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Welcome
Welcome to the second biannual issue of
the Engagement Readiness Project E-zine.
The Engagement Readiness Monitor
project goal is to increase universities’
readiness to engage with business and
ultimately provide them with the means
to become “engagement ready” and
“engaged” universities. To achieve this
goal, we aim to develop tangible and
open-access tools and materials.
Over the last few months, the
Engagement Readiness Monitor Project
team has worked hard to finalise the
research phase, with the publication of
the Engagement Readiness Investigation
Report.
This e-zine features the Engagement
Readiness Investigation Report. The
report synthesizes all the research that
the partners have conducted; interviews
with HEI managers and UBC experts, the
desktop reviews, and the benchmarking
reviews.
Furthermore, the e-zine continues our
dive into engagement readiness, as we
touch on the topics of the knowledge and
technology transfer process, collaboration
readiness for innovation in single
organisations, and the human factor in
Higher
Education
Institutions’
Engagement.

The e-zine also features several expert
voices; some of the experts that we have
interviewed earlier this year. The insights
from their interviews have highly
contributed to our report and we would
like to share some of those in this e-zine.
Now that the project partners have
finished the work in the research phase,
we
have
transitioned
into
the
development phase. The leading partner
of this phase, UIIN, is currently
developing the Engagement Readiness
Framework. If you would like to stay
updated on the work that we are doing,
you can follow our social media channels.
Enjoy your reading!

4

Project Overview
In the course of this 2-year Erasmus+ project, we aim to develop the following outputs:

Engagement Readiness Investigation Report

The report will provide HEIs across Europe with a comprehensive understanding of the university
readiness to engage with business. It will present the insights from benchmarking and serve as the
basis and initial cornerstone for the creation of the self-assessment framework and the toolkit.

Engagement Readiness Self-Assessment Framework

his framework will provide an overview of the validated and weighted scales to measure university
engagement readiness and their ability to cooperate with business. This will serve as the basis for
the online self-assessment tool.

Engagement Readiness Toolkit

The toolkit will support HEIs to increase their engagement readiness and effectively help them
become more engagement ready. The toolkit will consist of different engagement tools and models,
including the self-assessment online tool, and a roadmap outlining concrete steps to become
engagement ready supported by bite-sized case studies.

Investigation into Engagement Readiness – our results
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Investigation in Engagement Readiness – our results
The Engagement Readiness Investigation
Report provides an in-depth exploration of
the readiness of higher education
institutions (HEIs) to engage with
businesses and other societal actors. It is
the culmination of extensive research
carried out as part of the first intellectual
output of the Engagement Readiness
Monitor project, meant to identify
engagement antecedents and outcomes,
characteristics of HEIs that successfully
engage, and good practices in measuring
engagement readiness.

Guided by methodology and support
materials developed by l’Institut Mines
Télécom Business School (IMTBS), the
intellectual output leader, research began
with all partners reviewing literature
pertaining to engagement readiness and
related concepts. Partners subsequently
performed a benchmarking analysis of
existing tools and frameworks that aid in
understanding and measuring the

engagement of HEIs, as well as conducted
a total of 50 expert interviews of
engagement practitioners and scholars.
The insights gained from the analysis and
synthesis by IMTBS of this research are
presented in the Investigation Report,
which serves as the foundation for the
development of a novel engagement
readiness framework and self-assessment
tool for HEIs.

You can find the report on our website at
https://engagementready.eu/
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Dive Deeper into
Engagement
Readiness
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The knowledge and technology transfer
process
Within the IO1 - Engagement Readiness
Investigation Report, CU has primarily
performed Desktop research focused on
describing the knowledge and technology
transfer process as means for informing
the readiness concept including 1) what is
knowledge transfer (KT) and technology
transfer (TT), 2) what are the processes
underpinning KT and TT, 3) who is involved
and what are their interests and finally, 4)
how it contributes to the concept of
university readiness. Secondly, CU
presented the results of a benchmarking
activity focused on the assessment tool
called Knowledge Transfer Metrics which
has been developed by the Competence
Centre on Technology Transfer of the JRC,
in partnership with ASTP. The report
provides 10 recommendations towards
the definition and use of a common set of
European KT indicators and states that
those should be considered a simpler
assessment of outputs.

