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Abstract: This article examines the potential of a community of practice (CoP) to generate the dynamic capability of organisations
in an academia–industry collaboration. This empirical qualitative case study was carried out within the Northern Research and
Innovation Platform (NRIP), a university-led CoP with the aim of intensifying academia–industry collaboration in the field of
environment, energy and natural resources. This article offers a conceptual framework which could be applied in order to
understand the antecedents needed for successful academia–industry collaboration to use community as an engine for the
knowledge development and dynamic capability of the organisations. The study explains who the participants are and why they are
participating as well as what their expectations are and how they are willing to participate. The utilisation mechanism is also
explored from the knowledge management point of view.
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1. Introduction
The global business environment is characterised by distributed knowledge, the innovation process itself being
distributed across a number of actors (Acha & Cusumano, 2005). Innovating firms search for interesting ideas far
beyond their organisational boundaries, and they also leverage internal ideas outside their own businesses
(Chesbrough, 2003). Collaborating to gain access to knowledge is an attractive alternative, and the rising popularity of
open innovation has resulted in new actors emerging in the innovation process (Gassmann, 2006; Ollila & Elmquist,
2011), such as networks (Vanhaverbeke, 2006) and communities (West & Lakhani, 2008; von Hippel, 2007). As
markets become more globally integrated and new forms of technology and competition emerge, firms adapt and
exploit changes in their business environments and seek opportunities for change through technological,
organisational or strategic innovation (Helfat et al., 2009, Plattfaut et al., 2015). Firms adapt to business ecosystems
and shape them by innovating and collaborating with customers, competitors, suppliers, public and private research
institutes and universities, and even unrelated businesses (Moore, 1993, 1996; Teece, 2007; Acha & Cusumano, 2005,
Bessant & Phillips, 2013).
Cooke (2005) argues that achieving competitiveness through innovation demands greater scientific involvement; thus,
firms are encouraged to intensify academy–industry collaboration. Interactions between academia and industry
facilitate knowledge transfer and even stimulate new knowledge creation; this has a positive effect on industrial
innovativeness (Kale & Singh, 2007) and regional economic growth (Audretsch & Keilbach, 2004; Kitagawa, 2009;
Muller, 2006; Ramos-Vielba et al., 2010).
To achieve mutuality, universities and firms must first know each other, developing some kind of social glue in the
same manner as clusters (Gustavsen et al., 2001). Instead of formally established interorganisational arrangements
and rigid research collaboration structures, more informal relationships, human interactions and social networks are
needed (Baldwin & von Hippel, 2011; Franke & Shah, 2003; Perkmann & Walsh, 2007), while the locus of innovation is
in innovation networks involving a mix of partners — universities, labs, start-ups, multinationals and governments
(Powell et al., 1996). Wenger (1998) proposed the community of practice as a knowledge-transfer channel and social
forum for learning and innovation where people can work together to develop a shared identity, improving mutual
understanding to transfer knowledge (Lave & Wenger, 1991; Wenger, 1998). CoPs, given the nature of collective
learning, social interaction, trust-building and users’ commitment (Gassmann, 2006; Ollila & Elmquist, 2011), support
open innovation when experts from different organisations establish self-organised communities and freely create
and share knowledge for innovation development (Baldwin & von Hippel, 2011; Franke & Shah, 2003; O’Mahony &
Lakhani, 2011).
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This empirical qualitative case study was carried out within the Northern Research and Innovation Platform (NRIP), a
university-led open CoP in northern Finland was established to promote academy–industry collaboration in the field of
environment, energy and natural resources. The article contributes to the understanding of the potential of CoPs in
promoting academia–industry collaboration. We analysed the experiences and expectations of members and also the
benefits gained, using a conceptual framework which could be applied to understanding the antecedents needed for
successful academia–industry collaboration in using CoP as an engine for knowledge development and dynamic
capability of organisations. Our aim was to understand the conditions under which participants were expecting to
benefit from participation in the work of the community.

