N

N

University Technology Transfer offices: the search for
identity to build legimacy
Conor O’Kane, Vincent Mangematin, Will Geoghegan, Ciara Fitzgerald

» To cite this version:

Conor O’Kane, Vincent Mangematin, Will Geoghegan, Ciara Fitzgerald. University Technology Trans-
fer offices: the search for identity to build legimacy. Research Policy, 2015, 44 (2), pp.421-437.
10.1016/j.respol.2014.08.003 . hal-01072998

HAL Id: hal-01072998
https://grenoble-em.hal.science/hal-01072998v1
Submitted on 8 Oct 2014

HAL is a multi-disciplinary open access L’archive ouverte pluridisciplinaire HAL, est
archive for the deposit and dissemination of sci- destinée au dépot et a la diffusion de documents
entific research documents, whether they are pub- scientifiques de niveau recherche, publiés ou non,
lished or not. The documents may come from émanant des établissements d’enseignement et de
teaching and research institutions in France or recherche francais ou étrangers, des laboratoires
abroad, or from public or private research centers. publics ou privés.


https://grenoble-em.hal.science/hal-01072998v1
https://hal.archives-ouvertes.fr

UNIVERSITY TECHNOLOGY TRANSFER OFFICES:
THE SEARCH FOR IDENTITY TO BUILD
LEGITIMACY

Conor O’'Kane*

Department of Management
University of Otago

Dunedin

New Zealand
conor.okane@otago.ac.nz
Ph (0064)34798121

Vincent Mangematin

Grenoble Ecole de Management
France
vincent.mangematin@grenoble-em.com

Will Geoghegan

Whitman School of Management
Syracuse University

New York

wjgeoghe@syr.edu

Ciara Fitzgerald
Financial Services Innovation Centre
University College Cork

Cork
Ireland
CFitzgerald@ucc.ie

* Corresponding author



Abstract
Technology transfer offices (TTOs) are of stratégiportance to universities committed to
the commercialization of academic knowledge. Withia university, TTOs’ relationship
with academics and management is single agentpteufirincipal. When two principals
exist in an agency relationship, conflicting exjp¢icins can naturally arise. We explore how
TTOs build legitimacy by shaping identity with uergity academics and management. In
undertaking this research we draw on 63 interviewtis TTO executives across 22
universities in the Ireland, New Zealand and thé&edhStates. We find that TTOs use
identity-conformance and identity-manipulation bape a dual identity, one scientific and
the other business, with academics and manageesreatively. We show how this
combination of identity strategies is ineffective fegitimizing the TTO. We propose that
TTOs’ identity shaping strategies are incomplete a@ed to incorporate a wholly distinctive
identity to complement and reinforce preliminargitenacy claims made through
conformance and manipulation. We discuss the patentplications of these findings for

scholars, TTO executives and university management.
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1. Introduction

University TTOs are enigmatic actors in the acadeznirepreneurship arena. Today TTOS’
identity is loosely regarded as one of “boundargmsier” or “broker” between academia and
industry (Phan and Siegel, 2006; Powers and McDb®§#05; Rothaermel et al., 2007).
TTOs help academics to understand the needs ostirydand to access critical resources,
expertise and support in the commercialization @sedClarysse and Moray, 2004; Colombo
and Delmastro, 2002; Markman et al., 2005; Siegal.e2003).

How exactly TTOs go about legitimizing their roledeshaping their identity within
the university, however, remains unclear. Theoggssts that when shaping their identity,
TTOs should capture what elements are centralndiste, and enduring about their office
(Albert and Whetten, 1985; Pratt and Foreman, 20083y need to specify who they are,
what they do and why they are successful (LivengoatiReger, 2010). However, with
TTOs operating as a dual agent for university acackeand management, this is not a
straight forward task. When two principals exisamagency relationship, conflicting
expectations naturally arise. For TTOs, this cohfiesults in efforts to balance academic and
commercial forces when shaping their identity. ides to improve our understanding of how
TTOs manage this challenge we explore how TTOslbeditimacy by shaping identity with
university academics and management.

Legitimacy is defined as “a generalized perceptipassumption that the actions of
an entity are desirable, proper, or appropriat@iwisome socially constructed system of
norms, values, beliefs, and definitions” (Suchni95, p. 574). It is acknowledged that an
organization’s identity work helps to build legitary (Brown and Toyoki, 2013; Navis and
Glynn, 2011), particularly when attempting to shagentity with multiple stakeholders
(Chermak and Weiss, 2005; Sillince and Brown, 20B8)ablishing legitimacy within the

university is fundamentally important for TTOs. @rlegitimate, TTOs may have greater



access to resources (Ashforth and Gibbs, 1990fdPfahd Salancik, 1978; Zimmerman and
Zeitz, 2002) and encounter less contestation wihemg@ting commercialization activities

and practices within the university (Colyvas andsimn, 2011; Jepperson, 1991). In contrast,
a failure to establish legitimacy may result inesigagement, the withdrawal of resources,
and claims that its role is redundant. Of particuédevance to TTOs is Bishop Smith’s

(2011) suggestion that organizations must concentra building legitimacy before ever
expecting to be profitable.

However, when building legitimacy within the unisgy, TTOs must manage the
challenging dilemma of sameness and uniquenesinitentities (Navis and Glynn, 2010).
Specifically, akin to “optimal distinctiveness” @wer, 1991), TTOs must attempt to
differentiate their office from the university enmnment so that they are “legitimately
distinct” (Navis and Glynn, 2011), but also be ¢alréhat they are not so distinct that their
office appears irrelevant to university academiud management. To address this research
topic, we develop two legitimacy-building identgtrategies. TTOs adjust their identity and
promote sameness and homogeneousness with exdstimgant norms and expectations
within the university througidentity-conformance. TTOs proactively sense what they
believe is required in the university and then ghaip identity that captures both their ability
to meet these expectations and the unique or disttvalue of their role throughlentity-
manipulation. Predicting a search for legitimacy through optidiatinctiveness, we explore
to what extent TTOs usdentity-conformance andidentity-manipulation when shaping their
identity with university academics and management.

The contributions from our study are as followss&iwhen building legitimacy with
two principals, we propose that shaping and blemdimo contradictory identities blurs
identity and ultimately diminishes legitimacy wiboth principals. This is apparent in how

TTOs in our study shape a dual identity, one sifiernd the other business, with university



academics and management respectively. We explaim this approach is proving
ineffective for legitimizing the TTO. Second, weggest that misinterpreting social cues, or
the expectations and requirements of evaluatingeaads, can lead to misaligned identity
shaping strategies that also result in legitimasgalints. Again, this is evident in the manner
by which TTOs, despite acknowledging the value g@thon commercial and business
development skills by the academics, choose taipee and shape a scientific identity for
this principal. Third, and most importantly, we pose that in order to build legitimacy
within the university TTO executives need to sHifieir attention towards shaping a
distinctive identity. Although we find that TTOs amnform to dominant academic norms
(identity-conformance) and meet anticipated requirements from managentieentity-
manipulation); we suggest that these represent preliminaryrtsftfoy them to become a part
of a shared university identity. However, becausgitimacy is as dependent on being
different as it is on being the same (Deephous89)19ve argue that TTOs’ search for
legitimacy, as illustrated in our findings, is imsplete. Our final propositions, therefore,
encourage TTOs to fullgxtend their use of identity-manipulation in order to imiduate
their identity. In shaping their own distinctive ertity, we suggest that TTOs could
complement and reinforce preliminary legitimacyims made through identity-conformance
and (partial) identity-manipulation.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follofssction 2 presents a brief
background on the relationship of the TTO with tig key principals in the university
environment. Section 3 outlines the theoreticauging underpinning the study’s research
focus. In sections 4 and 5 we detail the study'sthodology and research findings
respectively. Section 6 discusses the implicatmnbese findings and presents a number of
propositions. Finally, Section 7 brings the paeatclose with some concluding points and

an overview of some limitations and avenues fauriiresearch.



2. Background — TTOs and the multi-stakeholder univergy environment

TTOs have two principal stakeholders within theversity — academics and managentent.
Universities have traditionally focused on basicseach (Nelson, 1959) which is
characterized by scientific autonomy (Bush, 194%|shn, 2004) and guiding norms of
skepticism, universalism, communism and disintedistss (Merton, 1973)Jniversity
academics who pursue a career in these institutions aregetbes, typically motivated by
originality and discovery, and are rewarded througpen dissemination, citation,
professional awards (Dasgupta and David, 1994; dnert973), scientific priority (Merton,
1957) and recognition (Latour and Woolgar, 1979 m@hercially-oriented research is not
mutually exclusive from basic research, howeverr@izaet al., 2010; Jensen et al., 2003;
Stokes, 1997). Outcomes that eventually resultigher standards of living” (Bush, 1945)
must often be articulated to justify scientific extees. Nevertheless, with a greater focus on
market needs, knowledge exclusion, market shareeaadomic returns, proprietary science
and research commercialization can be misaligneti tie research norms and reward
structures of university academics (Haeussler amgh@s, 2011; Nelson 1959). Commercial
research, for example, can increase the level akeg in science (Campbell et al., 2000),
delay disclosure and publication (Blumenthal etE96; Huang and Murray, 2009; Thursby
and Thursby, 2003) and reduce technological breaktihs (Jung and Lee, 2014) and the
accumulation of public knowledge (Toole and Czainjt2010). The conflict between these
trends and those norms that traditionally dominaté'scientific identity” means that

university academics do not uniformly accept TTO%egitimate entities.