The indicators recommended in this
report include both outputs and inputs
and fall into four groups: internal context,
environment, activity, impact. Using the
input and output indicators will enable a
PRO to get a sense of the effects of
external factors or internal operational
factors. To do this, however, requires the
ability to access the data or data
comparisons and this is where a
centralised repository has an important
role to play. Finally, CU has conducted
empirical research through expert
interviews between University-Business
Cooperation (UBC) and HEI managers. The
interviews have been carried out between
March and April 2021 to 10 interviewees
(5 UBC + 5 HEI managers representatives).

"It is not easy to define what is added
value"
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"we cannot talk about the necessity of
one resource without the presence of
another"

Academic engagement is mainly about the
time capacity of people who see added
value in cooperation with a third party. It
is not easy to define what is added value,
because for someone it can be money, for
others an interesting research topic and
for others access to data provided through
collaboration. From the perspective of the
resources needed, the answers were very
similar, as almost every respondent
emphasized quality human resources,
which, however, must be sufficiently paid
and equipped, so we cannot talk about
the necessity of one resource without the
presence of another. In the conditions of
the CEE region, the most common barrier

was the mentioned legislative framework
and a lack of interest on the side of the
government
and
the
university
management, followed by insufficient
time capacity of academics in the
performance of the first two HEIs
missions. The main motivator is the
research interest that is necessary for
engagement. However, the answers are
quite difficult to generalize, as they differ
according to the cooperating side of UBC
and the geographical location.

Authors:
Hana
Kosova,
Director
Technology Transfer Office at Charles
University; Serena Mancini, EU Funds
Specialist at the Centre for Knowledge and
Technology Transfer of Charles University;
and Peter Ded’o, Project Specialist at the
Centre for Knowledge and Technology
Transfer of Charles University.
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Collaboration readiness for innovation in
individual organisations
Earlier blog posts discussed the why and
how of university-business cooperation,
technology readiness measuring tools, and
the knowledge and technology transfer
process. This blog post is a summary of
the desktop review conducted by UIIN and
examines the concept of ‘readiness’ with
the focus on innovation from the
perspective of a single organisation. To
understand what it entails for an
organisation to be “ready” to innovate and
collaborate for innovation, we first dive
into the antecedents and indicators of the
internal readiness for organisational
change in organisations, with a focus on
the organisational structure, its culture
and the leadership dimensions. We
further briefly discuss the concept and
tenets of absorptive capacity for an
organisation to recognise and uptake the
innovation and technology. Lastly, this will
lead us to the examination of the facets of
readiness for collaborative activities both
from
behavioural,
resources
and
competences-based perspectives.
Internal readiness for organisational
change and innovation Readiness for
change involves different processes and
occurs on different levels within an
organisation. There are two types of
processes that we can distinguish: cultural
and technological processes1,2. The
cultural process deals with the soft issues
that are required for a successful
organisational change. These are for
example the organisational culture,
attitude towards change on both an
individual and organisational level, trust,
incentive structure and soft performance
measures2.