2. Theoretical approach
2.1 Knowledge creation, learning and dynamic capability
Knowledge is defined as ‘a justified true belief’ which increases an organisation’s capacity for effective action (Nonaka
& Takeuchi, 1995). Knowledge is the most important organisational resource (Alavi & Leidner, 2001, Alegre et al.,
2013), because it is intangible, and its value will increase while it is used (Davenport et al., 1998). The reason to
acquire, share and assimilate knowledge is to create new knowledge but also to advance and modify existing
knowledge to produce innovation (Porter, 2000; Herkema, 2003; Tether & Tajar, 2008). The learning process in human
brains generates and uses personal and collective interplay in various contexts, providing individual and companylevel competences to appropriate new, necessary and economically useful knowledge (Dahlström & Hedin, 2010).
Therefore, knowledge is seen as both a resource and a process, both linked to interactions among actors in the
concept of knowledge dynamics (Strambach & Klement, 2013).
Firms in the modern business environment depend on external knowledge sources to promote innovation and
improve performance (Morgan & Berthon, 2008). To avoid shortcoming of external knowledge flows, firms must
develop their absorption capacity, the ‘ability to recognise the value of new information, assimilate it, and apply it to
commercial ends ‘(Cohen & Levinthal, 1990, p. 128). Knowledge creation and absorptive capacity are parts of dynamic
capability creation (Zahra & George, 2002; Malhotra et al., 2005). Dynamic capability was introduced by Teece et al.
(1997, p. 516) as ‘the firm’s ability to integrate, build and reconfigure internal and external competences to address
rapidly changing environments’. According to Peteraf et al. (2013, p. 1407) dynamic capabilities may enable firms to
attain a sustainable competitive advantage in certain conditional cases. It refers also to a firm’s ability to successfully
manage its knowledge base over time (Lichtenthaler & Lichtenthaler, 2009, p. 1315). Knowledge dynamics emerge
from the processes of creation, usage, transformation, movement and diffusion of knowledge, resulting in innovations
in products, services or processes (Strambach, 2008). The dynamic growth of economic transactions related to
knowledge itself and the more systematic generation and commodification of knowledge are the main underlying
characteristics of the knowledge economy (Strambach & Klement, 2013).
2.2 Community of practice in open innovation era
Open innovation is defined by Chesbrough (2006, p. 1) as ‘the use of purposive inflows and outflows of knowledge to
accelerate internal innovation, and expand the markets for external use of innovation, respectively’. Focus lies on
open innovation between organisations which fosters the emergence and growth of innovation ecosystems in multipartner networks to accelerate internal R&D processes and economic performance (Vanhaverbeke et al., 2014). A
central part of the innovation process is also to organise the search for new ideas which have commercial potential
(Laursen & Salter, 2006). According to West and Lakhani (2008) an important development in the past decade of
innovation studies has been the recognition of the role of communities outside the boundaries of firms in creating,
shaping and disseminating technological and social innovations. CoPs are based on open innovation, and given the
nature of collective learning, social interaction, trust-building and users’ commitment, they have become particular
interesting for knowledge transfer (West & Lakhani, 2008; Pattinson & Preece, 2014).
A CoP supporting open innovation and experts from different organisations can establish self-organised communities
and freely create and share knowledge for innovation development (Baldwin & von Hippel, 2011; Franke & Shah,
2003; O’Mahony & Lakhani, 2011). Wenger (1998) defined a CoP as ‘the informal social context for learning and
knowledge generation, where people from different organisations openly share their knowledge and expertise based
on joint practices and a collective identity’. CoPs offer effective platforms for uniting individuals from different
backgrounds and cultures to participate in a collaborative and friendly environment through informal discussions and
open dialogues (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995; Schenkel & Teigland, 2008). The effectiveness of a CoP is based on its social
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learning nature and ability to promote knowledge and innovation in both inter- and intraorganisational environments
(Amin & Roberts, 2008; Swan et al., 2002; West & Lakhani, 2008). Community members are integrated into the
community and community development by interacting with each other through numerous interpersonal contacts
(Tsai et al., 2012). According to Tsai et al. (2012, p. 2) member–activity involvement refers to the extent to which
members participate in the activities, which should influence the evolution of the social system — ‘an interacting
collectivity that has ongoing patterns of scripts, rules, norms, values, and models’ (Zimmerman & Zeitz, 2002, p. 416).