Y For our study university academics are those peelowho undertake academic research and university
management are those personnel occupying positbrfermal administration in the university strucur
University academics incorporate such titles asfgsamr, associate professor, assistant professciyrér,
scientist, research leader, research director,cipah investigator, or equivalent. University maeagent
incorporates such titles as the Council, Board afistees, Vice President (VP), Vice Chancellor (VC),
Executive Vice President, Deputy Vice-ChancelloW (D), Provost, Pro Vice Chancellor (PVC), Dean, Head
Department (HOD), Department Chair and equivalesrsgnnel. Whilst neither principal can of course be
definitively aligned with academic or commercialiesce, the dominant tasks and professional demands
associated with both principals would suggest m@hagement may be more supportive of the TTO.
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University management is more likely to see TTO effectiveness as anassl
strategic importance. Universities are pivotal exto increasingly knowledge-intensive
economies and societies (Martin, 2012). Intellectiggital, emerging from public-private
research projects and technology transfer actsyitieontributes to industry innovation,
economic growth and social development in knowlebgged economies (Etzkowitz, 2003;
Feller 1990; Mangematin et al., 2014; Rothaermehlet 2007; Sorlin, 2007). University
management, therefore, has an interest in ensuheg TTOs contribute to national
competitiveness through the commercialization ofversity research (Bozeman, 2000;
Mowery and Ziedonis, 2002). University contributsortio local, regional and national
communities show that public funding is worthwhéed provides a return to society.
Furthermore, with an increasingly competitive aoastrained public funding environment,
management of both public and private universitesdize that an efficient TTO can help
generate earnings (e.g., licensing income) that pratect existing research activities and
help pursue future research breakthroughs (BozerB@@0). Proficiency in technology
transfer can enhance the reputation and prestigigeadiniversity, thus helping to recruit and
retain leading researchers and increase studeskeintEtzkowitz and Leydesdorff, 2000;
Markman et al., 2009). TTOs are, therefore, likielyemphasize their commercial potential
on behalf of the university through the shaping ébusiness identity”.

It is apparent from this overview that universityds operate in a pluralistic context,
characterized by competing strategic demands atahpally divergent stakeholder goals
(Denis et al., 2007; Glynn et al., 2000; Van Geatel Hillebrand, 2011). Academic
capitalism (Slaughter and Leslie, 1997), the “&ipklix” (Etzkowitz and Leydesdorff, 1997)
and the evolving entrepreneurial university (Etzkeyw1983) continue to blur the boundaries
between science and business. When institutiogaddaverlap in this manner, significant

strains are encountered by those structures [&@s) caught within the shared boundaries



as understandings of behaviors, responsibilitiesraeaning become unclear (Murray, 2010).
This context complicates TTO efforts to build legdcy and shape identity with university
academics and management. We next explain theetisadrgrounding underpinning our
focus on this challenge for TTOs. Figure 1 presarftamework that summarizes this

research focus.

3. Theoretical development

A TTO'’s relationship with university academics andnagement is one of principal-agent.
According to agency theory, a principal hires aardagvith specialized knowledge and skills
to undertake work on their behalf (Eisenhardt, 198@mez-Mejia and Balkin, 1992; Jensen
and Meckling, 1976). TTOs are agents of commemaéitn in universities because
academics and management lack expertise and kngavtddhe processes and language of
proprietary science. TTOs operate as a dual ageatmust “balance the objectives of the
university, which owns the inventions, and the fcwho create them” (Jensen et al., 2003,
p. 1272). Specifically, TTOs’ relationship with uersity academics and management is one
of single agent-multiple principal.

Little is known about how TTOs build legitimacytims (multi) stakeholder
relationship. Theory informs us that (normativejitienacy is derived from evaluations by
key audiences (Bitektine, 2011; Dowling and Pfeff&75). This centres on evaluations by
university academics and management and whetheatdhey accept the TTO as appropriate
(Hunt and Aldrich, 1996; Scott, 1995). Endorsemémis these stakeholders are crucial for
the legitimacy of the TTO (Drori et al., 2009; $tand MacMillan, 1990). Thiypes of
legitimacy that can materialize from these evaaraiincludgragmatic andmoral

legitimacy.Pragmatic legitimacy is determined by the extent to whichvensity academics’
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and managements’ (principal) own interests anditige will be satisfied by the TTOs’
(agent) commercialization activities. Suchman (192%578) refers to this as the “self-
interested calculations of an organization’s moshediate audiences.” This means
academics will evaluate how engaging with the TBO ienprove their career progression or
influence the impact and reach of their reseanctd,management will evaluate how
commercialization activities improve the univerStyanking, reputation, research income
and levels of external engagement. Closely reletgntagmatic legitimacy, and in line with
the traditional norms of universities around knayge accumulation, full disclosure,
universalism, communism and disinterestedness (pda@nd David, 1994; Merton, 1973),
is moral legitimacyMoral legitimacy is less about university academics’ arahagements’
own interests than about whether the TTO’s role@rdmercialization activities are deemed
“the right thing to do” (Suchman, 1995), and casuitin the work of academics and
universities benefiting a wider and more diverseugrof actors in society (Bitektine, 2011).
In developing the theoretical framing for how TTKsId legitimacy, it is important to

include a review of existing literature in the acdad@ TO legitimacy.

3.1 TTO legitimacy

A notable contribution on the subject of TTO lemi#icy is provided in Jain and George’s
(2007) study of the Wisconsin Alumni Research Fatioth’'s (WARF) influential role in the
emergence of human embryonic stem cell technoldoggwing attention to the dual
responsibilities TTO executives have towards ursitiess and society, the authors
characterize TTOs as proactive entrepreneurs thiat legitimacy for novel technologies. In
their study, however, Jain et al. (2007) focuseth@n TTOs shape institutional
environments (rules, norms and understandingsy¢aatce uncertainty around novel

innovations, rather than the ambiguity inhererthir own role within the university. With



regard to the latter, Colyvas and Powell (2006wmehival sources from a forerunning
TTO to track how disparate technology transfer ficas and contributing entities gradually
evolved to become consolidated, normalized andimegie at Stanford.

Additionally, scholars have directed a substar@mbunt of attention at the evolution
and legitimization of academic entrepreneurshipveiets within universities more generally
(Colyvas, 2007; Colyvas and Powell, 2007). Theyehexamined the motivations of
academics (D’Este and Perkmann, 2011), key soeiat@nment determinants (Bercovitz
and Feldman, 2008; Haeussler and Colyvas, 2011Iné&eand Goe, 2004; Stuart and Ding,
2006; Tartari et al., 2014), as well as the copitngtegies and role identity modifications
(Jain et al., 2009; Lam 2010) underpinning thegagrement in academic entrepreneurship.
Scholars have repeatedly emphasized the importanoganagement of providing attractive
rewards and incentives for both faculty who develep technologies (i.e., favorable royalty
distribution schemes that sufficiently incorporteulty interests), and compensation for the
TTO staff member(s) who help process resulting cencral outcomes (e.g., patents, license
revenues or spinoffs) (Friedman and Silberman, 200& et al., 2005). University
management can also encourage academic-TTO engaileyngromoting an entrepreneurial
culture with transparent regulations around IP @»#&lere and Veugelers, 2005; Tartari et al.,
2012) and placing a higher value on patentingnbagg, and start-up formation in promotion
and tenure decisions (Ambos et al., 2008; Goldfaud Henrekson, 2003; Link et al., 2007).

To the best of our knowledge, little if any in-depésearch attention within these
conversations has been directed at how TTOs begjditnacy by shaping identity with
university academics and management. We find tifeising given that TTOs are such
pivotal intermediaries in the entrepreneurial ursity. Evidence that draws attention to the
guestionable effectiveness and value of TTOs windatate that this subject may benefit

from closer empirical inquiry. More specificallyesbite their ubiquity scholars report how



TTOs have only marginal direct effects in stimuigtacademic entrepreneurship (Muscio,
2010) and that their role is secondary to the en¢reeurial capacity of academics (Clarysse
et al., 2011). It is also now accepted that mamglamics deliberately bypass the TTO and
independently commercialize or use their innovaianthout going down formal university
channels via the TTO (Aldridge and Audretsch, 2@ddas-Freitas et al., 2013; GOktepe-
Hultén, 2008; Link et al., 2007; Lockett and Wrigh®05; Markman et al., 2008, Shane,
2004, Siegel et al., 2003, 2004; Thune and Gulmang2011). Furthermore, TTOs are
viewed as being deficient in business relatedsk@lhapple et al., 2005; Decter et al., 2007,
Mustar et al., 2006; O’Shea et al., 2005; SwamidaskVulasa, 2009). The apparent
dissatisfaction among many academics with their T likely to be coupled with
frustrations among management that the universibot fully exploiting the revenue
potential of its research activities and intell@ttoroperty. Therefore, we believe that an
examination of how TTOs legitimize their role wahademics and management is overdue.
In the sections that follow, we continue to drawegitimacy and identity literatures to

develop a theoretical understanding of how TTOshingiild legitimacy by shaping identity.

3.2 I dentity and TTO legitimacy-building

The strategic view of legitimacy proposes thattletacy can be actively managed. The
legitimacy-seeking entity (the TTO) will “put forwe the impression that its identig/such
that it provides what is needed or desired andbelsuccessful in the business domain in
which it purports to operate” (Zimmerman and Ze202, p. 420). Although scholars have
identified several legitimacy-building strategidsgse can be reduced to two dominant
categoriesConformance strategies (Dowling and Pfeffer, 1975; Suchma®51Zimmerman
and Zeitz, 2002), the least strategic approach)dvowolve internal adjustments of the

TTO’s structures and practices to comply with takies, rules, and norms of university



academics and management. Oliver (1991), for icstaneferred to acquiescence,
compromize and avoidance when discussing legitintaough conformancélanipulation
strategies (Dowling and Pfeffer, 1975; Zimmermad Zgitz, 2002) would involve proactive
interventions to achieve consistency, or at leastesdegree of support, between the TTO
and the values, rules and norms of university atateand management (Suchman, 1995).
It involves the “purposeful and opportunistic atfno co-opt, influence or control
institutional pressures and evaluations” (Oliv&91, p. 157).