On the other side we have the
technological process - the hard issues.
These are for example the resources
required, and IT infrastructure2. We can
also distinguish between two or three
different levels on which these processes
take place: the individual, work group, and
organisational level3 or rather a more
basic division between the individual and
organisational level. These levels are
intertwined and influence each other. The
antecedents can be divided into several
categories: structure and culture,
leadership, resources, local determinant
analysis, communication, and ‘innovation’
champion/leader. The overview shows
that by far the largest part of the
antecedents relate to the organisational
structure, its culture and the leadership.
Within the existing literature on
challenges, there is a strong focus on
individual readiness for change, rather
than a combination with organisational
readiness. The barriers are very diverse
and most often occur in the categories
structure and culture, resources, and
communication.
Technological readiness and absorptive
capacity
To assess to which extent a particular
technology is “mature”, a company can
use the technology readiness levels (TRLs)
using a nine-point scale (1-9) where level
1 is reached once research has begun and
level 9 is reached once the technology has
been “flight proven”4. TRLs can be
modified to
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comprehend
the
capabilities
and
resources that are necessary to create a
technology at different phases of its
development and can be used to
understand the advancement of the
technology5. Throughout the development
of a new technology, new knowledge and
information is created that can be taken
up by businesses, whether the business is
able to do so will depend on the business’
absorptive capacity. Absorptive capacity
can be defined as “the ability of a firm to
recognise the value of new, external
information, assimilate it, and apply it to
commercial ends”6. Thus, it is necessary
for a company to have such capabilities to
successfully incorporate knowledge and
information from external sources. The
absorptive capacity can be increased by
the
company’s
technological
and
organisational capabilities, and its
organisational culture7. In 2002, Zahra and
George8 introduced the concept of
absorptive capacity consisting of two
different
components:
potential
absorptive capacity (PAC) and realised
absorptive capacity (RAC).

PAC
encompasses the knowledge
acquisition and assimilation capability of a
company, while RAC comprises the
company’s
transformation
and
exploitation capabilities.
Collaboration readiness for innovation
The concept of collaboration is difficult to
define and implement, and often used
interchangeably with related terms such
as cooperation, partnerships, alliances,
joint ventures, and research consortia[9].
Within this literature review, we
understand “collaboration” as an umbrella
term that encompasses various forms and
levels
of
collaboration
including
cooperation, partnerships, alliances, joint
ventures, and research consortia. There
are several theoretical frameworks
operationalising collaboration readiness
and its tenets on an individual level. The
most commonly cited are those
gravitating towards larger behaviour
characteristics
analysis10,11
and
12,13
competency/resources analysis
.

“Throughout the development of a new
technology, new knowledge and information is
created that can be taken up by businesses,
whether the business is able to do so will depend
on the business’ absorptive capacity”

Photo by Michael L on Unsplash
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According to the behaviour-based
approach11, there are three factors
considered as the underlying foundation
for collaboration readiness These are the
collaboration preparedness, competencies
fitness, and willingness to collaborate.
According to the competency/resourcesbased
approach12,
“collaboration
readiness can be defined as the evidence
of readiness reflected in the provision of
staff, budget, training, technology and
other resources to support collaboration
based-on the quality and effectiveness of
past and current collaborative activities
across organisational boundaries”. The
competency-based approach does not
exclude the behavioural characteristics.
Transferring towards more collaborative
environments requires a well-developed
collaborative culture which includes
openness, commitment, leadership, trustbuilding, self-learning, continues training,
long-term & global vision, effective
communication, knowledge sharing and
innovation14. Technology transfer can be
seen as a collaboration dimensions among
knowledge-driven organisations. It can
constitute a form of collaboration or
employ collaborative approaches between
knowledge-intensive institutions, that are
“ready” to move their innovative potential
further
or
uptake
new
technology/knowledge.
Technology
transfer can occur in a number of ways,
namely through spin-offs, licencing,
publications, meetings where technical
information is exchanged, and cooperative R&D agreements15. Success
factors of technology transfer include
organisational capabilities such as being
able to recognise the value of a
technology for the company, to be able to
undertake inter-organisational interactions

i.e. collaboration16, and having an open
organisational
attitude
towards
innovation17. Barriers to transferring
research or technology into practice can
be attributed to organisational factors
such as “leadership attitudes, staff
resources, organisational stress, regulatory
and financial pressures, management style
and tolerance for change”. Furthermore,
the “risk tolerance and positive selfconcept” of managers have been found to
be most predictive of whether employees
will accept large-scale changes within an
organisation18.

