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To provide the long term success of the relatigmshietween innovative institutions — like univégsit firms and
intermediary institutions — has a key importanceimty the process of regional developments whictelbgments are
focused on the dynamisation of knowledge centrdsirmsreasing competitiveness. One of the elememtiars is the
long term co-operation between innovative instilas. In the case we focus on the success of caiperwe ask two
guestions: How can we manage successfully the giroyeithin the co-operation and how can we manage-aperation
containing range of projects? We are dealing in oasearch with the second one. We try to explom @resent the
economic results, benefits from the university-gtdal R&D co-operation. Therefore, we analyze #pproaches which
describe the performance of the university-indastdo-operations, highlighted by the discrepancytiod different
approaches. On the basis of our qualitative reskame make a motion of the adaptability of the @ipancy resolving
performance model.
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1. Introduction

The capacity and manageability of relations betwagwersities and industries has special signiftean
in the age of heightened support for such co-operd&&D. Relationship performance — as the economic
advantage of co-operation between organisationgpeas as a concept enjoying rather large intémebie
concerning literature. Relationship performanceeappd as the “by-product” of relationship marketarg
management analyses in the 1990s, while at the dintiee millennium, results of analyses targetiagtdrs
impacting the capacity of relationships starteasping everywhere.

The objective of this paper is to present the spigiels, along which performance relationship cen b
characterised in the field of vertical universitgiustrial R&D co-operatidhwhat factors can describe it; in
other words, what advantages derive in the figdhfimaintaining the relationship itself? The artielglores
the aforementioned problem along three main tholigés. The first part features the main approatbebe
profitability and effectiveness of vertical univiysindustrial co-operation both from universitiesd
industries perspectives, pointing out the problefrihe approaches we have identified. In the seqamtiwe
describe the results of the qualitative analysisabed to resolve those problems, while in thedhpart,
relying partly on our analytical results, we prasgmodel capable of describing the performanceedical
university-industrial co-operation.

2. Interpreting relationship performance during university-industrial vertical R&D co-operation

If we place the performance of R&D co-operationtlie focus of our examination, we face a field
difficult to manage. In R&D co-operation (primarilg the case of vertical co-operation), the concapl
relation of service provider and user is valid afidervable, however, if we interpret that in a ngitess-
business relationship system, significantly différeterests and expectations can be identified¢chvimake
the evaluation of the performance of the co-openatomplicated.
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University and academic research traditionally égsghe creation and deepening of basic knowledge
and its integration into the general educationdearThe academic sphere focuses primarily on ro&mufic
fields not yet covered, which are useful in pronglia long-term aspect in the topics of basic anulieg
research and which serve as a basis for trainingduscientists, experts and researchers (San@®0)2
Requirements towards co-operation on the publie seh be summarized as revenue production, widening
the political base, maximizing prestige, reseambeational overflow, increasing reference and ragmrn,
acquiring human resource capacity, increasing xigogation, acquiring tools, etc... (Slaughter — lies
1999). In contrast, business partners are inteteasteselling research results and the applied solubf
problems, which are capable of maximizing profiifpiand the wealth of stakeholders, reducing risks
increasing market share, revenues or the econoofiegale (Katz and Janus 1990; Hagedorn — Link —
Vonortas 2000; Santoro 2000; Barnes — Pashby —aB8&B002; Tijssen 2001; Okamuro 2007; Harabi 2002).

Omta and de Leeuw (1997) attempt to resolve théleno by starting out from a buyer-oriented
approach of performance during the definition & tdo-operation performance of the two parties. Adiog
to the authors, performance — in this context thé most efficient combination of resources usedaby
participants of the suppliers’ network so thateids to high quality and a cost-efficient buyeriser This,
on the one hand, means that the organizations emssire that they provide good services to theietsin
the given time and in good quality. On the othendhyat also means that they must be able to inereas
efficiency (good things are to be done well). Theme returning back to the traditional approach to
performance, this latter compares the output with invested input and with the visible use of tlspot
gained by the buyer. While the input invested iroperation is easy to describe as the output of R&D
operation, there is a fundamental differentiatietween output focused on an academic communitgdreb
performance) and outputs focused on industrial gmeernmental users (users’ performance). As regards
outputs focused on industrial partners, the intélial value (patent, licence, etc.) that was coeaga result
of the co-operation (innovative performance) arel phocess-performance provided during the co-ojperat
as efficiency, which includes maintaining the préfiarily stipulated cost and time frame (industrial
performance) are evaluated as performance.