According to Simplican et al. (2015), people have different levels of engagement in communities, with presence
perhaps the most important component.
According to Lundberg (2013), there is a need for bridges within networks and institutions as well as boundaryspanning actors who know many other network actors. Collaboration creates strong potential by fostering a
community where one’s specific professional identity as an academic or a practitioner is minimised, and community
members work toward mutual goals (Kline & Barker, 2012). Collaboration between academic and practitioner
communities creates better research and education and a more comprehensive body of knowledge (Kline and Barker,
2012), and a CoP can encourage professional consciousness.
2.3 Academia–industry collaboration
In the context of open innovation, universities are a crucial in cooperating and sharing knowledge with other
organisations in knowledge-transfer exchange processes, where researchers at universities are seen as key agents in
the whole process (Padilla-Meléndez & Garrido-Moreno, 2012). Universities offer creative ways of solving problems
and provide insights into emerging technologies to contribute to a firm’s innovation process (Giannopoulou et al.,
2011). Academia–industry collaboration can take many forms, requiring different levels of formalisation and
organisation (Thune, 2011). The drivers for universities pursuing collaboration include access to funding and
technology, improved status in competing for public funding and feedback on the practical validity of research, while
for companies they include access to scientific competencies, the ability to source innovation and ultimately to obtain
a competitive advantage resulting from collaboration (Dooley & Kirk, 2007; Perkmann & Salter, 2012; Philbin, 2011).
In academia–industry collaboration, formal structures such as research project groups are quite typical. As opposed to
such structures, CoPs are more informal, spontaneous, voluntary-based structures based on individuals’ willingness
rather than on organisations’ constraints (Brown & Duguid, 1991). Lindkvist (2005) states that these features are not
always present in formal structures, which are characterised by transactional rather than social relationships (Amin &
Roberts, 2008). Gertner et al. (2011) state that through participation, members have the ability to negotiate the
meaning of a CoP. Academia–industry collaboration assists knowledge transfer in both directions and stimulates
regional economic growth by raising the rate of innovation (Audretsch & Keilbach, 2004; Kitagawa, 2009; Muller,
2006; Ramos-Vielba et al., 2010). Innovations drive regional development which is not necessarily pushed by
technological breakthroughs; equally important are factors such as ‘learning by doing’, (Gloersen et al., 2006).
Universities primarily create new knowledge and educate students, while companies focus on capturing valuable
knowledge to leverage for their dynamic capability and competitive advantage (Dasgupta & David, 1994). The open
nature of universities contrasts with the more closed, protective approach of industry, and despite movement on both
sides to more mixed cultures, attitudinal alignment between companies and universities remains problematic
(Perkmann & Walsh, 2007). Mitev and Venters (2009) argue that business circumstances appear to influence CoP
members’ commitment in that the timescales of companies differ from longer academic timetables; companies
become impatient with university hierarchies and priorities, and academic output is sometimes seen as
underdeveloped, going in circles and even inferior. To achieve successful collaboration in CoPs, Perkmann and Walsh
(2007) recommend that companies in an academy–industry collaboration look to capacity building rather than
tangible outcomes; the authors add that many innovative ideas start too small to be interesting to large companies,
and shared governance creates trust as well as adjustments to changes in the project environment in a mutually
agreed and coordinated manner (Bstieler et al., 2015). It takes time and smaller projects in the beginning to build trust
and commitment over time (Schubert & Bjørn-Andersen, 2012), and managers’ support must strongly promote it
(Bstieler et al., 2015).
From the industry perspective, we conclude that there are a number of CoP attributes in an academia–industry
collaboration that can provide the following significant benefits:
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New knowledge for innovations (Ramos-Vielba et al, 2010)
Open forum for discussion (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995; Schenkel andTeigland, 2008)
Efficient problem solving tool (Wenger and Snyder, 2000)
Source of best practices and lessons learned (Nonaka and Takeuchi, 1995)
Virtual learning communities (Ardichvili, et al, 2003; Du, 2008)
Economic effects, such as knowledge creation, human capital creation, transfer of existing know-how, researchled technological innovation, capital investment and regional leadership (Drucker and Goldstein, 2007; Jaffe,
1989; Salter and Martin, 2001)
From the academia perspective, we conclude that an academia–industry collaboration can provide at least the
following benefits to the universities:













Increasing R&D funding (Ramos-Vielba et al, 2010; Santoro and Chakrabati, 2001)
Exposing students and staff members to practical problems (Santoro and Chakrabarti, 2001)
Testing theory and gain access to applied technologies (Santoro and Chakrabati 2001)
Higher scholarly productivity and higher quality rankings (Siegel et al, 2004; Van Looy et al, 2004)
Impact on the regional milieu and support for knowledge infrastructure (Salter and Martin, 2001)

3. The context and methodological choices
This case study was conducted within the NRIP, the university-led CoP developed in 2009–2012 in northern Finland to
intensify academia–industry collaboration. Besides two universities, research is conducted in three university regional
units/consortiums, five universities of applied sciences, six university research stations, nine national research
institutes and several industrial R&D units and departments. Northern Finland is a rural, sparsely populated area
where all scarce actors in the innovation system need to participate in the innovation process. The NRIP provides
direct access to community members by arranging face-to-face events and an infrastructure for virtual communication
and international networking.
The NRIP was based on the idea of knowledge sharing through mutual learning (learning by doing), following the
development framework of Wenger (2000; see Iskanius & Pohjola, 2016). First, the R&D actors in the field were
identified, discussions with potential members were held and motivation issues for CoP development were mapped.
Based on the face-to-face meetings and negotiations, potential members were invited to the kick-off meeting
designed to activate and motivate people in the joint project development of the NRIP. Fifty experts participated.
Workshop attendees built trust, explored connectedness and defined joint rules and practices. Three brainstorming
sessions were arranged to gather members together to recognise the potential of the NRIP. Between sessions,
individual exercises were held to gather information for its development. In the workshops, members examined and
made forecasts concerning developmental trends, guided by leading Finnish futurists. They analysed ways in which
the regions should prepare for possible future developments, focus and integrate activities and develop research and
infrastructure. Based on the workshop process, discussions and exercises, the content, future research needs and
cooperation methods as well as the vision, strategy, research agenda and joint operational program of the NRIP
community were formulated. Ninety experts participated in the workshops. Afterwards, the aim was to engage in joint
activities, create artefacts, adapt to changing circumstances and renew interests, commitment and relationships. Four
workshops were arranged where small thematic groups developed R&D projects independently. First, thematic
research fields were selected, and small interest groups were established. As a result, 300 joint R&D ideas were
identified, and eight R&D projects were initiated. Members engaged in developing practices and started to trust each
other; many informal contacts were created. The material generated during the development process was published
in five reports. A high-level seminar was also arranged to provide the results to local and national policymakers and
industrial directors.
To conduct this study, we chose a qualitative case study as our research strategy (Creswell, 1994; Stake. 1995; Yin,
2003) with the aim of understanding the target phenomenon by analysing textual data. Creswell (1994, p. 12) states
that a case study approach is typical for exploring a single entity or phenomenon bounded by time and activity. The
researcher also ‘collects detailed information by using a variety of data collection procedures during a sustained
period of time’. We collected the empirical data in two stages. First, we sent a questionnaire to the key NRIP members
with the following questions: What were the reasons why you participated in the forum? What kind of expectations
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did you have? Describe the workshops in your own words. How has your organisation benefited from your
participation? Describe the mechanisms in your organisation to capitalise on the new knowledge gained/learned.
We received 13 responses from the representatives of the organisations; 5 from academia, 4 from other public actors
and 4 from industry. After a qualitative content analysis, we used the conclusions as a basis for subsequent
data collection via personal interviews. Thus, the second stage of data collection involved conducting personal
interviews with seven key NRIP members, using a focused interview method. Three interviewees were from research
organisations, and four were from companies. All interviewees belonged to the core group of the NRIP (see Wenger et
al., 2002, p. 4), which actively participated in discussions and guided the community along its learning agenda. This
group was the heart of the community (Wenger et al., 2002, p. 56). The core group takes on much of the community's
leadership, its members becoming auxiliaries to the community coordinator and this group is usually rather small, only
10 to 15 percent of the whole community (Wenger et al. 2002, p. 4). Since the interviewees included representatives
from academia, other public organisations and private companies, we used a dimensional sampling method to choose
the interviewees (Arnold, 1970). The interviews were transcribed and analysed using a qualitative content analysis
method (Cavanagh, 1997).