Authors: Fleur Schellekens, Junior Research
Officer at UIIN; Catherine Hayward, Junior
Project Officer at UIIN; and Alexandra
Zinovyeva, Manager EU Research Projects
at UIIN.

University Engagement Readiness E-zine 2: November, 2021

12

Dive into Engagement Readiness

“Technology transfer can be seen as a
collaboration dimensions among knowledgedriven organisations. ”
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Expert Voices: Věra Šťastná
In conversation with Engagement Readiness Monitor partners, Vera St’astna offered her
insights on “engagement readiness” and contributed her valuable knowledge on the
topic.
RNDr. Věra Šťastná heads the Department of Analyses and
Strategies at the Rectorate of Charles University (Prague, Czech
Republic) since 2008. She has long been involved in the
development of higher education projects. The main
responsibilities include the preparation of the main strategic
materials of the university, cooperation on quality assessment
of Charles University, including conceptual development of the
quality assurance system/sub-systems, preparation of
documents used to determine the strategy of further
development of the university. She has experience in national
and international cooperation and networks within the
Bologna Process of European Union programs, the Council of
Europe, university networks (UNICA - Network of Universities
from the Capitals of Europe, IUA - International Association of
Universities, ACA - Academic Cooperation Association, etc.) or
international projects such as EUROSTUDENT.

What does it mean for an HEI to be ready
to engage?
The faculties at Charles University are
better prepared for this than they think.
The biggest shortcoming is the fact that
the faculties themselves do not know
what social relevance is. If we could define
what the social impact of research is, or
therefore the social relevance of research,
then the faculties would be even more
prepared to translate it into concrete
steps. In the Czech Republic, the social
relevance of research is assessed by an
international panel of evaluators within
the Methodology 17+. Those evaluators
rebuke us that, especially in the social
sciences, there is no consensus on what
the social relevance of research is. The
Faculty of Science or the medical faculties
mentioned some contract research or

Image source Věra Šťastná

projects with KTTO in the assessment, so
it was relatively clear there. The faculties
of social or humanities did not write
anything there, because of course they do
not have spin-offs and the economic
impact of their activities is unclear. And
they took their commitment to preparing
the next generation of researchers and
employees in the field. And these
evaluators blamed us for this and told us
to discuss it. Today the benefits and
cooperation with the industry are already
appreciated. And even the university is
trying to rewrite these things in the
principles of redistribution of funds. So
cooperation with practice based on
involvement in teaching, or adaptation of
the curriculum, should also be reflected in
performance indicators of faculty. And
that's a huge change in the university's
approach.

University Engagement Readiness E-zine 2: November, 2021
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What are the most important resources
(financial, human, physical, knowledge)
that need to be available to ensure HEIs are
prepared to engage with businesses and/or
others?
It will probably be different in terms of
industry. I can easily imagine that where
quality basic research is done, there is a
breeding ground for application. There is
nothing to apply without quality research.
I think people who engage should have
social recognition. Therefore, it is
important to translate this into a way of
financing faculties. Even if the faculty has
earned only a small amount by transfer,
scientists must have social recognition for
their cooperation. And training in this area
is also important so that scientists know
what their options are and can move
forward. And good research is important

Photo by Agnieszka Cymbalak on Unsplash

for that. And it is important to rewrite it
into the career structure.
What kinds of specific strategies or policies
can HEIs put in place to address the
willingness of management, staff, students,
etc. to engage with businesses and others
(e.g. mission statements, incentives for
engagement, cultural strategies/policies,
etc.)?

If the university wants to develop, it is
necessary for people who have a view
from outside to come. It would be great to
support doctoral and postdoctoral
students who would come to the
university from abroad. And if the first of
them walk the path, then more people
would join in. In this way the social
recognition and inclusion are essential in
the conditions for career advancement.

