reliability and
validity of measures related to academic engagement, activities, motives,
barriers and outcomes, which might improve the quality and comparability
of conducted studies (Perkmann et al., 2013).

Literature
Abramovsky, Laura, Elisabeth Kremp, Alberto López, Tobias Schmid
and Helen Simpson, 2009, “Understanding Co-operative R&D Activity:
Evidence from Four European Countries”, Economics of Innovation and
New Technology, 18(3), pp. 243-265.
Anić, Ivan-Damir, 2016, “Report on Facilitating Knowledge Transfer:
Interviews with Experts at Technology Transfer Offices in Croatia”,
Deliverable 5.2; Commitment #21: Facilitating Effective Collaborative
Research and Knowledge Transfer, in the project: “Investigating the Impact
of the Innovation Union (I3U), Horizon 2020”, unpublished report.
Ankrah, Samuel and Omar Al-Tabbaa, 2015, “Universities-Industry
Collaboration: A Systematic Review”, Scandinavian Journal of Management,
31(3), pp. 387-408.
Ankrah, Samuel N., Thomas F. Burgess, Paul Grimshaw and Nicky E.
Shaw, 2013, “Asking Both University and Industry Actors about Their
Engagement in Knowledge Transfer: What Single-Group Studies of Motives
Omit”, Technovation, 33(2-3), pp. 50-65.
The Croatian Smart Specialisation Strategy was officially adopted in April 2016. S-I links are
a very important part of the strategy.

8

Privredna kretanja i ekonomska politika  god. 26  br. 1 (140)  2017.

31

Aralica, Zoran, Domagoj Račić and Denis Redžepagić, 2008, “Research
and Development Activity as a Growth Factor of Foreign Owned SMEs
in Selected Central and Eastern European Countries”, Zbornik radova
Ekonomskog fakulteta u Rijeci, 26(2), pp. 279-300.
Arvanitis, Spyros and Thomas Bolli, 2009, “A Comparison of Firm-Level
Innovation Cooperation in Five European Countries”, KOF Swiss Economic
Institute Working Papers, No. 232, Zürich: ETH Zürich, https://papers.
ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=1436452 (accessed July 17, 2017).
Arvanitis, Spyros, Ursina Kubli and Martin Woerter, 2011, “Knowledge
and Technology Transfer Activities between Firms and Universities in
Switzerland: An Analysis Based on Firm Data”, Industry and Innovation,
18(4), pp. 369-392.
Arza, Valeria and Andrés López, 2011, “Firms’ Linkages with Public
Research Organisations in Argentina: Drivers, Perceptions and Behaviours”,
Technovation, 31(8), pp. 384-400.
Azagra-Caro, Joaquín M., Gérard Carat and Dimitrios Pontikakis, 2009,
“University-Industry Cooperation in the Research Framework Programme”,
JRC Scientific and Technical Reports, European Commission, http://
community.iknowfutures.eu/pg/file/OMID/view/2221/universityindustrycooperation-in-the-research-framework-programme (accessed July 17, 2017).
Bach, Laurent, Mireille Matt and Sandrine Wolff, 2014, “How Do Firms
Perceive Policy Rationales behind the Variety of Instruments Supporting
Collaborative R&D? Lessons from the European Framework Programs”,
Technovation, 34(5-6), pp. 327-337.
Banal-Estanol, Albert, Ines Macho-Stadler and David Pérez-Castrillo,
2013, “Research Output from University-Industry Collaborative Projects”,
Economic Development Quarterly, 27(1), pp. 71-81.