One way in which TTOs can utilize these stratetpdsuild legitimacy is by shaping
identity, as described by Elsbach and Kramer (199870), “(when) organizational
members perceive that their organization’s idensithreatened, they (will) try to protect
both personal and external perceptions.” Idenkigoty explains how individuals in the
workplace both shape and reinforce their idenhitptigh their actions and behaviors (Burke,
1980; Pratt, 2000; Stryker and Burke, 2000). Drawon the two dominant strategies
introduced above, we develop two legitimacy-buiipidentity strategies. Legitimacy-
building throughdentity-conformance would involve TTOs deliberately adjusting their
identity to ensure close alignment with what thegard as the dominant values and norms of
university academics and management. In contegtirhacy-building througindentity-
manipulation would see TTOs attempt to proactively controlrdiuence how university
academics and management view their office in aimlevoke positive evaluations. TTOs
will concentrate on detecting what behaviors tregard as needed and valued from their role
by university academics and management, and thegrestm identity consistent with these
behaviors (Ashforth and Humphrey, 1993). A numldegitimacy strategies that TTOs
could utilize for the purpose of identity manipudex have been reported in the literature.
These include the use of persuasion (Hambrick dreh(2008), symbolic management —

conveying personal credibility, professional orgamg, organizational achievement and
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stakeholder relationship quality (Zott and Huy, 2)0mpression management (Ashforth and
Gibbs, 1990; Gardner and Avolio, 1998), storytgll{bounsbury and Glynn, 2001), lobbying
(Hinings and Greenwood, 1988) and rhetoric (Siiand Brown, 2009; Suddaby and
Greenwood, 2005). Thus, in sum, TTOs react and ptesameness and homogeneousness
with existing dominant norms and expectations withie university througtdentity-
conformance. On the other hand, TTOs proactively sense wiet tielieve is required in the
university and then shape an identity that capthotis their ability to meet these
expectations and the unique or distinctive valutheir role throughdentity-manipulation.
However as alluded to earlier, TTOs’ efforts toldlegitimacy and shape identity
will be complicated by the overlapping logics ohmmercialization and academia and, as a
consequence, the multiple, sometimes competing dgsnaherent in their multi-principal
relationship. It is unlikely that one strategy demtity will be sufficient to legitimize the TTO
with both academics and management. Thereforajrig bur theoretical framing to a close,

we look at how multiple identities might be managgdhe TTO.

Managing multiple identities

It is commonly accepted that organizations holdl purposefully manage, multiple identities
(Albert and Adams, 2002; Pratt and Foreman, 20@a\and Kostova, 2007). As is the case
for TTOs balancing economic and academic prioritiesultiple identities are often

necessitated when dealing with overlapping boueda(Zuckerman, 1999) and multiple
stakeholders (Brickson, 2005). However, multipleentities can conflict and cause
uncertainty within the organization (Pratt and Ré&fal997), even resulting in legitimacy
discounts from the organization’s interested stalddrs (Dutton and Dukerich, 1991,
Zuckerman, 1999). Such side effects led Pratt aocerRan (2000) to emphasize how

important it is for organizations (e.g., TTOs) withultiple identities (e.g., “scientific” and
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“business”) to manage them carefully in order taibof the potential benefits they can bring.
Among the benefits that multiple identities can yide is the ability to deal with the
“ambiguity” (Eisenberg, 1984) that arises when é¢sgoverlap and stakeholder expectations
diverge. Specifically, (multi) identity can be atical legitimacy-enabling asset as it allows
organizations (e.g., TTOs) to be more responsiderasilient to stakeholders (academics and
management) who have a variety of needs (e.g.eatacand commercial) and expectations
(Albert and Whetten, 1985; Navis and Glynn, 201d)an examination of police websites,
for example, Sillince and Brown (2009) argued that legitimacy of an organization subject
to conflicting demands from sceptical stakehold=as be supported by multiple identities,
and therefore, they should avoid working to resthese competing identities.

Nevertheless, when building legitimacy, managindtiple identities is a complex
task. The salience of a particular identity at\aegitime relies largely on its fit or sense of
membership with the situational context (Ashfontidl dohnson, 2001; Dutton et al., 1994;
Turner, 1987). As pointed out by Kistruck et aD13), this situational context is a function
of both the degree to which an identity is deskalyl satisfies a need for self-esteem and self-
worth (Ashforth and Johnson, 2001; George and Gpatthyay, 2005), and the external
social cues (i.e., interactions with academicsraadagement) that take place in this
environment (Ashforth et al., 2008; Gioia et a00Q). In particular, organizations need to
address the challenging dilemma of sameness andemess in their identities (Navis and
Glynn, 2010). Theory informs us that, when confeahivith multiple stakeholders, solely
concentrating on ‘fitting in’ and being the saménisufficient to build legitimacy. For
example, in an examination of the return on investhand capital flows in the global hedge
fund industry, Smith (2011) found that non-confonm@to certain identity-based logics is
not only acceptable to key stakeholders, but egemarded. Likewise, in an update on Albert

and Whetten’s (1985) initial identity proposal, Witea (2006) emphasizes that identity
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equates to a subjective sense of uniqueness thlaiex how one is different from all others.
Avoiding a one-dimensional approach to shapingtitieis equally important in contexts
where boundaries overlap. Based on an in-deptly stdn exclusive license agreement
between Harvard and DuPont, Murray (2010, p. 34@)ed that, rather than managing the
tensions that arise from the overlapping logicsaénce and business through the accepted
wisdom ofcollapse, blending or coexistence, we should build on the tensions to strengthen
the distinction between the two boundaries, rasglith what she refers to as a “productive
tension”.

Therefore, the challenge for TTOs building legiteypdahrough identity appears to be
one of achieving “optimal distinctiveness” (Brewet991). Optimal distinctiveness, or
strategic balance (McNamara et al., 2003), referant organization’s ability to sufficiently
differentiate itself from its environment so thatis respected as being unique, but not so
unique that it is completely disenfranchised frdm tnvironment. This concept has direct
ramifications for an organization’s legitimacy. Fexample, Deephouse (1999) argued that
“organizations should be as different as legitiyapossible.” Likewise, in an examination
of investor evaluations on new venture plausihiltjavis and Glynn (2011) explained how
identities receive favourable judgements when they “legitimately distinctive”. These
types of identities contain legitimacy claims tredign the organization with stakeholder
expectations and institutionalized norms, as wellcaims of distinctiveness that clearly
deviate the organization from these same forces.

In sum, the purpose of this study then is to explow TTOs build legitimacy by
shaping identity within the university. More speéwally, predicting a search for legitimacy
through optimal distinctiveness, we wish to explarevhat extent TTOs usdentity-
conformance andidentity-manipulation when shaping their identity with university

academics and management.
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4. Methodology

We undertook an in-depth exploratory approach seaech how TTOs build legitimacy by
shaping identity with academics and managemens djproach was deemed most
appropriate given the range of subjective realities could exist when examining TTO
executives’ identity shaping strategies within timéversity environment. Given the disparate
structural arrangements of universities’ technoltrgynsfer entities, it should be clarified that
we targeted the office with formal responsibiliby £ach university’s commercialization
activities. We use the ubiquitous title of Techmyld ransfer Office (TTO) when referring to

these offices.

4.1 Data Collection

Data collection involving 63 interviews with TTO eoutives in 22 universities across three
continents (Europe, North America and Oceania) idex\/rich qualitative data and multiple
instances of the phenomenon being explored. Tleetsah of countries was primarily
determined by the geographic location of the redeas. This was necessary as our intention
to undertake an in-depth exploratory study neededtions in which researchers had
knowledge of the university commercialization eowiment, the operation/structure of the
TTO and were likely to gain appropriate accesddoe to face discussions. Also, because the
focus of our research was on legitimacy-building,purposefully selected countries and
regions that provided diversity in both the levieégperience of TTOs and the
institutionalisation of academic entrepreneurshgrergenerally. Our sample consisted of all
eight university TTOs in New Zealand, all severvensity TTOs in Ireland and a sample of
seven university TTOs from the State of New Yor&t&tn the United States (US). Seven
universities from New York was regarded as suffities there was significant replication

and patterns in the data collected across the andiseventh office contacted, suggesting a
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point of saturation had been reached in terms giggaating TTOs. Of the seven universities
selected in the US, six were private universitirszate universities are common in the US
and are more commercially oriented in how they afgerTheir inclusion in our study was,
therefore, important to increase the variationathiccollected to explore TTO identity
shaping. Following assurances given to respondtiitsletails of participating TTOs are
withheld for reasons of confidentiality. In any avewhile we did have a preference for a
cross-border study to see if the identity shaptrgiegies of TTOs were relevant across
diverse countries and university ownership striegur.e., public/private), our exploratory
approach meant we deliberately chose not to cofaraontextual factors in our sites of
study that might bias our interpretation of theaddiable 1 presents some high-level
comparative demographic data on participating tuistins (ownership and number of

academic staff) and TTOs (year founded, staff numbaed interview respondents).

We targeted the TTO Managing Director for intervigmd in each instance asked that he/she
nominate additional personnel (e.g., commerciabpadfficer, business development
manager) for interview. Further interviews weregidwintil data collection reached a point
of saturation (within each TTO) and the inputsesdpondents began to overlap. In total, we
conducted semi-structured interviews with 63 TTQhagement personnel (approximately 90
minutes each), thus averaging almost three intes/jger office. As an introduction to each
interview, we presented respondents with a dedfinitf legitimacy for discussion. The
interview guide focused on three key areas pergito TTO identity and legitimacy-

building — (1) how they presently viewed their offis legitimacy within the university; (2)
how they interacted with academics in their roB;H{ow they interacted with university

management in their role.
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Data collection also included secondary data seusaeh as annual reports, research
brochures, research reports, case studies andrpteases pertaining to participating
institutions and TTOs. As well as confirming thespioning of commercialization as an
active strategic initiative in the participatingiversity, this material enhanced the validity of
our methodology through the triangulation of diffietr data sources (O'Donoghue and Punch,
2003, p. 78). We notified TTOs of our intentiong@ther and analyze secondary data prior to
interviews to signal to interviewees that it wasitloffice and not their own personal
legitimacy and identity that was the subject oflgtuConfidentiality, and particularly the
anonymity of respondents, represents a key compafi¢his research and is reflected in the
use of pseudonyms throughout. Assurances arousddahfidentiality were fundamental in
both securing research access and in ensuringeiadndents spoke freely about legitimacy
challenges and their most immediate stakeholdarsir@erviews amounted to over 700
pages of transcripts that were transcribed andlssak to interviewees for confirmation, and

in most instances, editing.

4.2 Data analysis
Though our analysis overlapped with data collegtwith preliminary patterns recorded in
the form of shorthand notes (Miles and HubermaB4).9data were primarily analyzed
through a multi-coding process using NVivo softwdrkeis analysis was informed by Strauss
and Corbin’s (1998) grounded theory. In the fimind of open coding two of the authors
and a research assistant read each transcriptri@amg)ed the data into two high-level
organizing categories titled “academics” (i.e.erehce to professor, associate professor,
lecturer, etc.) and “management” (i.e., refererogsouncil, VP, VC, DVC, etc.).