University Engagement Readiness E-zine 2: November, 2021
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What are the major barriers and facilitators
to HEI engagement with business and
other societal actors?
The traditional setting of the ideas of
academics and the requirements for
obtaining a higher academic degree is the
most important barriers. It is hampered
because I think that on top rank are
articles in most institutions and academic
involvement is not thought at all. If this is
not there, the conservative view that it
does not belong to the university will still
prevail. But the new management has
done a lot of work and is starting to
appreciate it.
I think it must be the management of the
university. They have to say to themselves
that they want to support it and they have
to support it.
Concerning the facilitators, it is necessary
to make space for the faculties so that, for
example, companies can enter the topics
of diploma theses.
What are the primary motivators or drivers
for HEIs to engage with businesses and/or
others?
The driver may be social demand, as Covid
has now shown. But those barriers are on
both sides. On the part of companies and
the part of schools. If a university lost its
culture, it would also lose its importance.
The university needs to be a little slower,
more prudent and more thoughtful and
guard the heritage of previous
generations. The company may be a little
more superficial in that. And that's what
xxxx

the disrespect is about. That the academy
claims that companies are only interested
in profit and that companies claim that
the academy is slowed down. Both of
these environments have a completely
different culture and that is a barrier.
Therefore, it is important to incorporate
practitioners into.
Is there a difference between readiness to
cooperate with business and with other
societal actors and education and in
research?
It will be quite dependent on people, but
there will be a difference. Non-academic
university staff must have a perspective in
this regard. So that we don't have an
economist who only sees numbers and
doesn't know what's behind them. So that
the faculty lawyer understands things in
context and does not destroy every
attempt at the spin-off. The readiness of
the internal environment is very
important. That contact with companies is
mainly about personal relationships, and
those relationships should be more
institutionalized. It would be very helpful
for the university to map these things
about collaboration. Finally, very good
universities have as their primary mission
to do research and then teach about that
research.
Interview conducted and summarised by
Serena Mancini, EU Funds Specialist at the
Centre for Knowledge and Technology
Transfer of Charles University; and Peter
Ded’o, Project Specialist at the Centre for
Knowledge and Technology Transfer of
Charles University.
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Expert Voices: Antero Kivelä
In conversation with Engagement Readiness Monitor partners, Antero Kivelä offered his
insights on “engagement readiness” and contributed his valuable knowledge on the
topic. The blog writer has classified management in three different systemic elements;
economic, human capital and marketing management. At the end, the blog writer
interpretates the dilemma of the management as a key. In Finland, the Universities of
Applied Sciences have important law-stated role in regional development, and this is
what guides them to make multiple ways of collaboration between University and
industries whether it is public or private sector, or associations.

Mr Antero Kivelä, is a business service specialist at the School
of Business in JAMK, Jyväskylä University of Applied Sciences,
Finland. The topic reflects his views on how systematic
management is meaningful in maintaining qualified
cooperation as a culture and activity.

Image source: Antero Kivelä

Economic management issue

The Universities of Applied Sciences are
merely financed by government and
owned by regional public sector
organizations. However, only part of
funding comes from Ministry of
Education, and the pressure to increase
private funding appears. Universities have
project collaboration, which is monetary
base in RDI activities. It is different from
the business interactions which is made in
both free-of-charge and monetary base,
and by several staff statuses. In the recent
years, there is a need for commercial
services as part of teachers’ tasks. Some of
the teachers are more active selling their
own expertise. But not all staff members
should be involved with business
collaboration.