32

Facilitating Effective Science-Industry Collaborative Research: A Literature Review

Borrell-Damian, Lidia, Rita Morais and John H. Smith, 2014, “UniversityBusiness Collaborative Research: Goals, Outcomes and New Assessment
Tools”, EUIMA Collaborative Research Project Report, EUA Publications
2014, Brussels: European University Association (EUA), http://eua.be/
Libraries/publications-homepage-list/EUA_EUIMA_Publication_web.
pdf?sfvrsn=2 (accessed July 17, 2017).
Bozeman, Barry, Daniel Fay and Catherine Slade, 2013, “Research
Collaboration in Universities and Academic Entrepreneurship: The Stateof-the-Art”, Journal of Technology Transfer, 38(1), pp. 1-67.
Božić, Ljiljana, 2007, “Collaboration of Croatian Enterprises on Innovation
Development”, Privredna kretanja i ekonomska politika, 17(111), pp. 93109.
Bruneel, Johan, Pablo D’Este and Ammon Salter, 2010, “Investigating the
Factors that Diminish the Barriers to University-Industry Collaboration”,
Research Policy, 39(7), pp. 858-868.
Bučar, Maja and Matija Rojec, 2015, “Science-Industry Cooperation in
Slovenia: Determinants of Success”, Economic and Business Review, 16(3),
pp. 315-336.
Caloghirou, Yannis, Aggelos Tsakanikas and Nicholas S. Vonortas,
2001, “University-Industry Cooperation in the Context of the European
Framework Programmes”, The Journal of Technology Transfer, 26(1), pp.
153-161.
Caloghirou, Yannis, Nicholas S. Vonortas and Aggelos Tsakanikas, 2000,
“University-Industry Cooperation in Research and Development”, paper
presented at the Purdue University conference on “Organizational Issues
in University Technology Transfer”, Indianapolis, June 9-11, https://pdfs.
semanticscholar.org/c364/563de07239c3717bf3a27b89f697b17bf9e7.pdf
(accessed July 17, 2017).

Privredna kretanja i ekonomska politika  god. 26  br. 1 (140)  2017.

33

Capron, Henri and Michele Cincera, 2003, “Industry-University S&T
Transfers: What Can We Learn from Belgian CIS-2 Data”, Brussels
Economic Review, 46(3), pp. 59-86.
Dabic, Marina, Miguel Gonzalez-Loureiro and Jadranka Svarc, 2012,
“On Entrepreneurial University: Professors’ Attitudes in the Croatian
and Spanish Case” in Proceedings of the 2012 International Conference
on Entrepreneurial Universities, pp. 1-20, Münster: Münster University
of

Applied

Sciences,

https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_

id=2118708 (accessed July 17, 2017).
Dalziel, Margaret, Tanita Noor Tahmina and Xiao (Mimosa) Zhao, 2013,
“The Impact of Investments in Research and Innovation: A Literature
Review”, paper presented at “The 35th DRUID Celebration Conference
2013”,

Barcelona,

June

17-19,

http://druid8.sit.aau.dk/acc_papers/

frnm6m5o0lmf0easrnsivfvet4vo.pdf (accessed July 17, 2017).
Decter, Moira, David Bennett and Michel Leseure, 2007, “University to
Business Technology Transfer–UK and USA Comparisons”, Technovation,
27(3), pp. 145-155.
D’Este, Pablo, Frederick Guy and Simona Iammarino, 2013, “Shaping the
Formation of University-Industry Research Collaborations: What Type of
Proximity Does Really Matter?”, Journal of Economic Geography, 13(4), pp.
537-558.
D’Este, Pablo and Pari Patel, 2007, “University-Industry Linkages in the
UK: What Are the Factors Underlying the Variety of Interactions with
Industry?”, Research Policy, 36(9), pp. 1295-1313.
Empirica, 2014, “Knowledge Transfer Office Co-operation and Intellectual
Property Markets in Europe”, IU21 KT Study: Support to the Development
and Implementation of Innovation Union Commitment 21 on Knowledge
Transfer, Bonn: Empirica.