4. Empirical findings
To start making sense and finding core discussions, we identified certain themes categorised below. Based on the
interviews, we noticed that the CoP members entertained many different kinds of goals and expectations, because the
CoP was heterogeneous in nature, and according to our analysis, members can hold stereotypical images of the
others. Industrial members viewed universities as too theoretical, abstract and lofty, while academic members viewed
industrial members as being only focused on short-term gain and controlling the operation solely for money.
To clarify the empirical content, comments are divided into academia (A), other public actors (O) and industry (I)
categories.
4.1 NRIP Participants
Participants came from different scientific and industrial fields, different regions in northern Finland and different
companies, universities, financiers and other public development organisations. Thus, the fundamental difference
between participants involved their professional backgrounds. The analysis reveals that they were a heterogeneous
group of people with different kinds of expectations of and motivations to participate in the NRIP. Based on the
interviews, a stronger participation of companies was requested.
Generally speaking, there was the same situation as in many other such events. Companies/Business people do
not participate in/come very often to such events. So, in there was quite a lot of academics and representatives
of development organisations (A).
The value of participation was recognised and viewed as an antecedent of presence, as important as the potential
benefits and networking. Through participation, members received access to the community’s knowledge resources.
Some members even expressed the idea that such open, informal forums are a necessity.
In that type of cooperation, in my view, the developers need to participate/go. One person is able to handle only
a small part of this world. However, the new innovative things can usually found together with other people (O).
We also conclude that the participants were heterogeneous, with varying expectations resulting from a lack of the
same kind of background knowledge about the objectives of the workshops, contents, activities and procedures. SME
participants also felt themselves to be small, with limited resources. On the other hand, public sector participants
have similar practices, and these types of activities are a natural part of their work and working culture. Organisers
were from different backgrounds, with organisations varying in size, interests and situations.
4.2 Motivations and expectations of the NRIP
To understand what motivated participants, we identified different expectations, categorised under four themes: (1)
potential collaboration, which consisted of the sub-themes of participation and networking, (2) increasing overall and
specific knowledge, (3) dialogue from a business point of view and (4) strong regional relevance.
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4.2.1 Potential collaboration
Industrial members highlighted that it is important to have a neutral discussion arena where it is possible to meet
other people to collaborate and have access to the community’s knowledge recourses.
Well, when you live here on the rural area, so is it the advantage that it is a forum to meet with old friends and
partners but also to find new potential partners (I).
Yes, I had several, and perhaps a bit too even high expectations towards all, and how we find good
opportunities for cooperation (A).
Academic members had clear, concrete goals regarding how to benefit from the NRIP. Industrial members also
appreciated the NRIP as an important source of useful and interesting first-hand knowledge. Workshops were
therefore perceived, in principle, as a form of cooperation. The members were not affected by the fact that the idea
of the workshops was to generate useful new knowledge or skills; instead, each member seemed to move according
to their own motives based on their own personal benefits.

4.2.2 Increasing overall and specific knowledge
The motivation for participation in the NRIP was a common interest in developing and prospering the field of
environment, energy and natural resources. Members had different perspectives on the topic, with respect to the
business, R&D or financing views; however, they shared a joint interest in increasing their knowledge in the field. If
the joint interest was concrete or particularly topical, it was found to be interesting. Industrial members gained new
topic-specific knowledge for innovations, and they described this as follows:
Knowledge is increasing, but rather it was nice to know, very few felt they had received precise or directly
utilisable information or know-how. It was seen as valuable, that we were able to hear the new perspectives to
familiar things (I).
During the workshops, members became familiar with others, developed trust and obtained a better overall picture of
other participants’ skills and the potential of joint collaborative actions. At some events, while the core topic was not
particularly relevant, members stated that their overall knowledge increased; however, they considered such
knowledge as just ‘nice to know’.

4.2.3 Dialogue from a business point of view
The company representatives stated that it was important to bring the commercial point of view into the CoP
discussions. According to industrial members, universities didn’t always consider economic realities such as the
implementation and evaluation of production costs or identifying who would ultimately pay. Therefore, it was
interpreted by all that while the angles varied, both parties’ views were complementary.
In that sense, business people need to be involved with the researchers and the authorities, because the open
cooperation produce the best results (I).