A second round of deductive coding on TTOs’ “idgnshaping strategies” was then

undertaken with codes derived from the identityfoamance (e.g., “compliance”, “dominant
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norms”, “reactive adjustment of internal practicegailoring behaviors” etc.) and identity-
manipulation (e.g., “proactive sensing”, “proactimeerventions”, “controlling perceptions”,
“persuasion”; “symbolic management”, “lobbying”, uUplicizing added value” etc.)
constructs developed earlier in the paper. A nunobéeam meetings were held to compare
and reach agreement on the deductive code titiksa@ament. These meetings were essential
to refine overlapping codes and to group similaesomto themes (or tree nodes). Once
agreement was reached on these organizing theataswithin the two organizing categories
(“facademics” and “management”) were independentigled. Following this process the
“academic” data were reorganized within a subcatetitted “identity-conformance” and the
“management” data were reorganized within a sulgoayetitled “identity-manipulation”
Meetings among the research team were again hedthdore there was agreement on the
coding outcomes. A total of eleven and nine theaoedributed to the formation of these two
subcategories respectively.

A third round of coding on “identity type” was nexdertaken on the data organized
within the two aforementioned subcategories. Theetmesearch team members utilized both
deductive and inductive coding for this stage & #malysis. Specifically, deductive codes
were derived from the paper’s discussion on thetirstdkeholder university, while new
themes and patterns relevant to “identity type’t timauctively emerged outside of these
codes were also noted. Following independent codfrtge two subcategories, a number of
meetings were held to reach agreement on how tthatse were interpreted. Our analysis
indicated that identity-conformance was most silytaharacterized by a “scientific identity”
and that identity-manipulation was most noticeatfigracterized by a “business identity”. A
total of eighteen and fifteen themes contributedh® uncovering of these two identities

respectively.
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A fourth and final round of analysis involved twioKed stages. First, data within the
original organization categories, “academics” anthfiagement”, were recoded, this time for
evidence of TTO legitimacy. Second, akin to selecttoding (Strauss and Corbin, 1998),
team members met to compare this “legitimacy” deith the “identity-type” data (i.e.,r%
order coding outcomes). Specifically, and in linghwthe primary purpose our research, team
members discussed what patterns and inconsistezxiged between TTO attention towards
“legitimacy” and TTO “identity types”. This stagef @nalysis uncovered a number of
potential identity-shaping problems within the dafable 2 summarizes the overall coding
process undertaken. In full, though primarily exptory in nature, our findings stem from an
iterative dialogue between the empirical data &edrty (Eisenhardt and Graebner, 2007) that
facilitates analytical generalizations (Yin, 2008h how TTOs shape identity to build

legitimacy with academics and management.

5. Results

The primary focus of our research was to explong MdOs build legitimacy by shaping
identity within the university. In this section, Wweesent our findings on this research. We
find that TTOs usedentity-conformance and shape scientific identity to build legitimacy

with university academics. As detailed earlier pitiky-conformance involves TTOs
deliberately adjusting and aligning their identibypromote sameness with the behaviors and
norms they perceive as dominant among academicgind/éhat TTOs use aspects of
identity-manipulation and shape business identity to build legitimacy with university
management. Legitimacy-building through identitympalation involves TTOs proactively
sensing what is required and then shaping an iyehfait captures both their ability to meet

these expectations as well as the unique or distencalue of their role. Finally, we illustrate

18



how this combination of identity strategies is pngyineffective for TTO legitimacy-
building within the university. We present thesalings under the following three
organizing categories: TTO legitimacy-building withiversity academics; TTO legitimacy-
building with university management; TTO legitimaayilding through identity: potential

problems.

51  TTO legitimacy-building with university academics

In shaping a scientific identity, we find that TT@s highly conformative in their
legitimacy-building approach with academics. Ulilg identity-conformance as the primary
legitimacy-building strategy reflects the centsalbif the academic’s role in the university
environment and the fact that they are the mostalicomponent in the TTO’s value chain.
For example, an Irish interviewee pointed out thate, the academics rule the roost” (IRE-
V1), while a US TTO executive commented “If we we'tealigned with their (academics’)
vision we would be told pretty quickly. XXX is about its faculty and we are there to
harvest the pearls of wisdom that they generatevéSare aligned with their research strategy
because we follow behind it, we don't set it” (USH\Private). Thus, the TTOs in our study
unanimously referred to the levels of power andmaoiny held by academics and how their
own strategy and functioning purposefully laggetibe that of academics.

Through identity-conformance TTOs acknowledge thay have little or no power or
control over the quality, pace and quantity of stifec raw material provided by their
suppliers, yet they are completely reliant on tlemd cannot afford to be disconnected.
Despite often being aware of industry needs and&keb@aps, the TTO’s position in the value
chain is such that they are continuously challerigetlapt and up-skill across a wide variety
of discipline areas within restrictive time constta. There is, as Goktepe-Hultén (2008)

pointed out, an expectation that TTOs will master ability to be agile across a range of
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demands and leverage the entrepreneurial behafibesginners and occasional inventors, as
well as experienced inventors, to justify theiebnd involvement in the technology
transfer process. This reliance on the academicraamty is apparent in the following

comments from our data:

“As a business, TTOs are hopeless because younaasentrol over your supply, therefore you havecanotrol
over the markets you go for. You are always regctifou need to develop some capabilities aroundyavew
idea or disclosure so you can understand it modeadd value. Only then can you start conversatiatis
industry” (NZ-III)

“You're limited, you can understand where the hotsgare, but being able to go after them is a fanatf your
core competency set. If you don’t have the necgssanpetencies, or if you have others in an aratighnot
hot then you're stuck, because universities carsdarivent themselves in a technical field realfgS-Vil
Private)

As illustrated in the following section, we fourttht TTO legitimacy-building with
academics through identity-conformance specificalylved the shaping of a scientific

identity.

| dentity-conformance: shaping a scientific identity with academics
Many TTO executives referred to the importancecaid@mic perceptions and how this had
the potential to impede their legitimacy efforts1@8ONew Zealand officer, for example,
commented “(we need to) get more researchersheio comfort zone in terms of how they
perceive us” (NZ-Ill). Likewise, another US TTO ex#ive explained “The number of total
contributing faculty is an important one (metrioy tis because it shows the breadth people
working with our office and trusting us. If we weeesee the number go down sharply, it
might be a sign that we’re not doing enough outteachat we have a perception problem”
(US-VIII Private).

Our data indicate that, in response to these pgoteghallenges, TTO executives
deliberately shape a scientific identity to faalé meaningful engagement with the academic
community. As stated by one Irish TTO executive tiMave to be able to have credibility

and sensitivity towards the academic mind-set” fIRE Underpinning this strategy is a
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belief among TTOs that they risk being marginalidatey fail to effectively communicate
and align the relevance of their role to traditiss@ence. In line with this assessment, we
found that TTOs are very careful in rationalizirgahtheir commercialization focus and

activities fit with the core purpose of universibgmely the creation and dissemination of
knowledge. Moreover it was evident that TTOs ptipeid engagement with the academic

community over industry:

“We put a lot of energy into communicating the alf our role to the university and securing buyatrall
levels. Once you have got that in play and therengiorking so to speak you can be more market &xtuBy
doing that you are then bringing the value backh®university and creating the good feeling andt $eeps
going. But | suppose we have to really focus ondig some key relationships with the universitygtfi (NZ-

It

TTOs very deliberately publicize the recruitmenpefsonnel with doctorates and other such
scientific credentials in shaping this identity.€Ble qualifications help promote equality and
credibility with the scientific community. Accordyrto TTOs, this identity encourages the
academic community to interact with TTO personrsareey feel their research will be
understood and respected by the TTO. This poirgfiscted in the following comments of

one TTO executive:

“The key capabilities are to be able to build thosationships with faculty members and staff aldients and
to make sure that they see you as an ally andshah @bstacle...you should not be seen as ‘a sujtadrof the
administration and management, you're one of thathtais is where myself and some of my staff member
coming from the faculty background are viewed asrpand not as management” (US- XI)

Table 3 presents some illustrative quotations am TidOs shape a scientific identity in

building legitimacy with university academics.

As part of this identity-conformance strategy, wsodound that TTOs make very deliberate
efforts to develop relationships and trust withderaics and to explain what services and
value the TTO can offer. Specifically, consisteithwhe shaping of a scientific identity,
TTOs initiate communication and dialogue in an ueditening contract or technology-free

environment in order to broaden their reach ancgeoé the potential for future engagement.
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Notably, this approach, which is often informahi@ture, simultaneously allows the TTO to
generate visibility, educate and update the acatleamnmunity about the process, and to
learn about the research environment so that theyactor potential research projects into

their own planning. A number of comments illustretis point:

“Technology transfer is a contact sport, the monetyou spend on the ground talking to researdhersnore
invention disclosures you get. They learn more abmiprocess, there is a two-way flow of inforratiyou
learn about them, they learn about you and the etaltis a relationship, it's all about trust” (IR&).