When it comes to teacher’s job with the
students, some of the teachers still make
free-of-charge cooperation with the
companies. From the University point of
view, it is important to the students gain
credits and graduate. A major part of
funding is based on studying performance
of the students. And at the same time
teachers want to create learning
environments around the real-time
industry cases. It is not always possible to
guarantee the quality on the outcomes
performed by the students. Therefore, it is
easier to cooperate for free-of-charge and
using personal networks. However, more
monetary base cooperation could be builtin cooperation with businesses relates to
the students’ internship and thesis work in
which the responsibility is now left to the
students. In some industry, the students
are paid for their contribution. University

University Engagement Readiness E-zine 2: November, 2021
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staff is then not strongly involved in that
relation. These contexts should be
managed more systematically.
Human capital management issue
Competence based experts (e.g. teachers)
are the core resource in the Universities.
At the individual level, co-operation must
be voluntary, involving those individuals
who are interested in it. Involvement of
more staff members with industry
collaboration could be done more
systematically. Mostly the needs of the
industry, i.e. assignments are quite
pragmatic and it is needed more ‘feet on
the ground’ attitude. The content can be
refined into research or taken forward
later by the University expert him/herself.
University-Industry collaboration emerges
typically as personal relationships
between university teaching staff and
industry representative. Teachers should
voluntarily go to work for a while in a
partner company since we have good
practices in our national school system.
Experiencing the social atmosphere
deepens cooperation and generates more
relationships of trust instead of just
mobile calling the companies.
Marketing management issue
Do the companies know about University’s
services if they are not visible? Marketing
communication may be focused on the
degree students’ needs. The Universities
may have not a strategy for corporate
marketing at all – no capacity or budget
either. The partnership model of

cooperation is a relevant practical concept
with the several valued levels. The
University should communicate about its
partners to the public. The most of them
would be proud to be associated with the
University. The same goes with alumni,
who also represents the link from the
University to industry.
Customer brings money in the industry,
and therefore CRM (customer relation
management) program is typically in use.
In this case, organization has the
ownership of the relations. In the
Universities, it is relevant support service
investment. It should be strategically used
by all the staff members that are involved
in business cooperation. It is challenging
to manage customer relationships which
are owned by a person instead of
organization. How many is willing to use
connections from their own network in
the benefit of their employer? Clear goals,
motives and role models for CRM use is
needed. Additionally, the organization
needs persons with the mandates: It
should be one customer relationship (CR)
manager
who
would
coordinate
University-Industry collaboration with the
business service specialists of all units.
Then there should be a budget for these
activities. CR manager discusses with
management the needs of cooperation,
and would be in charge of media relations.
The decision-making power in practice has
to be downsized to coordination in order
to avoid random or a case-by-case
activities.
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In a nutshell
Based on the views of the interviewee, it
will also lead to ethical questions in the
management need. For example, when
there is no shared rule for cooperation as
either monetary base or free-of-charge, it
reflects unequal activities in the eyes of
industry and also amongst the University
staff as well as the students. It is required
having systematic management structure,
practices and rules whenever it concerns
University-Industry relationships. This
should concern also ethical reasoning. The
role of the Universities seems to be
important when it is a talk about

management education as very attractive
product to be sold to external markets.
Therefore, one can express the following
dilemma: The University representative is
competent
to
educate
industry
management, but then also University
management in practice should be
qualified enough in credibility matter.
Interview conducted and summarised by
Minna Tunkkari-Eskelinen (Ph.D), Principal
Lecturer at JAMK University of Applied
Sciences.
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Expert Voices: Silvia Vecchi
In conversation with Engagement Readiness Monitor partners, Silvia Vecchi offered her
insights on “engagement readiness” and contributed her valuable knowledge on the
topic.

Silvia Vecchi is the University-Business Collaboration Office
head at the University of Bologna’s Research and Third Mission
division. She promotes university-industry relations to enhance
and diversify collaborations, improving their quality and
quantity through a multidisciplinary approach.
Furthermore, she cooperated with the European Commission
as an independent expert for evaluating research and
innovation projects on different subjects (energy efficiency,
ambient assisted living) involving research institutions,
companies, and SMEs.
Image source: Silvia Vecchi