4.2.4 Strong regional relevance
A regional point of view was clearly evident in the data. It was collectively interpreted that cooperation is a key
resource factor and an opportunity, particularly in areas that are not obviously attractive growth centres. It seems
natural that public actors (O) such as development and funding organisations are looking for regional advantages.
And, small area with limited resources, means that when we have projects and other businesses together, we
are more reliable and we will be taken seriously as an area (O).
4.3 Content of the NRIP
The domain that gathered people into the NRIP was the common emphasis of R&D issues related to Arctic research.
Industrial members in particular highlighted that it is important to have the possibility of meeting and collaborating
with other enthusiasts in the field. In the workshops, a variety of methods such as thematic workgroups and virtual
activities via the Internet helped with idea collection and helped with these ideas’ further processing. In particular,
participatory methods were mentioned positively.
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Traditional lectures were held as examples of concrete benefits; therefore, a subject was given to a participant, and
they could contribute to that subject from their own work. Participants indicated that they got necessary information
from the lectures which they could quote afterwards.
But then, there was also a very good lectures, which were stick in the mind and which I have myself summarised
in my own presentations many times after that (O).
The interviews also highlighted the central role of a workshop facilitator as well as the arrangements of the
workshops.
It very much depends on that how creative and how inspiring they are. The fact that the participants will be
active when facilitator has social skills and in-depth know-how (O).
So, essentially, they were well designed. I have planned quite a lot this kind events, and I know that it will take a
lot of time, that everything runs smoothly. I noticed right away that this is a very well designed, as all went well
(A).
4.4 NRIP forum and working processes
NRIP members from both academia and industry had positive attitudes towards community collaboration. We
explored different experiences in the NRIP and how members used their new knowledge in their own organisations as
well as what kind of working methods and processes were available to allow them to take advantage of it.
Yes, this is in our action plan and it is ideal when we participate in such networks, and activate our cooperation.
That’s exactly what I need to do for a living (O).
Well there was a really good atmosphere and informal activities and I think that it was due to the fact that a
large majority of participants were there as individuals and were used to working in these types of sessions (I).
4.5 NRIP benefits
We analysed what kinds of benefits participants gained in the community work. Participants in the study maintained
that events took place primarily to serve the university’s own targets, although the promotion of cooperation with the
companies was mentioned in the interviews. The participants saw benefits in different ways. Those from academia
and other public actors said that they benefited more than the representatives of the companies. Company
representatives were satisfied, on the whole, but strongly expressed the lack of tangible results.
That which now has been more important to us is that it offered ideas to reflect our new studies or new
projects. Through these contacts gained in the events it is utilized and invited to join in your own projects ...
However, contacts which were born there has been used a number of our own project plans (A).
Other public actors benefitted more from the results of the community work.
Well, yes, I got on a broader view because there was other people than usual in cooperation events. In addition,
we made things interacting together, so we exported ideas from this region and the provinces to our
headquarters in Helsinki (O).
In the interviews, company representatives described the benefits and disadvantages as follows.
Yeah, and then again the businesses would like to have concrete result and rather immediately (I).
Personally and through my own business, it has not materialised in any way. Straight out, no way (I).
4.6 Knowledge transfer and anchoring
We analysed what kinds of benefits participants gained and how they used their new knowledge in their own
organisations. We also analysed what kinds of working methods and processes were available in participants’
organisations to allow them take advantage of their new knowledge. Based on the data, it seems that the ability to
utilise the results of the workshops was affected by the companies’ size and resources and by the availability of
mechanisms and practices by which they could process, refine and transfer the gained individual knowledge to
organisation-level knowledge. A big difference between participants was seen in the capability of implementing the
acquired knowledge in the community. For public organisations such as universities and state research institutes, the
implementation of knowledge is part of their regular processes and of their organisational culture. According to our
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interviews, by comparison, private companies do not have practices or processes for implementation of lessons
learned in community work, even though they took advantage of that knowledge.
There have been found many new ideas and then really well, in my opinion, information about what was
collected during this project has been also shared (O).
Such things, which can be applied immediately to the company’s operations, especially some related to the
environmental side of things, will take place immediately through the company’s employees (I).
So, my business is such a small scale, that there’s not resources to handle this kind of things (I).
Community work also resulted in concrete action. University and research organisations centralised many
organisations in the same building and created a great foundation for knowledge transfer and collaboration.
There is one important thing that after this has occurred, or in those same times, that an Environmental
Information – building emergenced. Various research institute representatives moved physically in the same
place. It gave one the opportunity to streghten this network. And, in addition to this further established
innovation centers ... (O)