At the same time, performance management expersrmes that performance cannot be regarded as a
homogenous concept, that would be an exaggeratdtbygh during research in many cases practical)
simplification to limit it to the results. Barnes al (2002), while examining the relationship systef
Warwick University and the Warwick ManufacturingdBp with qualitative tools, emphasizes that results
(which the authors define as owners’ profit, tedbgiwal innovation, continuous support of research
programs, submission of publications and patehésrealization of students’ projects and the stifemgng of
students’ recruitment), project management, engwequality and monitoring (which are enforceabl®tigh
the management of objectives and resources, coneationi, balanced power relations and stability)d an
general success factors (which include factorslekening, or good personal relationships) candoeanted
for as central factors of the success of co-opammafi his logic suggests that the result-procesbgiies
approach applicable to the description of the perémce of supplier-buyer relationships is alsodvati an
R&D environment, which is underlined by Daniel e(2002), which, as a result of a quantitative exsation
of 58 American co-operation research centres, teEscico-operation performance with that logic. s t
latter model, result is modelled with satisfactemmd commitment, while processes with technologgstier
behaviour. Abilities are defined as research caigaci

If, therefore, we accept the applicability of thesult-process-ability approach, it is worth reviegi
what factors influence it based upon research donfar, and which factors constitute an integrat pathe
performance of vertical R&D co-operation.

Branstetter and Sakakibara (1998) provides a prurealiproposal for the result-side evaluation of the
performance of R&D co-operation, stating that resegroductivity can be defined as co-operative R&D
performance, manifesting in the number of patergated from it. This performance can primarily leéed
as the technological performance of R&D co-opemtihich although, the argument goes, only pregeauts
of the acquired economic profit, at the same tithe,various co-operations and branches of indimopme
comparable due to the construction (BranstetterSalckibara 2002). Revilla et al (2000), howevessents
arguments in favour of the technical and econormedsions having to be evaluated during the evialoaif
the results of co-operative R&D. The authors’ perfance definition relies on simple and well appiea
logic: (1) performance is relative, its size siggahtly depends on starting conditions, against iwtthe
relative size and adequacy of output can be meas(2gboth technological and economic performamest
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be considered during its evaluation. They applge¢hnput and three output variables to describlopeance

in their analytical model. As input variables thdgfine the total revenues of the company, the nurobe
employees (at the company) and the total R&D bydgetle output variables include the number of ptde
deriving from co-operation, the number of those leiygd due to co-operation and total revenues géstera
by co-operation. Miotti and Sachwald (2003) goatsimilar result, also describing the efficiencyR&D co-
operation with two variables, patent productivitydathe proportion of innovative products within alot
revenues. During defining, the authors start ooinfithe fact that the productivity of R&D activitiean be
described along two factors: first, technologicaductivity (that is, whether during R&D any reshéis been
achieved that constitutes a technological novedty)l second, the success of market enforcementhwhic
separated from the former is evaluated more asstiveess of production and/or marketing. The same
definitional result forms the starting point of @karo (2007) with a supplement, according to which
technological success is grasped as a patentalaesabjectively valuable result (and not merelyl@ating
the established patents, but shifts towards a sadised approach). The author also extends businessss
and defines it to the extent of which co-operaBR&D contributes to the increase of sales.

Among the approaches pointing beyond the evaluatibrresults, Brinkerhof (2002) is to be
highlighted, according to which performance canbetnarrowed down to financial performance, but the
processes that bring it about must also come insfodhe author also states that performance camnot
approached exclusively from the side of the acldenasults in the case of public institutions eitHarhis
analogy, he shows that although price/value ratithe created products and services is also an riaupio
aspect in the case of the private sector, investogs at the same time, interested in the effectise and
efficiency of their creation too. Song et al (19930 provides an examination along the lines at th
approach on the effects of internal and externa@tofa and inter-functional communication on the
development performance of a new product in the oasross-functional co-operation. The analysistflour
aspect is important as regards grasping performanbéch is described with product quality, product
development speed, the conjunction of product agmént objectives and the success of the program.
According to the authors’ aspect, the real valuecrass-functional co-operation is the potentialt tban
increase the performance of the company on the ehavnkhich can be displayed in many indices (product
quality evaluation; development of cycle time; cdstrease; profit from projects, sales or marketregh
According to the authors, cross-functional co-openaprimarily supports the conclusion of develompine
projects in time, within the budget and in accomawith preliminary plans. Therefore, quality ahe time
factor are to be highlighted, since they resultaitangible competitive advantage, while other eotdno
factors are described by the success of the prograirthe fulfilment of the objectives. Harabi (2D@2so
analyses a model managing both results and pracesdssre during the analysis, the efficiency of R&D
operation is modelled with 6 fundamental variablpatent protection, planning schedule, discretitue,
complexity of product design, the running time obgucts and the long-term employment of qualifieadfs
On the other hand, the author deals with the sscoésR&D co-operation separately, as described by
achieving objectives. He deals with the followirgextives as variables from the aspect of verfi&b co-
operation: first, objectives concerning cost deseeaecond, objectives serving expansion on giobakets,
and third, objectives serving the creation of neeal markets. During his analysis, however, Hatabches
upon a further intriguing question: how can we aag what values the source of innovation carnethe
case of co-operation among two parties? This quesgads to the interpretation of co-operationdltas.