34

Facilitating Effective Science-Industry Collaborative Research: A Literature Review

Fontana, Roberto, Aldo Geuna and Mireille Matt, 2006, “Factors Affecting
University-Industry R&D Projects: The Importance of Searching, Screening
and Signalling”, Research Policy, 35(2), pp. 309-323.
Fritsch, Michael, 2003, “Does R&D-Cooperation Behaviour Differ between
Regions?”, Industry and Innovation, 10(1), pp. 25-39.
Giuliani, Elisa and Valeria Arza, 2009, “What Drives the Formation of
’Valuable’ University-Industry Linkages? Insights from the Wine Industry”,
Research Policy, 38(6), pp. 906-921.
González-Pernía, José L., Mario Davide Parrilli and Iñaki Peña-Legazkue,
2015, “STI-DUI Learning Modes, Firm-University Collaboration and
Innovation”, The Journal of Technology Transfer, 40(3), pp. 475-492.
Jeleč Raguž, Mirjana, Verica Budimir and Svjetlana Letinić, 2015,
“Interakcija znanosti i gospodarstva u Republici Hrvatskoj”, Journal of
Economy and Business, 21, pp. 96-110.
Jensen, Richard, Jerry Thursby and Marie C. Thursby, 2010, “UniversityIndustry Spillovers, Government Funding, and Industrial Consulting”,
NBER Working Paper, No. 15732, Cambridge, MA: National Bureau of
Economic Research, http://www.nber.org/papers/w15732.pdf (accessed July
17, 2017).
Kalar, Barbara and Bostjan Antončič, 2015, “The Entrepreneurial
University, Academic Activities and Technology and Knowledge Transfer
in Four European Countries”, Technovation, 36-37(2-3), pp. 1-11.
Laursen, Keld, Toke Reichstein and Ammon Salter, 2011, “Exploring the
Effect of Geographical Proximity and University Quality on UniversityIndustry Collaboration in the United Kingdom”, Regional Studies, 45(4),
pp. 507-523.

Privredna kretanja i ekonomska politika  god. 26  br. 1 (140)  2017.

35

Laursen, Keld and Ammon Salter, 2004, “Searching High and Low: What
Types of Firms Use Universities as a Source of Innovation?”, Research
Policy, 33(8), pp. 1201-1215.
Lee, Jungwon and Hnin Nwe Win, 2004, “Technology Transfer between
University Research Centers and Industry in Singapore”, Technovation,
24(5), pp. 433-442.
Lee, Yong S., 2000, “The Sustainability of University-Industry Research
Collaboration: An Empirical Assessment”, The Journal of Technology
Transfer, 25(2), pp. 111-133.
Liu, Hong and Yunzhong Jiang, 2001, “Technology Transfer from Higher
Education Institutions to Industry in China: Nature and Implications”,
Technovation, 21(3), pp. 175-188.
Ljungberg, Daniel and Maureen McKelvey, 2012, “What Characterizes
Firms’ Academic Patents? Academic Involvement in Industrial Inventions
in Sweden”, Industry & Innovation, 19(7), pp. 585-606.
Maietta, Ornella Wanda, 2015, “Determinants of University-Firm R&D
Collaboration and Its Impact on Innovation: A Perspective from a Low-Tech
Industry”, Research Policy, 44(7), pp. 1341-1359.
McKelvey, Maureen, Olof Zaring and Daniel Ljungberg, 2015, “Creating
Innovative Opportunities through Research Collaboration: An Evolutionary
Framework and Empirical Illustration in Engineering”, Technovation,
39-40(May-June), pp. 26-36.
Minarelli, Francesca, Meri Raggi and Davide Viaggi, 2015, “Innovation in
European Food SMEs: Determinants and Links between Types”, Bio-based
and Applied Economics, 4(1), pp. 33-53.
Mohnen, Pierre and Cathy Hoareau, 2003, “What Type of Enterprise Forges
Close Links with Universities and Government Labs? Evidence from CIS
2”, Managerial and Decision Economics, 24(2-3), pp. 133-145.