“We knock on the doors of faculty and say ‘thioig center, here is what we do, if you have sometlihat
comes out of something that you're working on, gnéiur services'. So we build a relationship beftire
technology is ever invented and in that way we havgt and the bond. We have in my opinion a bediea of
the pulse of the university” (US-VI Private)

“We would like to make the process more tangiliéfering a means for early relationship buildingeevn the
absence of a cogent project and to make peopldidamith us so the concepts are less foreign aadare not
strangers (NZ-VI)

5.2 TTO legitimacy-building with university management

Legitimacy with university management is of fundauta¢ importance to TTOs. A lack of
legitimacy with university management can resulf fOs being under-resourced in their
role, which in turn can deter their efforts to penh more effectively and to enhance their

legitimacy. This point is reflected in the follovgrcomment:

“We would love to be more highly valued and morsotgced and have more capability here to do thesgs,
but like anything in a resource constrained envitent you have to justify yourself before you can tgethe
next stage so it is a slow build — we have to marag build incrementally and justifiably” (NZ-XII)

Our findings indicate that TTOs use identity-margbion and produce a business identity to
build legitimacy with university management. Thdemtity is consistent with what TTOs
perceive university management expect from thermedisas their own priorities around the
commercialization of university science. In the setiion that follows, we describe how
TTOs espouse behaviors and the deliberate us@oégses that support this business

identity in order to evoke positive evaluationsnfraniversity management.
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| dentity manipulation: shaping a business identity with management

In their interactions with university managementOB shape a business identity that
emphasizes how their presence and the commerciafizactivities they advocate
complement the strategic mandate of the univeriitgffect, they use a business identity to
develop a business case for their existence. Tégirsdp of this business identity was
reflected in two key ways. First, in explaining htivey use a deliberate and rigorous
strategic planning process, TTOs depict a profydn business processes and use related

terminology to achieve buy-in from university maaagent:

“We pulled this business apart into its individealmponents, worked out where the barriers to oginess
were and what were the highest priority issues eeded to fix in order to get where we want to bdiva
years' time. This adds credibility to your thinkiagd helps the shareholder to embrace the strategjyey see
that we have gone through a robust process” (NZ-II)

“We presented our strategy, not only to the tearhere for feedback, but also back to the univerdihe VC
and the Dean are on our board but we also repbel to the finance committee, to council, and gérior
leadership team. The aim was really to get buysin@posed to a hard sell — telling them “here ésgtocess we

have gone through, this is what we are trying fueae, and here is how we are planning to do itlot2of this
was around our core purpose” (NZ-XIII)

Further evidence of how TTOs validate their bussndsntity was apparent in their use of
strategic goals and priorities to explain theirravehing purpose, daily activities and

measures of performance to university management:

“Money should never be a goal, money should besalteYour goal is to disseminate that subset of ne
knowledge and if you do it right and for the righasons and you do it well, money will come” (USHUblic)

“We have a mission and vision, then we break tlmatrdand we have one, three and five year targets wi
specific KPIs. So we follow a very deliberate preg@ our activities, the idea being that, no nndtte project,
we understand how that contributes to the offiddggger picture. We actually have charts up all atbthe
office showing where we are at, what the target¢saard what the stretched targets are and whereewith
those” (IRE-III)

“(Management know) it is very corporate here, weehaur vision, our mission and our strategy clearly

identified as well as our purpose and our valuasthry are something that drives us forward aseverhge
them to develop our business” (NZ-1)

Second, TTOs explained how their commercializasiod business expertise could benefit
the university’s performance. At a fundamental leV@Os argue that their presence
promotes entrepreneurial activities, the outcoma® fwhich (e.g., patents, licenses, contract

research etc.) can diversify university revenueastrs for research funding — “Our services
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help diversify the revenue streams to the insttutt there have been a couple of very
important patent products that have generatedfgignt revenues over the years” (US-VII
Private). TTOs also explained how they can contela the university’s capacity to;
stimulate regional competiveness, foster closeneotivity with industry (e.g., joint research
and start-ups), and positively impact local comrtiasiand society (e.g., health benefits). A

number of views illustrate these findings:

“If it (IP) all goes to Washington DC they don’téw what NY State need. Bayh-Dole enables us nokate
more regional focus which is really necessitatechbee global competition is getting more severeelfdon’t
leverage what we have to try to help out the comtyuhat pay tax to support our research what gaedwe?
(US-XII Private)

“It is not a case that financial incentives are phenary driver of commercialization as the realyit is not
going to make or break the university. We camédéowview that it is about demonstrating to the comityuthat
we create new knowledge and it would be valuablgabbusiness to uptake and use this knowledget@and
create an economic benefit from it. We can thenveayhad a hand in that and that is why the tax payes
us” (NZ-XI1)

“There’s been more emphasis in government on radjieconomic development in both New York City and
New York State and entrepreneurship can be suppodi that - if we can create companies locallysusr

licensing the companies elsewhere it promotes anandevelopment and helps promote the visibilitythod
university (US-X Private)

Added to these benefits, we found evidence pertgito the TTOs’ argued ability to enhance
the reputation of their respective universitiesisTdan involve helping to keep universities
relevant to industry and prospective students #adtl globally. More specifically, TTOs
emphasize how commercialization activities andbarsifess oriented) innovative
environment can attract and retain productive staff students, particularly given the
likelihood that entrepreneurship and innovatior i increasingly important for universities
in the future. The following comments illustratesle findings, while Table 4 presents some
additional supporting quotations on how TTOs shepesiness identity in building

legitimacy with university management.

“Through a commercialization lens we are tryinghelp build the reputation of the university, itarsding
across the globe and how it compares to its p&etbat context commercialization has a very sgiateole in
the functioning of the university” (NZ-XII)

“Our president’s speeches often mention the lat@stmercialization success. It is an opportunityusto boast
and improve the perception of being a professioesgarch services institute” (IRE-XVI)
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“Maintaining good faculty is an important strategical of the university. What our office does halgtin and
attract research intensive and creative facultyS8<{UPrivate)

“Innovation and successful technology transfer ddug a very valuable reputational and retentionuitroent
tool. Younger researchers are going to have diffeexpectations of what their career means fromtthia
now. You could offer them this fascinating caredreve you can teach, research and do innovationat ah
great and exciting job” (NZ-VI)

5.3 TTO legitimacy-building through identity: potential problems

We have presented evidence of how TTOs use bottitgeonformance and identity-
manipulation to build legitimacy with universityasemics and management respectively.
However, in the subsections that follow we illusgraow this combination of identity-

shaping strategies appears to be ineffective.

| neffectiveness of identity-conformance with university academics

Despite TTOs’ efforts to build legitimacy by purgdslly conforming to the scientific
identity of the academic community, TTOs report t@ademics continue to directly
intervene in what they believe is their core rdleis intervention includes interrupting the
negotiation process between the TTO and investmnsts to influence the direction of the
technology, and deliberately avoiding the inputhaf TTO, thus detrimentally effecting
efforts to develop experience and critical massiwithe TTO. This point is illustrated in the

following comments:

“An important conflict is when a commercial entigyat the doorstep and wanting to get a licensenaakles
demands that are not advantageous to the institatid the faculty person says ‘just do it’ becauss afraid
that the potential licensee will walk away — thatlsere a lot of value goes out the door (US-VIVEi®)

“I was threatened three times by academics forvtag | interpreted the university IP policy. A lot those
senior academics were throwing their weight aroUihE-XXIV)

“There are a few academics who always think theywkibest. This sends a message out to all the fabto
academics that they know best and they don’t. A&y often scupper the chances of selling thabblP as
they have done it in a half botched kind of wayheatthan picking the right partner so it can betequi
frustrating” (NZ XVII)
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Furthermore, TTO executives report how, despite tagitimacy-building efforts, academics
undermine the TTO by taking them for granted angpdy treating them as a means to an end
for the purpose of acquiring funds or form fillinggain, a number of comments illustrate

this finding:

“It has been more of a mercenary process with the@mic saying ‘this is what | think governmentratustry
wants to hear. They have a box about commercialigcso | will go and talk to XXX and see if thean give
me words to put in’ — then that is the last you Wédar from them which is not very good.” (NZ-I)

“When things go right, they (academics) forget abgmur contribution, when things go wrong, they say
held them up. The business partners will say yewaer-valuing the technology” (IRE-VII)

“In many quarters in the university there is a senfSjust give us the money you only have to pgasough to
us, we might have to jump through some loops buérgewilling to jump through them™ (NZ XV)

Interestingly, our findings indicate that in usidgntity-conformance to align with what they
perceive as the dominant norms and expectatiotigeinniversity, TTOs may be
underestimating some of the core needs of the anad®mmunity. For example, TTOs
referred to the importance of hiring in specifisimess, legal and marketing expertise in the
form of consultants, as well as being associated rglevant industry bodies and
commercialization networks to ensure best praatidéeing adopted. According to TTO
executives, these consultancy services and agemnections enhance their legitimacy
within the academic community, as well as theitighio perform more effectively.
Together, these findings provide evidence that Tirfag be overlooking the importance the
academic community place on business and commepquartise when shaping their

identity. A number of quotations illustrate thisimto

“We sometimes use external experts to bring thitmgmarket and to build those connections rathen tina
always trying to learn new things...(so) we sometitnesg in consultants (with) expertise in a paréciarea.
We get a lot of credibility with the academic comity for that (NZ-I1I)

“We get a small budget to buy external expertsthatl augments our own skill set. They also givaaress to
the national organizations that we need to belorig brder to help us do a better job” (US-Il Rxtie)

“A key part of the model and one of the skills weed is the ability to find external consultantsagencies that

provide commercialization services or expertisé i could utilize in our projects — we don't teteddo it all
ourselves” (NZ-1X)
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Thus, we find that shaping of a scientific identhyough identity-conformance is proving
ineffective for TTO legitimacy-building. This is Eent through interventions, avoidance and
a lack of buy-in by the academic community. We dilsd evidence indicating that a
scientific identity may be misaligned with the pang determinants of legitimacy among the
academic community. Commercial and business deretapskills are presumably valued

by the academic community because they represemetencies and perspectives that they
may not have access to. Despite TTOs acknowledbmgalue placed on these skills by

academics, we find that they shape a scientifintidewith this academic community.

| neffectiveness of identity-manipulation with university management

The use of identity-manipulation by TTOs to buidgjitimacy with university management
appears to be equally ineffective. TTOs expressediew that, despite their efforts to shape
a business identity, their position in the univisrsemains unclear — “we have had two
consultants come in 2006 and last year and thdyrnade the same conclusion that the
upper administration really has not articulatedearcrole for technology transfer at our
university” (US-V Public). Specifically, TTOs refddhat there is a lack of belief and

meaningful engagement and enthusiasm from managemeheir position in the university.

“To some extent the upper administration looks upsms a necessary evil and an expense that wedhauél
if we are going to accept Federal money becauskeoBayh Dol Act. That may be overstating the dasel
think (they) don'’t ever think this is going to cotemuch or else it's going to take so long thataay will be
around to enjoy it (US-V Public)

“There seems to be a lack of championing realthirik that the people who are on the innovationdveagon
in the university might have other agendas besiotle development of technology” (IRE-XXVIII)

“Quite honestly there’s more lip service given e function and its importance than actually listgrto the
function itself to find out what it needs and puiag the right staff” (US-III Private)

Many TTOs also expressed frustrations with incdasiges in support at different levels of
leadership in the university, particularly at tbgdl of School/Deans and Department/HOD.