We have already mentioned the joint interpretatibresults, processes and abilities (Barnes ed@2?2
Daniel et al 2002). Besides the aforementionedywst also take into account the approach of Betteeb al
(2004), according to which the performance of cerapive R&D can be grasped in risk and cost sharing
shortening the development cycle, exploiting ecoiccedvantages, like economies of scale, synerdecisf
or a more efficient utilisation of the resources mdrticipants, learning realized through monitoring
technologies, market development, and an increaseeks to governmental subsidies.

As a result of the literary survey, we may sumnattmat the performance of R&D co-operation at the
level of results can be defined as technical armh@wic performance, at the level of processes as th
shortening of development time, the success ofntgnand realization, the success of communicatiwhas
a fulfilment of other specific processes, whilete aspect of abilities, learning, personal refetfops and
research capacities can be defined.

At the same time, the analyses of public-privateCR&-operation show a very controversial image.
Omta and de Leeuw (1997), for instance statesth®atcontrol of the processes of co-operation betwee
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research institutions and businesses has no signifimpact on results, while Daniel et al (200@yaudes
that processes (in their model, communicationalabiglur) have a decisive impact on satisfaction. tlm
other hand, Miotti and Sachwald (2003) found enopirevidence that in the case of co-operation pithlic-
type institutions technological performance wasHigeside a lower level of economic performanced, the
quantitative analysis of Okamuro (2007) leads thtb@r to conclude that co-operation with univeesithas a
negative impact on economic performance, while mgmificant impact on technological performance.
Belderbos et al (2004), at the same time finds whatersity-industrial co-operation has a positivgpact on
the productivity of innovative sales (economic parfance). Upon interpreting the various approactves,
problems emerge during the evaluation of the perémce of R&D co-operation. First, during the eviara
of the performance of R&D co-operation the perfang®of projects and the performance of co-operatren
not separated. That is a problem, since if we weseparate the two concepts, it would become thedirthe
performance of co-operation has an impact on thtopeance of projects. On the other hand, the lafck
interpreting network relationships can also be fified as a problem. The various interpretatiorierapt to
define the performance of co-operation separafelyuing on dyads), while at the same time, espigdia
the case of scientific and technological co-operatnetwork relationships can be decisive. In tiect,
Tijssen (1998) is very clear in stating that puipiitvate R&D relationships manifest in an indudtria
contractual research in a network implemented leyrésearch institutions. The inputs, interim resaltd
outputs of such a network are extremely diverse dagend on human resources, codified scientific
knowledge and the connected hidden knowledge alwmthy to manifest technological results, like ptgten
technological designs, tools, parts, and prototyfgesh technological networks play a key role iterin
sectorial communication and in the interaction mbkledge-intensive fields and industrial branches.

In order to resolve these two problems, within alig@ative analysis, we have attempted to prepage th
model of the performance of vertical university4sttial co-operation.