36

Facilitating Effective Science-Industry Collaborative Research: A Literature Review

Morandi, Valentina, 2013, “The Management of Industry-University
Joint Research Projects: How Do Partners Coordinate and Control R&D
Activities?”, Journal of Technology Transfer, 38(2), pp. 69-92.
Muscio, Alessandro, 2010, “What Drives the University Use of Technology
Transfer Offices? Evidence from Italy”, The Journal of Technology Transfer,
35(2), pp. 181-202.
OECD, 2002, Benchmarking Industry-Science Relationships, Paris: OECD.
O’Shea, Rory P., Thomas J. Allen, Arnaud Chevalier and Frank Roche,
2005, “Entrepreneurial Orientation, Technology Transfer and Spin-Off
Performance of US Universities”, Research Policy, 34(7), pp. 994-1009.
Parrilli, Mario Davide and Henar Alcalde Heras, 2016, “STI and DUI
Innovation Modes: Scientific-Technological and Context-Specific Nuances”,
Research Policy, 45(4), pp. 747-756.
Perkmann, Markus, Valentina Tartari, Maureen McKelvey, Erkko Autio,
Anders Broström, Pablo D’Este, Riccardo Fini, Aldo Geunae, Rosa
Grimaldi, Alan Hughes, Stefan Krabel, Michael Kitson, Patrick Llerena,
Franceso Lissoni, Ammon Salter and Maurizio Sobrero, 2013, “Academic
Engagement and Commercialisation: A Review of the Literature on
University-Industry Relations”, Research Policy, 42(2), pp. 423-442.
Perkmann, Markus and Kathryn Walsh, 2007, “University-Industry
Relationships and Open Innovation: Towards a Research Agenda”,
International Journal of Management Reviews, 9(4), pp. 259-280.
Perkmann, Markus and Kathryn Walsh, 2009, “The Two Faces of
Collaboration: Impacts of University-Industry Relations on Public
Research”, Industrial and Corporate Change, 18(6), pp. 1033-1065.

Privredna kretanja i ekonomska politika  god. 26  br. 1 (140)  2017.

37

Pinho, Marcelo and Ana Cristina Fernandes, 2015, “Relevance of
University-Industry Links for Firms from Developing Countries: Exploring
Different Surveys” in Eduardo Albuquerque, Wilson Suzigan, Glenda Kruss
and Keun Lee, eds., Developing National Systems of Innovation: UniversityIndustry Interactions in the Global South, pp. 145-163, London: Edward
Elgar Publishing and IDRC.
Račić, Domagoj, Sonja Radas and Edo Rajh, 2004, “Innovation in Croatian
Enterprises: Preliminary Findings from Community Innovation Survey”
in Željko Lovrinčević, Andrea Mervar, Dubravko Mihaljek, Mustafa
Nušinović, Sonja Radas, Nenad Starc, Sandra Švaljek and Ivan Teodorović,
eds., Proceedings of the 65th Anniversary Conference of the Institute of
Economics, Zagreb, pp. 403-427, Zagreb: The Institute of Economics,
Zagreb.
Radas, Sonja, 2005, “Collaboration between Industry and Science:
Motivation Factors, Collaboration Intensity and Collaboration Outcome”,
Croatian Economic Survey, 8(1), pp. 11-31.
Radas, Sonja and Maja Vehovec, 2006, “Industry-Science Collaboration in
Croatia: Academics’ View”, Društvena istraživanja, 15(3), pp. 345-369.
Radosevic, Slavo, 2011, “Science-Industry Links in Central and Eastern
Europe and the Commonwealth of Independent States: Conventional Policy
Wisdom Facing Reality”, Science and Public Policy, 38(5), pp. 365-378.
Radosevic, Slavo, 2016, “The Role of Public Research in Economic
Development” in Science, Research and Innovation Performance of the EU:
A Contribution to the Open Innovation, Open Science, Open to the World
Agenda, pp. 119-139, Luxembourg: Publications Office of the European
Union.
Raesfeld, Ariane von, Peter Geurts, Mark Jansen, Johannes Boshuizen and
Regina Luttge, 2012, “Influence of Partner Diversity on Collaborative Public
R&D Project Outcomes: A Study of Application and Commercialization of
Nanotechnologies in the Netherlands”, Technovation, 32(3-4), pp. 227-233.