Furthermore, we found that TTOs feel their legitoyruilding efforts are being inhibited by
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inadequate and cautious integration into the usityés formal strategic intentions (i.e., as
articulated in annual reports and strategic plafsg¢se points are illustrated in the following
comments:

“| feel like we are the tail and we cannot wag tlogy. They quietly slipped in to their strategicrpome terms
like ‘we need to be more enterprising’ so evenlémguage they are using is cautious...what | winiéd to see
is for them to say ‘the commercialization opportyns the third leg of the stool. The world neelds't (NZ-
VI)

“Not all heads of department are supportive. Someticue to put greater emphasis on meeting teaching
commitments and so on, so garnering support amavialy people the space to contribute to this movéme
would be very helpful” (NZ-1X)

“The people who run the institution should be tatkabout (our role) and essentially demanding fdxadlty is

supportive of the goals of the institution. Thatoiten done in rhetoric but not in practice whichdquite
unfortunate” (US-XII Private)

Finally, it should be noted that the ineffectivenes$identity-manipulation is not only
problematic for TTO legitimacy with university mayeament. We found that TTO
legitimacy-building activities and standings withiversity management and academics are
not detached from each other, but instead aremeigh interrelated. lllustrating this point we
found a clear expectation among TTO executivesuhatersity management could do more
to support them in their role, which could in tdmelp the TTO overcome legitimacy
challenges experienced in their interactions withdcademic community:

“In this institution the spirit is willing but théody is weak. You have to have a long-term perspect
(Management) need to support (us) in the face @ilfia not understanding what they are doing or iogko
accept a horrible deal for short-term money” (USvate)

“If the senior academic leadership is not tellirepple to do x, y or z it can be an uphill battle.\#&hen people
decide ‘well I'm going to make my own deal and doget in my way’ and the leadership doesn'’t sayit\aa
minute this is institutional property it's not yairthen those people will not be cooperative. SPrivate)

“A major hindrance is simply the lack of insistenipg the academic leadership that faculty have gogd
beyond being cooperative with the folks who areinffyto commercialize inventions, that is the bidges
problem” (US-VXI Private)

“Sending out a proper message is very importamhaie sure faculty understand the university expectas

not just to do good research and get a publicaifdas,to do good research and make sure resudtbaneficial
for society” (US-Il Private)
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In sum therefore, after exploring how TTOs buildilenacy by shaping identity within the
university, our core findings are twofold. Firsd,kuild legitimacy, TTOs shape a dual
identity, one scientific and the other businesshwniversity academics and management
respectively. Specifically, TTOs prioritize the kégterminants of legitimacy with academics
as scientific credibility and management as aligmiméth the university strategy and use
identity-conformance and identity-manipulation acivogly.

Second, we find that this combination of identihaformance and identity-
manipulation is proving ineffective for legitimizrthe TTO within the university.
Furthermore, legitimacy discounts are compounde@T®s underestimating thaetual
determinants of legitimacy among the academic conity(i.e., business expertise), as well
as university management providing insufficientti@n for TTOs to realize their strategic
potential on behalf of the university. Table 5 pr@s a summary of these research findings.

Next, we elaborate on the implications of theseaesh findings.

6. Discussion
This research has implications for scholars, TT@cekives and university management. In

the sections that follow we explain these theoa¢tnid practical implications in more detail.

6.1 Theoretical implications
The findings from our research contribute to owotietical understanding of how identity
interacts with legitimacy, particularly in the aseaf multiple identities, social cues and

identity distinctiveness. We present these contiging as propositions.
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Multiple identities and legitimacy

When two principals exist in an agency relationshpltiple expectations naturally arise.
For TTOs, these expectations can sometimes codtletto the continuing overlap between
science and business in the university. Our finglwguld suggest that TTOs attempt to
manage this conflict by shaping a dual identitye snientific and the other business, with
university academics and management respectivelyfi@dings clearly indicate, however,
that this combination of dual identities is provingffective for the purpose of building
legitimacy with two principals. These results haeene support, with existing literature
already highlighting the complexity of having tontlbiine and sequentially switch between
multiple identities (Kistruck et al., 2013; Kreinetral., 2009; Zhang et al., 2006).
Furthermore, when interacting with two principgspritizing one can undermine the other
(Dunn and Jones, 2010; Jarzabkowski and Fentor; 20@atz and Block, 2008). Therefore,
adding to these perspectives, we propose that, Wwhialing legitimacy with two principals
(e.g., academics and management), shaping andiudeiweb contradictory identities (e.g.,
scientific and business) blurs identity and ultiehadiminishes legitimacy with both
principals. We summarize this in the following posiion:

P1: When building legitimacy with two principals, shaping contradictory identities

diminishes legitimacy.

Social cues and legitimacy

Our findings also have implications for the rolesotial cues (Ashforth and Johnson, 2001,
Gioia et al., 2000) in identity-shaping and legaicy-building. We illustrate how TTOs’
identity conformance strategy with academics wasahigned. Specifically, in detecting what
identity to conform to when interacting with uniggy academics, TTOs underestimate some

of the core requirements and expectations of #uget audience. Despite TTOs
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acknowledging that business and commercial exjpenere important determinants of
legitimacy among the academic community, TTOs cotteéed on shaping a scientific
identity. Our findings, therefore, emphasize howinterpreting social cues can lead to
misaligned identity shaping strategies that ultehatlamage legitimacy. Again we
summarize these findings in the following propasiti

P2: When shaping identity, misunderstanding social cues can result in legitimacy discounts.

| dentity distinctiveness and legitimacy
Our findings indicate that both identity shapingtggies, identity-conformance and identity-
manipulation, borrow from the principals’ ident#i€eT he strategies are, therefore, relatively
similar in the sense that they depend, albeitfferdint degrees, upon the existing identities
of academics and management. Through identity-cordoce, TTOs clearly promote
homogeneousness with the dominant norms and exioest@f academia (i.e., scientific
identity). Through identity manipulation, TTOs potizely sense what they believe is
required or anticipated from university managenaamt then shape an identity that captures
their ability to meet these expectations (i.e. jmess identity). What becomes apparent from
our findings, therefore, is that TTOs’ use of idgnmanipulation appears to be incomplete.
More specifically, in our theoretical framing, wepdained that TTOs’ use of identity-
manipulation would involve shaping an identity that only aligned with anticipated
requirements, but also was in some way distinamne which captured the unique value of
their role.

With this in mind, we suggest an alternative exatam for the ineffectiveness of
TTOs’ legitimacy-building efforts. Rather than cheterizing their identity-shaping strategies
as incorrect, we propose that they are merely ighfed. In particular, our findings indicate

that TTOs are inadequately managing the challendjiegyma of sameness and uniqueness
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in their identity (Navis and Glynn, 2010). Instezfcachieving an identity that is “optimally
distinctive” (Brewer, 1991), their identity appeaosbe prioritizing “fitting in” and satisfying
the requirements of both principals but stoppingrsbf simultaneously differentiating
themselves from the university environment. TTOgeap to be focused on avoiding conflict
by positioning their identity as relevant to botinpipals rather than offering an alternative
(Fagerberg et al., 2012). This is problematic asityinforms us that legitimacy is as
dependent on being different as it is on beingstirae (Deephouse, 1999). Interestingly,
however, TTOs appear to be adopting a familiareauthe legitimation process. Before an
organization, particularly those operating in hygimistitutionalized environments such as
universities, can develop legitimacy through claohsdividuality and differentiation, it
must contribute to and secure its membership wahimuch broader, shared and collective
identity or category. Adhering to this collectivategory represents the minimal standard for
membership but thereafter organizations can andlglexercise differing degrees of
autonomy to stand out and distinguish their idgr{t8lynn and Navis, 2013). Theoretical
support for this staged process of legitimizat®provided by a number of scholars
including: Chaney and Marshall’s (2013) examinabdimow music festival organizers
concentrate on being recognized as socially legignactors (e.g., with regulators and
sponsorship institutions) before considering howdmpete and earn profits; Navis and
Glynn’s (2010) study of the emergence of satethidio and how it first became normalized
as a new product category; and Rosa et al.’s (11@3@arch on how market acceptance of the
minivan as a legitimately new vehicle form precedethpetitors’ efforts to differentiate each
other within the minivan market segment. LikewiNayis and Glynn (2011) argued that in
established market contexts, identity claims mustritize legitimacy through close
alignment with the market category before deviatowards a posture they refer to as

“legitimately distinctive”. Also, in their study atgistered nurses, Goodrick and Reay (2010)
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found that when legitimizing a new professionahidly, it is essential that the past and
broader institutional environment is not delegitied but rather neutralized and leveraged for
the purpose of legitimizing the emerging role idlgnt

Therefore, we propose that in order to become (Jegitimate, TTOs should
consider progressing their identity-shaping effegond conformance and (partial)
manipulation. In effect, we see their current idgrghaping strategies as representing their
efforts to build legitimacy within the broader uargity category. Becoming a part of this
collective and shared university identity can sgteen the TTO’s similarity and appeal to
evaluating principals (academics and managemethjmthe category. Indeed, as already
illustrated in our findings, TTOs are clearly priming how to fit in with academics and
management within the university. The following tpsoserves as a reminder of this focus

among TTOs:

“I have never heard of one faculty inventor worbpat regional economic development or the overall
reputation of the university. Most of them whenyth@ve an invention try to see how they can makentbst
money for themselves. If the university tells mesédl it to the highest bidder | can almost asganethat most
of our inventions will end up in foreigner’s haratsd will not benefit the US and will certainly raveate jobs
here. So our institutional agenda is much broaurthe individual agenda” (US-II Private)

In order to develop its legitimacy standing anddmee recognized as a value-adding and
unique actor in the university, TTOs may need wimedividuating their identity from the
expectations of these same principals and theles$tatl norms within the university. Given
the entrepreneurial and innovative activities the©s champion (e.qg., start-ups, patents,
licensing), claims of distinctiveness to complemtieir identity conformance seem
particularly important in order to gain legitima&s argued by Navis and Glynn (2011,
p.479), “conformity to established standards istlagtical to entrepreneurship, which tends
to be more concerned with novelty, distinctiveresd nonconformity”. Our final
propositions, therefore, advocate that TTOs fakend their use of identity-manipulation to
incorporate identity distinctiveness. In shapingitiown distinctive identity in this manner,

TTOs could build on and complement their existisg of identity-conformance and identity-
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manipulation when shaping scientific and busindsstities respectively. More specifically,
TTOs could build legitimacy through a combinatidrconforming to dominant academic
norms (dentity-conformance), sensing and meeting anticipated requirements fro
managementdentity-manipulation), together with shaping a unique value-adding titheas
guided by their own distinctive values, beliefs anddels (dentity-manipulation).
Interestingly, creating and leveraging distinctigss is not only important for establishing
legitimacy. Murray (2010) argued that the confhigtistakeholder expectations that TTOs
experience from the overlapping boundaries of gemd business can also be managed by
reinforcing distinctiveness. This leads us to depehe following proposition:

P3: When building legitimacy with two principalsin a highly institutionalized environment,

an organization must incor porate identity-manipulation, where identity-manipulation

involves shaping an identity that both meets the anticipated requirements of evaluating
audiences and is sufficiently distinct from the norms and expectations of these same

evaluating audiences.