3. The performance of vertical R&D co-operation: findings of the qualitative analysis

3.1. The background of the analysis

The topic of our qualitative, interview examinatioras the specialties alongside which relationship
performance could be described in the field of R&Doperation, the factors it could be describedwiit
other words, what advantages derived in this fietdn the maintenance of the relationship itself Th
research objective was designated so as to ddimedssible factors of the concept, from a pergpect
considering both the service provider, as the seppind the user of the service as buyer, based tipo
result-process-ability approach identifiable frotme tliterary analysis of relationship performanceur O
research methodology approach is qualitative armloeatory. In order to establish the model, in-thept
interviews were made with both service providerd asers in the field of their R&D co-operation i @ases
in total. The subjects were corporate and/or resemstitute contact persons of a given co-openatsmd
experts assuming a bridge building role in thedfi@&D consultants and technology transfer expeW#)en
selecting contact person subjects, it was a camditiat the subject had fulfilled the role of cantperson or
project manager of at least one co-operation tbatained at least two already concluded projectslevin
the case of expert subjects, it was a conditiohtthe subject had participated in the developmérmtt teast
three co-operations in the past three years thataied at least two concluded projects. The aislys
witnessed eight corporate, eight university and fexpert queries concerning Szeged and its suringad
and Dusseldorf and its surroundings. Topics oktkgert interviews were the following:

* al interpreting the meaning of relationship perfance

* Db/ financially decisive and financially less intezfable factors of relationship performance

» ¢/ impact on relationship performance by third jeart(the network aspect of relationship
performance)

The interpretation and factors of performance vesy@ored along four aspects during interviews:

1. Profitability of relationship-building and its coitidns (see Medlin 2003; Medlin et al 2005; Leuttes
and Kohli 1995).

2. Changes in the expenditure and advantages of g#rgland maintaining co-operation during the course
of time (see Storbacka 1997; Heide and Stump 1R8kyani and Narayandas 1995).
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3. Analysing the advantages and expenditure of coatjper in a way that the service provided/used withi
the co-operation was compared with a similar serpivided/used without any partnership (see Joseph
et al 1995; Brinkerhoff 2002).

4. Analysing the advantages and expenditure of coatdiper through comparison of a productive and
successful and a productive but problematic co-atjmar.

3.2. Key responder results
3.2.1.Profitability of relationship-building and its comidns

Research institute responders regarded establigimdgmaintaining a co-operation profitable, if it
resulted in continuous and plannable revenues,edsed alternative partner-seeking costs emerging
separately in the case of individual projects, et plannable capacity utilisation (labour foreel dabs)
and also offered (publishable) scientific resuleyydnd fulfilling the project. The co-operation wasind
profitable financially, if financially tangible adntages, like revenues, the plannability of capaditisation,
decreasing purchasing costs exceeded the expasditfideveloping and maintaining the co-operatioich
as labour costs, travel and accommodation costde@nce costs, representational costs, commuaoieti
costs, and the costs of submitting applicationsoAgithe advantages of co-operation not expresditgetly
in terms of finance, flexibility emerging betwedretpartners, providing services adapting to theasels of
the partner, the development of a partner-orieigoroach, project generating in many fields, nigtd
support of each others’ activities, the creationpafents and preparing publications and refereme=e
mentioned.

“Two fundamental productivity requirements must beghlighted in the case of every co-
operation...first, the co-operation must contain pmig that generate revenues...second, a scientific
‘delicacy’, a novelty must emerge from the co-ofiera because there is no capacity for scientifiatent to
be separated from industrial projects... The co-openais worth developing, if the combination of tlesults
created in the two fields is more valuable than éxpenditure of the development and maintenanckeof
relationship.”

The corporate side saw the condition of the prbility of co-operation primarily in increasing dne
possibility to increase the tightness of the relathip. According to corporate co-operators, théopmance
of a good relationship appears in the fact thajeptabjectives are defined jointly and, as a tesuiswers to
emerging problems can be found at a lower experditite. The co-operation is profitable, if theafigially
tangible advantages, like lawyers’, communicatiptralvel, telephone and representational costsopeel
expenditure invested in the development of theigiahip, the costs of the development and maimenaf
control mechanisms and reputational costs emengitign the company during proving the necessitycof
operation are lower than what the revenues derifriogn the co-operation, the shortening of developime
time, savings on recruitment costs and, possiblesf other products of the company constitutepért of
the financially intangible advantages of co-operticompanies mentioned the deeper familiarisatrgh
each other's demands and competences, joint indiVidnd group level learning, the development of
individual relationship capital and expert relasbip net, and, due to R&D relationships, the dgwsient
and expansion of the acknowledgement of the company

“Basically the advantages deriving from gettingkimow each other's demands and competences can
be highlighted from the relationship system. Thmmon learning process and satisfaction derivingnfro
useful products and services are important.”