38

Facilitating Effective Science-Industry Collaborative Research: A Literature Review

Roessner, David J., 1993, “What Companies Want from the Federal Labs”,
Issues in Science and Technology, 10(1), pp. 37-42.
Rosa, Julio M. and Pierre Mohnen, 2008, “Knowledge Transfers between
Canadian Business Enterprises and Universities: Does Distance Matter?”,
UNU-MERIT Working Papers No. 2008-017, Mastricht: UNU-MERIT
Mastricht

University,

http://www.merit.unu.edu/publications/working-

papers/abstract/?id=3057 (accessed July 17, 2017).
Schartinger, Doris, Andreas Schibany and Helmut Gassler, 2001,
“Interactive Relations between Universities and Firms: Empirical Evidence
for Austria”, Journal of Technology Transfer, 26(3), pp. 255-268.
Schmidt, Tobias, 2005, “Knowledge Flows and R&D Co-operations:
Firm-Level Evidence from Germany”, ZEW Discussion Paper No. 05-22,
Mannheim: ZEW.
Siegel, Donald S., David Waldman and Albert Link, 2003, “Assessing
the Impact of Organizational Practices on the Relative Productivity of
University Technology Transfer Offices: An Exploratory Study”, Research
Policy, 32(1), pp. 27-48.
Švarc, Jadranka, 2011, “Hrvatska u gospodarstvu znanja – o čemu
govorimo?”, Društvena istraživanja, 20(4), pp. 919-942.
Švarc, Jadranka, 2014, “A Triple Helix Systems Approach to Strengthening
the Innovation Potential of the Western Balkan Countries”, International
Journal of Transitions and Innovation Systems, 3(3), pp. 169-188.
Švarc, Jadranka and Marina Dabić, 2017, “Evolution of the Knowledge
Economy: A Historical Perspective with an Application to the Case of
Europe”, Journal of the Knowledge Economy, 8(1), pp. 159-176.
Švarc, Jadranka, Goran Grubišić and Sunčana Sokol, 1996, “Contract
Research as an Indicator of Science-Industry Co-operation in Croatia”,
Science and Public Policy, 23(5), pp. 305-310.

Privredna kretanja i ekonomska politika  god. 26  br. 1 (140)  2017.

39

Švarc, Jadranka and Jasminka Lažnjak, 2003, “Nova proizvodnja znanja:
perspektive u Hrvatskoj”, Društvena istraživanja, 12(1-2), pp. 63-64.
Van Looy, Bart, Paolo Landoni, Julie Callaert, Bruno van Pottelsberghe,
Eleftherious Sapsalis and Koenraad Debackere, 2011, “Entrepreneurial
Effectiveness of European Universities: An Empirical Assessment of
Antecedents and Trade-Offs”, Research Policy, 40(4), pp. 553-564.
Veugelers, Reinhilde and Bruno Cassiman, 2005, “R&D Cooperation
between Firms and Universities: Some Empirical Evidence from Belgian
Manufacturing”, International Journal of Industrial Organization, 23(5-6),
pp. 355-379.
Weckowska, Dagmara M., 2015, “Learning in University Technology
Transfer Offices: Transactions-Focused and Relations-Focused Approaches
to Commercialization of Academic Research”, Technovation, 41-42(JulyAugust), pp. 62-74.
Wolson, Rosemary A., 2007, “The Role of Technology Transfer Offices
in Building the South African Biotechnology Sector: An Assessment of
Policies, Practices and Impact”, The Journal of Technology Transfer, 32(4),
pp. 343-365.

40

Facilitating Effective Science-Industry Collaborative Research: A Literature Review