5. Discussion
The most prominent issue of the NRIP was the involvement of a wide range of different actors such as universities,
public actors, corporations, SME’s and entrepreneurs as individuals, embedded with their tacit knowledge in this open
innovation community (Dodgson et al., 2006; Kitagawa, 2009). Kauppila (2015) argue that the most prominent themes
in academia–industry collaboration relate to organisational culture, aligning interests and operating systematically and
transparently.
The downside, from the companies’ viewpoint, was that the knowledge transfer did not work in both directions
(Audretsch & Keilbach, 2004; Kitagawa, 2009; Muller, 2006; Ramos-Vielba et al., 2010). According to the interviews,
the knowledge provided to companies was too general and was difficult to implement in their businesses. Also, the
open nature of universities contrasts with the more closed and protective approach of industry (Perkmann & Walsh,
2007); companies were seen as more adaptive and absorptive of new knowledge while universities tried to benefit
from new projects.
The representatives of the companies sought a competitive advantage through responsiveness and rapid and flexible
product innovation (see Teece & Pisano, 1994). However, they were unable to coordinate and redeploy their internal
and external competences in the community, even when a university offered new methods and models to transform
research results, research-generated ideas and inventions into commercial use (Bjerregaard, 2010; Boardman &
Ponomariov, 2009; Kale & Singh, 2007).
We did not find similarity with Audretsch and Keilbach (2004), Kitagawa (2009), Muller, (2006) or Ramos-Vielba et al.
(2010), in which this community of academia–industry collaboration allowed knowledge transfer in both directions
and significantly stimulated regional economic growth by increasing the rate of innovation. Based on this study, it was
clear that this interaction facilitates knowledge transfer and interaction between academia and industry, as Kale and
Singh (2007) suggested, but the positive effects on industrial innovativeness were not so clear. Nor did we find
evidence that scientific involvement in community work directly resulted in innovations, as Cooke (2005) suggested.

6. Conclusion
This study contributes to the research on CoPs in an academy-industry collaboration. Our article provides new
empirical evidence on the potential of working in a CoP to create dynamic capability. We have identified preconditions
which have an influence on the success of this kind of community’s ability to create dynamic capabilities for the
organisations working in the CoPs . In this case, we found that these preconditions were not optimal; therefore,
results from this community did not clearly develop the dynamic capability of the organisation. Table 1, below, shows
the founded dimensions of the antecedents of successful academia–industry collaboration.
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Participants

Motivation to
participate

Topic

Processes

Utilisation
mechanisms

WHO

WHY

WHAT

HOW

KM

Table 1: Antecedents of successful academia–industry collaboration
The work in the NRIP functioned moderately, even though there were many things which needed improvement. The
following differences and equalities were found during the empirical analysis in comparison to the theoretical
approach. The CoP as a collaboration forum for the parties worked quite well, even though the participants (WHO)
had such heterogeneous backgrounds and their expectations varied widely. The motivations and expectations (WHY)
of the CoP members differed, which hindered the effective utilisation of gained knowledge for the benefit of the
businesses. We evaluated many challenges with the content (WHAT), because it seemed that the university as a CoP
organiser ran the event based on its own interests, and therefore, the NRIP was more or less designed to be scienceoriented rather than business-oriented. The forum was mainly characterised in a positive way, but the companies
lacked the knowledge implementation processes (HOW) to take advantage of the gained knowledge. Companies were
starving for resources and methods by which to implement this knowledge, and our interpretation is that the
universities and other public actors were not trying to improve their dynamic capability but were trying to take
advantage of new projects and public funding.
Participation and presence in a CoP itself were seen as very useful, and no one doubted that their knowledge and skills
increased in the CoP. Additionally, companies’ participation helped their point of view gain visibility in collaborative
activities. However, companies did not have the mechanisms or practices by which to take advantage of the new
knowledge and utilise it to enhance their own dynamic capability. While universities and public organisations
discussed matters at an abstract level, companies emphasised concrete tasks and measureable results. However, this
data clearly shows that cooperation is considered an opportunity and a key resource factor, particularly in regions
which are not obviously attractive growth centres. Cooperation is therefore considered important to the vitality of
rural areas’ development.
Thus, we argue that while open forums, such as NRIP, have a lot of potential, their full potential remains unexploited.
We conclude that the shared objectives, relevant topics, suitable working methods and composition of the group are
antecedents of collaboration that are key to refining knowledge created in each event. We suggest that these
antecedents should be studied further. Finally, we conclude that companies should acknowledge the potentially
strategic value of information gained from such forums and therefore build established and effective mechanisms to
capitalise on the new knowledge.
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