According to experts, the development of co-operagirimarily means expenditure where partners are
motivated either by communication (work time) aradincial motivation. Returns for all that are todosered
by other projects initiated in the co-operation.p&nt interviews emphasised informal advantages as
“...providing a position for each other, ...providingférmation, providing access to own acknowledgement
providing vouchers for other rights, ...access teeotiesources”as non-financial advantages of co-operation,
highlighting the role of references and recommendat
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3.2.2.Changes in the expenditure and advantages of gemgland maintaining co-operation during the
course of time

During the examination of the changes in returnd expenditure of co-operation in time, research
institute responders underlined that an inversaicel could be observed during the course of thea@amnce
of expenditure and revenue&she life-curve is interpretable here too ...initigJlinteraction is very frequent,
then —with the increase of confidence and the knowledgeach other’'s demandsit decreases”Accounted
advantages appear in later phases. In the caseaofially less tangible advantages, researchtunstactors
experienced continuous growth during the developgroéthe co-operation. They emphasised the increfse
flexibility, the improvement of planning punctualithe emergence of other fields of developmentvgrg
out of the co-operation, a partner-oriented devekaqt of the academic way of thinking, and the sadilon of
common learning.

“A central budget research location is rather rigidnd it is invaded by a completely different logic
approach. The result of that is that the rigid, deenic way of thinking gradually eases ...Learning als
appears as a significant profit. It is obviously tonal, but | can only comment on what | have leafot:
instance, how to create a good application, and alarious economic skills, how the partner company
operates, what magnitude and type of efforts aguired in its maintenance, what their processes |des
what is important to them...”

According to corporate findings, following the phas the establishment of the co-operation, perslonn
expenditure demanded by a single project decreasele, the number of projects increases. Corpaaaters
highlighted the increase in the acknowledgement waplitation of the company and the realisation of
common learning among financially intangible fastaturing the development of the co-operation.

“The increase of advantages can be explained by iti@ease in the number of projects.
Acknowledgement within the company has signifigagtbwn ...however, to what extent university co-
operation contributed to that, is an exciting qumst’

According to expert responders, the advantage edpewation can be grasped in the decrease of
formality with the assertion of the dimension aofiéi. They believe that the decrease of formalityltesn the
decrease of transaction costs, while at the same thie payment willingness of the user increasese she
uncertainty of the buyer decreases towards thavexteservice and they are willing to pay a highdcea
Nonetheless, expert interviews also pointed out tiia cannot be evaluated as a linear processe she
position of the partners is modified by externalrdernal environmental changes, which can triggeses in
the co-operation, which once again points towamlsnélisation and the increase of transaction costs.
Responding experts highlighted the developmenibafrol and the shortening of informational pathoam
financially intangible factors, during the develogmh of the co-operation. They believe that the dgohe
reason for this is that if...co-operation works well, the star-shapeinitially optimised to persons turns
into a network format ..,”and the understanding of each other's demandsoapdrtunities quickens,
communication improves; outputs appear sooner,lieadare more easily kept; and it becomes possible
integrate into the partner organisation betterraonde easily.

3.2.3.Analysing the advantages and expenditure of coatiper and service providing without co-operation

Research institute responders seldom identified fiaetors in the case of this item, with the exaapti
of one. They did, however, underline the alreadytmaed expert opinion, according to which the dase
of the sense of risk of the user, which resulthigher project revenues is an important advantdgeno
operation. Beyond the aforementioned, better plaifig scientific and publication proceeds and igher
flexibility of the project management appearedmapdrtant advantages of co-operatitin.is not worth it
without co-operation. There are no publication pgeds, while the cost and time spent on a routine
examination is high ...It is difficult to enforce tloss of time in the price.The possibility of accessing new
markets and new customers appeared as a new factorg the advantages of co-operation.

It was primarily corporate responders who unveitezlv factors in the case of this item. They
emphasised that co-operation, in contrary to its-existence, led to routines that could decreaganising,
legal and control costs...routine tasks can be delegated, but they woultsame high organising and legal
costs; responsibility would be difficult to enforaad the cost of control would be highBesides that, as
advantages of co-operation, they highlighted factifficult to grasp financially, like a deeper @nstanding
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of corporate problems, getting to know each othesnands, and realising co-operation based upon
confidence.

“...it is fundamentally satisfaction and a utilisaldeitput meeting demands that easily emerges from a
long-term relationship.”