Just as our findings illustrated the legitimacyitations of depending on identity-
conformance, excessive or sole use of identity-mdation to shape a distinctive identity is
unlikely to build legitimacy. There would be littwint in TTOs becoming so distinctive that
they eroded their efforts towards gaining accemand a shared identity within the
university. Ferlie et al. (2005), for example, aduhat excessively strong professional
identity boundaries or states of distinctivenessstaw innovation spread, an outcome that is
highly likely to damage TTO productivity. We susp#tat both identity-conformance and
identity-manipulation strategies are heavily ink@nied with processes of legitimation, and
that ultimately TTO legitimacy is dependent on aprapriately balanced combination of

both strategies in their entirety. Furthermoreieims of timing, we suspect that the creation
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of a distinctive identity will only be effectivetaf the TTO has secured institutional
acceptance or social legitimacy in the univerditptigh identity-conformance and
(preliminary) identity-manipulation. Without firshaping identity through conformance,
efforts to deviate from dominant norms and expemtatmay result in legitimacy discounts
(Elsbach and Kramer, 2003; Hsu and Hannan, 20083./&ads us to develop three final
propositions, with each serving to re-emphasizeartiportant interdependence between
collective and distinctive identities that appessgprominently in the legitimacy literature.
Figure 2 summarizes our contribution on the retetiop between TTO identity shaping
strategies and TTO legitimacy.

P4: When building legitimacy with two principalsin a highly institutionalized environment,
an organization must appropriately balance both identity-conformance and identity-
manipulation.

P5: When building legitimacy with two principalsin a highly institutionalized environment,
identity-confor mance precedes identity-manipul ation.

P6: When building legitimacy through identity-manipulation with two principalsin a highly
institutionalized environment, meeting the anticipated requirements of eval uating audiences
precedes shaping a distinct identity.

Therefore we suggest that in order to have a tagie presence within the university,
scholars and management must recognise the ideftihe TTO as being distinct from their
own. ldentity-conformance and identity-manipulati@re the process by which this
distinctive identity is shaped and recognised. €@®positions arise from a combination of
our findings regarding the inadequacy of identitydormance and (partial) identity-

manipulation strategies to build legitimacy coupledh a theoretical prediction for how
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legitimacy is created. While we do not have a girempirical foundation from this study to
illustrate how exactly TTOs can shape their digtugcidentity, our data does indicate that
TTOs are becoming aware of the importance of hawngalue-adding and clearly

differentiated identity. This is captured in followg quotations:

“Researchers are not silly people and they wilkena motivational judgment call...and say well how gau
help us when they meet us — what are your resoukoesvledge and expertise? — Why should we work wit
you? Who are your connections? How can you mov@mject forward? — so if we don’t have money fooqfr
of concepts which are quite expensive for healterees, then no offence but why would they deahwi?”
(NZ-X)

“We want to provide a channel for knowledge to isttiy so | want to position this office in such aywhat
industry will come here seeking opportunities aadearchers will come to us because of our conmectio
industry and in turn they will see xxx as a way#t their knowledge to market” (IRE-XXII)

“There is a perception among many Pls that we dpeas a gatekeeper...so it is very much to move f@o
gatekeeper who just applies the rules and enfaropmliance to being here to assist, facilitate helpp them
get a better result (NZ-1X)

6.2 Practical implications

For TTO executives, these propositions offer a iptsgxtension to their widely accepted
identity as neutral intermediaries or brokeringpegbetween universities and industry
(Clarysse and Moray, 2004; Markman et al., 200%&nPdnd Siegel, 2006; Powers and
McDougall, 2005 Siegel et al., 2003). Specificatiyr findings propose that TTOs consider
progressing beyond balancing the expectationsedf tiwo core principals and concentrate on
developing their own unique identity. Creating th@vn unique mission, objectives,
structure, training, community of practice and efiermding models (e.g., crowd funding)
could provide TTOs with a distinctive identity tr@mplements and reinforces preliminary
legitimacy claims made through conformance and madation. Thus, we suggest that TTO
legitimacy is dependent on their ability to moreatly communicate the value-adding
potential of their commercial purpogellowing andin addition to conforming to the
dominant norms of academia and aligning with thatsgic imperatives of their host
institution. For example, rather thamiely utilizing their scientific credentials, relationgh

building and innate respect for academic scien@rasans of blending science and
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business, TTO executives may be better serve@yf ¢cbuldalso incorporate these academic
skill-sets to create and reinforce their own didfire identity.

Ultimately, TTOs need to shape an identity that pribvoke engagement with their
office due to its distinctiveness and variatiomfravhat is usually available in a university.
TTO legitimacy cannot arise when being solely vidvas an administrative function or a
cash generating instrument run by people with dusimg identity, partially academic and
partially business. However, if TTOs are to shapelament of distinctiveness into their
identity that is no way subordinated by universibademics or management it is important
that the components underpinning these claimssindtiveness are also central and
enduring TTO attributes (Whetten, 2006). For examniplTTOs failed to fully incorporate
their competencies when shaping a distinctive idetitey would risk projecting an identity
that is misaligned with their ability to exercisehaviors consistent with this identity. Such
“‘competency” misalignments could be harmful to thegitimacy-building efforts. In this
sense, in order to build legitimacy, TTOs may n@econsider explicitly attending to the
guestions of “Who are you?” “What is your purposd &ision?” and “Why are you the best
option?”, in addition to explaining how they fit and how they can potentially help. Even if
this individualistic identity is criticized, thetahtion will at a very minimum recognize and
reinforce TTO distinctiveness.

We believe our findings are also particularly tignedr TTO executives. For example,
Boehm and Hogan'’s (2014) suggestion that it is aoademic Principal Investigators, not
TTOs, who have the dominant responsibility andufice in initiating, bridging and
coordinating university-business relations, wouldicate that TTOs need to (re)claim their
identity as a matter of urgency. Moreover, our iingd and associated proposals provide an
extension to our current understanding of why ttelamic community frequently refers to

skills gaps among TTOs (Chapple et al., 2005; Mwtal., 2006; O’'Shea et al., 2005;
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Swamidass and Vulasa, 2009) and/or choose to aduidting the services of TTOs
(Aldridge and Audretsch, 2011; Bodas-Freitas et28113; Link et al., 2007; Shane, 2004,
Siegel et al., 2003, 2004; Thune and Gulbrandsehl 2

Finally, our results indicate that university maeagnt are a key dependency for
TTOs’ legitimacy with academics. Specifically, uargity management are in a position
whereby they can support TTOs’ efforts to creatkestinguishable identity. They can
articulate the university’s position on commera@ation and publicize the role, function and
purpose of the TTO within the broader institutiormalizing the TTO’s own unique
identity within the university’s strategic documeiaind objectives and communicating it
officially to all levels of university managemeing(, heads of divisions, schools and
departments) as well as to university academicsimyto provide clarity and consistency.
A number of scholars report how entrepreneurial/agtis heavily dependent on the types of
influence and support at a more micro and depatth&vel in the university (Bercovitz and
Feldman, 2008; Louis et al., 1989; Rasmussen,&2@l4). Previous literature also points to
the importance of sufficiently transparent IP regioin, mission clarity, supportive
remuneration and promotion policies within the @msity to promote an entrepreneurial
culture and to complement the commercializatiorcfioms of the TTO (Baldini et al., 2006;
Debackere and Veugelers 2005; Friedman and Silbe29@3; O’'Shea et al., 2007). Our
proposals extend these findings by highlightingithportance of this matter for TTO
identity and legitimacy-building. Specifically, warsity management can complement
TTOs’ efforts to create a distinctive identity.uthiversity management do not take such
steps, cautious language and unclear expectationhe risk of (re)blurring the boundaries
between science and business, thus detractingTidnlegitimacy-building efforts to build

on the divide as a productive tension.
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7. Concluding comments and future research

The primary focus of our research was to explong MdOs build legitimacy by shaping
identity within the university. To address thisegasch subject, we developed two identity-
shaping constructsgentity-confor mance andidentity-manipulation. We find that TTOs

shape a dual identity, one scientific and the othusiness, with university academics and
management respectively. TTOs prioritize the kagmieinants of legitimacy with academics
as scientific credibility and management as aligniméth the university strategy and use
identity-conformance and identity-manipulation aclioegly. However, we also find that this
combination of identity-conformance and identitysmipaulation appears to be proving
ineffective for legitimizing the TTO within the wrersity.