What does it mean to be ready to engage?
Readiness means having the essential
operative tools and the crucial human
resources. There has to be a structured
interface that enables engagement
between university and business, a legal
framework and collaboration models that
suit business needs. Human resources,
both professional figures inside the
institution and professors, have to be
educated for collaboration.
A culture for cooperation within the whole
university is crucial. It guarantees both the
engagement of the professors and new
stimuli for education and research. It is
necessary a forma mentis that goes
beyond the idea that UBC is something
non-relevant from an academic point of
view and thus a loss of time. Sometimes,
there is a hidden thought that
collaborating

collaborating with business means that
academics subjugate themselves to the
market. This does not happen with other
societal actors: they are seen as nearer to
the university mission thanks to their notfor-profit nature.
What are the most common ways in which
collaboration
commences
at
your
institution?
The main institutional motivation for
engagement is to strengthen the impact
of the first and second missions of the
university. For this reason, universities
look at business for opportunities to
collaborate for education, research, and
corporate training (a sector whose
importance grows day by day and tends to
evolve in other forms of collaboration
too).
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The most common ways universities and
businesses collaborate for educational
purposes (and for which they are already
ready) are internships and seminars.
However, collaboration for education is
evolving: other ways are not fully
exploited or are not explored yet.
Nowadays, there is the trend to propose
business challenges as part of a teaching
class, and include external actors into codesigned education programs, to provide
specifications
on
the
needed
competences and, in some cases, to
contribute as teachers. Universities are
not fully ready for these “deep
contamination” in education but are
working to reach them.

funds (directly from the business, or
indirectly, through joint participation in
competitive funding programmes) and to
validate their research through real-world
application. Universities are readier for
calls and consultancies, while they miss
many opportunities in PhD research due
to a lack of awareness about its value by
companies.
From the business perspective, companies
are interested in engaging with
universities mainly for two reasons: they
seek new talents to be hired, and
(advanced) solutions to their technical
issues, so they recruit students through
internships and thesis, and they propose
sponsored research projects.

Professors are more motivated to
collaborate for research both to raise
funds

“Universities have to pursue strategies that push
long-term relationships through the definition of
shared goals, defined leadership and flexible
contractual models that suit each collaboration
need”

University Engagement Readiness E-zine 2: November, 2021
Photo by Erol Ahmed on Unsplash

22

Expert Voices

It is important to consider that
engagement does not easily occur.
Universities and businesses have to be
aware of the possible inhibitors to
engagement.
Often
there
is
a
misalignment in timing and expectations:
the amount of time required to university
to reach the goal or just to organise the
project is different from the business one;
the technology readiness level of the
university research/solutions is not always
what the business needs. Other times
companies ask universities to develop
“research” projects when they just need
an engineering consultancy. Collaboration
could also fail because business asks the
wrong interlocutor within the university,
and the university fails to redirect business
to the correct entry point.

Which resources and strategies can a
university have in place to better prepare
to engage with businesses?
Universities need collaboration models
that are flexible enough to suit the
different collaboration scenarios. They
have to pursue strategies that push longterm relationships (strategic partnerships)
through the definition of shared goals,
defined leadership and flexible contractual
models that suit each collaboration need.
The contractual templates should consider
the trade-off between public universities’
restrictions and the business’ needs.

different levels: students can be involved
through open innovation initiatives;
academics’ entrepreneurial interest can
be encouraged with a broader focus than
just business engagement; IP policies can
be developed and tested to fit academic’s
and business’ needs better; corporate
training models can be defined with a
tailor-made perspective, especially in
technical and technological fields.

The availability of physical spaces in which
universities and businesses can work
together is a resource that is often
underestimated. These spaces allow
contamination and cross-fertilisation.
Lastly, an aspect whose importance’s
awareness
is
growing
is
the
communication strategy. Some European
universities are setting specifically
targeted communication channels and
contents that boost third mission activities
and business collaboration.
Interview conducted and summarised by
Silvia Poli, Research fellow at the
University of Bologna

There are many activities that a university
can promote to enhance engagement at
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