Responding experts highlighted the confidenceilai@&D services, which they defined in a way that
it”...brings value into a relationship, opportunitiegfarmation, PR and results

3.2.4.Analysing the advantages and expenditure of coabjper through comparison of productive and
successful and problematic co-operations

Responders practically summarized their previouseggnces along this item, which provided an
interesting contrast of the expectations of theigmtowards each other that the well performingpperation
was capable of managing. The parameters of suctessbperation through the eyes of research utstit
actors were the following: it had a clear definitiof problems, clear objectives; good communicatgood
planning; a capability of following organisatioreianges of participating parties; good task shaangear
interest on behalf of parties; and basic profesdioansensus.

“...A real-life example could be brought up when m&organisation was the co-operating partner. As
opposed to successful co-operation, the probleme tivere due primarily to the fact that the co-@tiem
was unable to follow the organisational transforioatof the company, and the subject of co-operatioa
conditions of evaluation, etc. were constantly diag...”

(...)

“...In other cases, it can be problematic when theoperating party knows what it wants, perhaps
thinks it knows how to achieve it, but does notinlig the depth of the solution. It therefore cangly argues,
and does not behave as a partner, but as a capasityg customer in a field where it otherwise hastéd
experience.”

(...)

“Let us take, for example ... KFT. The industrial fp&r expected too much, the university partner
promised too much. ...They did not fully clarify tigective, and their communication gradually wefft o
track. The exciting part in all that was that afidentifying the problem, the co-operation contidwand the
defined problem was solved.”

The same topic on the side of corporate actorswased as follows:...the partner is capable of
facilitating the development project, it is not assary to intervene, the level of conflict is |dwérhe results
of expert queries successfully demonstrated thrd Hide of the issue. Responding experts laid thphasis
on the relationship system of the parties undes itieim where they highlighted the following elenseat
characteristics of successful co-operatibn:confidence + communication + willingness to coeogte ...+
risk tolerating ability”

3.2.5.The impact of third parties on relationship perfanoe

During the examination of the impact of third pastion relationship performance, we fundamentally
analysed three issues: first, whether an R&D caaimn depended on third parties, second, whatttotd
parties assumed and third, how strong the depegdeas on third parties. Although the answers to the
guestions could easily be forecasted in light @vmus examinations, their analysis was importsinte, on
the one hand, a clearly negative answer giventh@eguestion could challenge the validity of mauplthe
network effect and, on the other hand, it was dstintt objective to fine-tune the already explofadtor
system of the network effect in accordance withdharacteristics of the relationships.

As a result of the queries, it has become cledrRi8dD co-operations are definitely influenced byrdh
parties. Among these latter, responders highlightstitutional administration, the public funddnetsponsor,
consultants of the partners, other partners ofrésearch institutes or the companies, the ownerhef
companies, the special utiliser and the user. Tagé presented by research institute actors idehtiither
diverse roles concerning the method of influenoterhal influencers had a primary impact on theivoa of
the framework conditions of the co-operation, theébljg funder appeared as a potential supporter or
obstructer, due to a timely allocation of publiadig, while corporate consultants or other instfutppeared
as potential rivals, as obstructing factors whoeniaterested in acquiring projects feasible indb@peration.
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“If public funds appear in the project, the dependg on the third partner is very high. If we heed t
the rules, these depending relationships are naisilee, but do have an influence. The influence loan
foreseen, it is a matter of decision, whether watvia exploit it. For instance, it is dangerousdonstantly
change the university regulatory environment, bseathat always results in new decision situations,
concerning whether the parties wish to maintainredationship alongside such conditions.”

Corporate partners presented the role of thirdgsm a significantly simpler manner: the influers
provided a source, or could play the parties pagting in the co-operation against each othecolmcurrence
with the aforementioned, responding experts idiexatiboth supporting and obstructing roles. Suppgntoles
appeared, if...third parties mediate, provide references, ane tto-operation in many cases is not even
established without themWhile obstructing roles primarily shifted theengst of the parties from the jointly
defined objective. Experiences were very diverseceming the strength of influence or dependendychv
fundamentally had to be evaluated as case-speRdisearch institute actors regarded the role of fhérties
strong in the case of public funders, while in ott@ses evaluated it as case-specific. Comparsexy@osed
to research institutes, were divided in the ispagtly not regarding the role of third parties gfigant, while
some saw a decisive role designated to third paddsmcerning the result of the co-operation. Redimgn
experts regarded the role of third parties mandgedfat is, not having a decisive impact on corapen.
Based upon the aforementioned, we can summarizethstrong dependence on third parties can belglea
assumed or discarded based upon this analysis.

3.3. The conclusion of qualitative findings

Table 1 provides a final summary of the findingstioé qualitative analysis. During the course of
preparing a model as the objective of the analgsign initial step, we summarized and separatetetiures
describing results, processes and abilities onsitie of both the service provider and the user.t Tvas
followed by grouping factors describing similar pbenena within the main dimensions separately irctse
of both the service provider and the user, based tige conducted interviews.
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Table 1: The model of relationship performance eoning vertical R&D co-operation

The field of The dimensions of performance
relationship From the aspect of the From the aspect of the| From a COMMON | The impact of the
performance SUPPLIER BUYER aspect NETWORK
Continuity of revenues Plannability of
Plannability of revenues revenues/expenditures
Size of revenues per project Expenditure demargbleing | Cost-efficiency of projectg
emerging problems realised in the co-operatio
Decreasing partner seekingReputation costs within the
costs company emerging during
proving necessity
Cost of labour time used ip Cost of labour time
order to establish relationship
Decrease of relationship
Travel costs Travel costs establishment costs
Accommodation costs Legal costs
Conference costs
Representational costs Representational costs
Communication costs Communication costs
Number of projects included Number of projects included in Number of projects
Results in the co-operation the co-operation includgd in the co-
operation
Service quality Quality of service Quality of semwi
Emergence of further Emergence of furthe
development opportunities | development opportunities Creation of intangible
(publishable) Scientific property of other utilisatio
novelty
Creation of patents
Achieving common| Achieving common objectives Achieving comm
objectives objectives
Sources that can be useédRevenues from the sales Strengthening PR
more freely other products
Increasing the quality of Recruitment and selection cos Reputation
education
Good communication Speed of information sharing c8as of communication|  Acquiring market
information
Plannability of capacities Control costs Providing access tq
mobilised for the sake of acknowledgement
projects realised in the cq- Providing vouchers for
operation rights
Processes Clearness of problems to heA  behaviour increasingly Success of planning andProfiting from each
solved adapting to the partnegr implementation other’s relationship
organisation system
Accuracy of planning Recommendations
Predictability of managemen Access to other sourcgs
and organisational problems| (state)
Professional consensus
Good task division Development  of  contrgl,Success of co-ordination
organising costs
Flexibility Flexibility Flexibility
Running time (development Running time
time) (development time)
Partner-oriented way  of Willingness to co-operate Willingness to co-operat]
thinking
. Getting to know each other’s Getting to know each other’s Getting to know each
Abilities demands and competences | demands and competences other's demands an
competences
Learning Common individual and groupLearning
level learning
Risk tolerating ability Risk tolerating ability

Source: own model
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We defined the model reflecting the viewpoint ottbthe service provider and the user (considering
from a common viewpoint) as a set of factors, magiy dimension phenomena that had been writtem off
the case of both supplier and buyer. In order lterfiout possible contradictions, or at least goeable
results, a comparative analysis was realised betwee result achieved that way and the resultshef t
theoretical model relying only on the results oficerning literature.

As a result of the analysis, the success of thepawation can be described by two factors:

« the economic productivity of the co-operation: emoic productivity, due to a higher level of planitidyp
of the projects of the relationship, includes ahaé in the cash flow, a higher cost-efficiencypiects,
and due to the informality of interactions, a daseeof relationship building and maintenance cestd,
parallel to the increase of confidence, an incréasiee volume of orders.

» the technical/technological productivity of the @peration: the technical/technological productivity
includes financially less tangible factors that etheless provide a good description of the economic
results of the co-operation, such as the achieverokmbjectives, the quality of the provided/used
services, and the creation of extra results notetyrupon preliminarily (or at least not denominated
during the project.

The adequacy of the processes of the co-operatinrbe described by four factors according to the
analyses:

e The adequacy of the communication applied durirgat-operation, which means the adequacy of the
information-flow among parties (the information ckas who and when necessary) and the speed of the
information-flow.

e The adequacy of the management of co-operation, tdugvhich the harmony of planning and
implementation, and the coordination of co-operatioprove during the co-operation.

« The flexibility of the co-operation, which describ¢he extent to which the parties can adapt their
processes to each other.

» Development time realised during the co-operatidnich describes the speed of the preliminarily rozdi
R&D programs, compared to the experiences and désnafrthe partners.

Further developing abilities created as a resulthef co-operation are described by a further three
factors:

« ability of co-operation, which describes co-operatwillingness and the knowledge of the partner’s
organisation

* learning, which means acquiring professional andgemtskills during the co-operation with whose
utilisation the partners are capable of increatiiegr own and their organisation’s performance;

« risk tolerating ability, which describes a highevel of confidence laid in the partner organisation

The applied factors and their definitions are sumimed in Table Zrror! Reference source not

found.
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2]

th

Aspect Applied factor Factors describing Definition of factor
factor
Results Balance of cash-flow | a higher level of plannabilitpf the schedule o
revenues/expenditures
cost-efficiency that the service provider sensakéndecrease @
Cost-efficiency of the user’s price sensitivity, while the user exgeces it through
Economic projects the decrease of the expenditure required to sobka@urang
productiveness problems (which include the price and extra costs)
of co-operation they manifest in the disappearance of partner sgetdsts pe
Costs of constructing/| project, the communicational cost savings of relai
maintaining decreasing in frequency and/or becoming informal #ue legal
relationship construction development cost-savings to be indeist@rder to
deliver a given project
Volume it describes the increasing volume of consiniss as a result ca
operation
it describes the attachment of projects realisethimithe
Achieving common | framework of co-operation to preliminarily agreeuojextives as
Technical/techng objectives success
-logical Quality of service it includes service results adapto the demands of the partie
productiveness | Creation of intangible | it means the creation of further development opputies,
of co-operation property of other patents, publications, or their basic idea that loarireely useg
utilisation by the partners
Processe Adequacy of Adequacy of it means the adequacy of the information-flow betweartners
S communication communication (information reach who and when necessary) andspleed of
the information-flow
it describes a clear definition of problems, theuacy of
Success of planning andplanning, increasing the predictability of emergprgblems, the
Adequacy of implementation utilisation of capacities provided for realisingettplan and
managing co- simplified control mechanisms,
operation Adequacy of managing it describes the improvement of task sharing ane
co-operation improvement of the efficiency of control and orgation
Flexibility of co- Flexibility of co- it describes to what extent parties are capabladapting their
operation operation operational processes
Running time development | it describes the implementation time of prelimiharagreed
time development
Abilities Co-operation | to what extent the partner can and is willing tkhlike the
willingness other partner and make proposals on solutionaditfior them
Co-operation Knowledge of | it shows the increase in the level of knowledgehef partner
ability each other's demands organisation with the passing of time
and competences
it means acquiring professional and other skillgirdy co-
Learning Learning operation with whose utilisation the partners aepable of
increasing their own and their organisation’s perfance
Risk Risk tolerating | it describes a higher level of confidence laid Ire tpartner
tolerating ability ability organisation

Source: own model

Finally, the impact of the network can be descriladoing the following factors, based upon the
interview analysis:
e Strengthening PR, that is, the increase of the agladgement and value of the various partners tdsvar

third parties, due to the co-operation;

* Reputation, as the reference value of the co-operédr third parties;

* Acquiring market information, that is, the infornwatal profit of the co-operation, which manifests i
information conveyed on third parties through thetiper or the partner’s behaviour;

« Profiting from each other’s relationship system,icihmanifests in a certain support function through
access to each other’'s acknowledgement, providiats,t databases, authorisations, etc, and thrcuwgh t
advantages of recommendations towards third parties

» Access to other sources, which primarily meansbettcess to public funding or their utilisation.

11
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4. Summary

To summarize the above mentioned results, the peaioce of the university-industrial co-operations
can be described with the results from the consempseof ex post activities, with the process resuftom
the existing co-operation and with the capabilitigch provide the opportunity to co-operate in thture.
Based on our researches and qualitative analysianibe established that co-operation has amietdiate
role too, called network impact. The general madehe relationship performance is presented iarédL.

Figure 1.: The model of the performance of univgsgidustrial vertical co-operations

Saiant

he = of Cash- g"
shiciency of

nistructing,
maingaining ! o e
refationships | V8, "By My

NETWoRK IMPACT

Strenghtening PR;

* Reference;

* Aquiring market
information;

* Profiting from each other
relationzhip system

+ Access to other resourcey

Source: own model

The model suggest and discuss some “opened” questie relation between the several aspects of
relationship performance; the relation betweentigiahip success and relationship performance had t
relation between network effect and relationshiggrenance. To answer this questions require a dasie
analysis with a larger sample. The explorationhef factors doesn’'t mean the solution of the probleum it
helps to get near to the two-sided utility maxini@a of the management of university-industrial co-
operations.
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