These findings have a number of implications fgitimacy and identity theory. First,
we propose that, when building legitimacy with tprincipals, shaping and blending two
contradictory identities distorts identity and mi&itely diminishes legitimacy with both
principals. Second, we emphasize how misinterpyedotial cues, namely the expectations
and requirements of evaluating audiences, cantteadsaligned identity shaping strategies
that damage legitimacy. Third, we propose that,miglding legitimacy in highly
institutionalized environments, identity-conformarand identity-manipulation precede but
ultimately depend on and are intertwined with idgrdistinctiveness. We conclude that
TTOs’ identity shaping strategies should not neselysbe considered ineffective, but
instead may be simply incomplete or under developmielr O executives are, therefore,
encouraged to shift their attention towards shapidgstinctive identity that complements
and reinforces preliminary legitimacy claims malde®tgh conformance and manipulation.

Our research is not without limitations. Althougk deliberately undertook our research
from the perspective of TTO executives, our findilmguld be enhanced by incorporating the

views of university academics and management @stine subject. Specifically, it would

39



be interesting to find out how academics and mamageé perceive the identity of the TTO
and to what extent these identity-shaping strasegie recognized and/or valued by both
principals. Acknowledging the level of (mis)alignmdetween TTOs and these two
principals is fundamental to understanding the alVé¥gitimacy of the TTO. Furthermore,
while our focus was on TTO identity and legitimawyhin the university environment,
future researchers should consider incorporatitgreal stakeholders such as industry
partners, specialist consultants, governmentaldsoaind professional agencies. TTO
interactions with these stakeholders may have fstgnit norming effects that influence TTO
identity strategies and legitimacy-building. Aststhby Rao et al. (2000, p. 270)
“organizations acquire a social identity from thdustry to which they belong, the
organizational form they use, and through membpnshaccrediting bodies”. The rich
potential of this particular line of inquiry is ag@nt in our findings detailing how TTO
recognize the legitimacy benefits arising fromrgrin specialist consultants and their
association with industry and commercializationnoaks.

The exploratory nature of our research was sudthleadentification of how TTOs
shape identity to build legitimacy with two prineig was our core focus. We recognize that a
logical next step for these exploratory results #air associated propositions is to examine
their validity. Therefore, we encourage future eeshers to examine whether and to what
extent the TTO identities (scientific and busines®) identity-shaping strategies (identity-
conformance and identity-manipulation) we presetedevident in other universities. We
are particularly interested in understanding howntextual factors and different institutional
environments influence the prevalence and effegtige of these identity strategies. For
example, are these strategies relevant to othgrggbic locations internationally? How do
the size, experience, performance and resourcedbéise TTO influence their identity-

shaping strategies? How do the size, age and tiszipreadth/depth of the university
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influence TTO identity-shaping? Given how levelsaohdemic entrepreneurship are
influenced by entrepreneurial infrastructure (De@orio and Shane 2003; Feldman and
Francis, 2003); peer support (Etzkowitz, 2002; &taad Ding, 2006) and other university
specific characteristics (O’Shea et al. 2005; Pevaeid McDougall, 2005; Mustar and
Wright, 2010), we believe the inclusion of suchtextual factors could significantly
enhance our understanding of how TTOs shape igehiitally, theorists and practitioners
alike would benefit from research findings that o or contest our propositions on
identity-distinctiveness. How exactly can TTOs shapdistinctive identity? As explained by
Navis and Glynn (2011), having elements of conforogaand distinctiveness is not enough
for legitimacy, more important than this is thesigtation between both of these elements into
a meaningful whole. Establishing how TTOs can bthiir legitimacy and achieve such
coherence through identity shaping strategies wesnio provide a rich line for inquiry for

future researchers.

References

Albert, S., Adams, E., 2002. The hybrid identitya# firms, in Soenen,G., Moingeon, B. (Eds), Cagte and
Organizational Identities: Integrating Strategy,rkéging, Communication and Organizational
Perspectives. Routledge, New York, pp. 35-50.

Albert, S., Whetten, D.A. 1985. Organizational itisn Research in Organizational Behavior 17, 263-9

Aldridge, T.T., Audretsch, D., 2011. The Bayh-Délet and scientist entrepreneurship. Research Pdlicy
1058-67.

Ambos, T.C., Mékela, K., Birkinshaw, J., D’Este, P008. When does university research get comnizei?
Creating ambidexterity in research institutionsurdal of Management Studies 45, 1424-47.

Ashforth, B., Gibbs, B., 1990. The double-edge rgfamizational legitimation. Organization Sciencg)1(177-
94.

Ashforth, B., Harrison, S., Corley, K., 2008. Idéoation in organizations: an examination of fdundamental

questions. Journal of Management 34, 325-74.

41



Ashforth, B., Humphrey, R., 1993. Emotional laboiservice roles: the influence of identity. Acadenfiy
Management Review, 18, 88-115.

Ashforth, B., Johnson, S., 2001. Which hat to wddr® relative salience of multiple identities irganizational
contexts, in Hogg, M., Terry, D. (Eds), Social ltignProcesses in Organizational Contexts. Psydyolo
Press, Philadelphia, pp. 31-48.

Baldini, N., Grimaldi, R., Sobrero, M., 2006. Instional changes and the commercialization of agacle
knowledge: a study of Italian universities’ pategtactivities between 1965 and 2002. ResearchyP8fic
518-32.

Bercovitz, J., Feldman, M., 2008. Academic entreptes: organizational change at the individuallleve
Organizational Science 19, 69-89.

Bitektine, A., 2011. Towards a theory of socialgotents of organizations: the case of legitimacputation,
and status. Academy of Management Review, 36(11);756

Blumenthal, D., Campbell, E.G., Causino, N., Lo#isS., 1996. Participation of life-science facuhyresearch
relationships with industry. New England JournaMedicine 335, 1734-39.

Bodas Freitas, .M., Geuna, A., Rossi, F., 2012 gbvernance of university-industry knowledge tfansvhy
small firms do (not) develop institutional collabtipns? Research Policy 42, 50-62.

Boehm, D., Hogan, T., 2014. ‘A jack of all tradesFhe role of Pls in the establishment and manageafen
collaborative networks in scientific knowledge coemialization. The Journal of Technology Transfey 3
134-49.

Bozeman, B., 2000. Technology transfer and puldicy: a review of research and theory. Researditya9,
627-55.

Brewer, M.B., 1991. The social self: on being thee and different at the same time. PersonalitySawial
Psychology Bulletin 17, 475-82.

Brickson, S.L., 2005. Organizational identity otgtion: making the link between organizational idtgrand
organizations’ relations with stakeholders. Adntigitve Science Quarterly 50, 576-609.

Brown, A., Toyoki, S., 2013. Identity work and légiacy. Organization Studies 34, 875-96.

Burke, P., 1980. The self: measurement requirenfents an integrationist perspective. Social Psyoyl
Quarterly 43, 18-29.

Bush, V., 1945. Science: The Endless Frontier; AdReto the President by Vannevar Bush, Directahef

Office of Scientific Research and Development. Gomeent Printing Office, Washington, DC.

42



Campbell, E.G., Weissman, J.S., Causino, N., Bluha&nD., 2000. Data withholding in academic meukci
characteristics of faculty denied access to rebe@sults and biomaterials. Research Policy 29,1303

Chaney, D., Marshall, R. 2013. Social legitimacyswus distinctiveness: mapping the place of conssiinethe
mental representations of managers in an institatived environment. Journal of Business Reseasch 6
1550-58.

Chapple, W., Lockett, A., Siegel, D., Wright, MQ5. Assessing the relative performance of UK uisitg
technology transfer offices: parametric and norapaatric evidence. Research Policy 34, 369-84.

Chermak, S., Weiss, A., 2005. Maintaining legitimasing external communication strategies: an amlyf
police-media relations. Journal of Criminal Jus8& 501-12.

Clarysse, B., Moray, N., 2004. A process studyrifepreneurial team formation: the case of a rebebased
spin-off. Journal of Business Venturing 19, 55-79.

Clarysse, B., Tartari, V., Salter, A., 2011. Theaut of entrepreneurial capacity, experience agdrozational
support on academic entrepreneurship. ResearctyRdlj 1084-93.

Colombo, M.G., Delmastro, M., 2002. How effective éechnology incubators? Evidence from ltaly. Resle
Policy 31, 1103-22.

Colyvas, J.A., 2007. From divergent meanings toroom practices: the early institutionalization oademic
entrepreneurship in the life sciences. ReseardyP86, 456-76.

Colyvas, J.A., Jonsson, S., 2011. Ubiquity andtilegicy: disentangling diffusion and institutionaliion.
Sociological Theory 29, 27-53.

Colyvas, J.A., Powell, W.W., 2006. Roads to insittoalization: the remaking of boundaries betweeblig
and private science. Research in Organizationahtieh27, 305-53.

Colyvas, J.A., Powell, W.W., 2007. From vulneratderenerated: the institutionalization of academic
entrepreneurship in the life sciences. Researteirsociology of Organizations 25, 219-59.

Daraio, C., Bonaccorsi, A., Geuna, A., Lepori, Bach, L., Bogetoft, P., Cardoso, M., Castro-Mairte.,
Crespi, G., de Lucio, I.F., Fried, H., Garcia-Ata#i., Inzelt, A., Jongbloed, B., Kempkes, G., ldea, P.,
Matt, M., Olivares, M., Pohl, C., Raty, T., 201heélEuropean university landscape: a micro
characterization based on evidence from the Aquapreject. Research Policy, 40, 148-64.

Dasgupta, P., David, P.A., 1994. Toward a new egoc®of science. Research Policy 23, 487-521.

D’Este, P., Perkmann, M., 201\Why do academics engage with industry? The entnepiréal university and

individual motivations. Journal of Technology Tréers36, 316-39.

43



Debackere, K., Veugelers, R., 2005. The role oflanac technology transfer organizations in imprgvin
industry science links. Research Policy 34, 321-42.

Decter, M., Bennett, D., Leseure, M., 2007. Uniitgr® business technology transfer: UK and USA
comparisons. Technovation 27, 145-55.

Deephouse, D.L., 1999. To be different, or to leeshme? It's a question (and theory) of stratesginioe.
Strategic Management Journal 20(2), 147-66.

Denis, J.L., Langley, A., Rouleau, L., 2007. Stgaing in pluralistic contexts: rethinking theotl frames.
Human Relations 60, 179-215.

Di Gregorio, D., Shane, S. 2003. Why do some usities generate more start-ups than other? ResPalitty
32(2), 209-27.

Dowling, J., Pfeffer, J., 1975. Organizational tegacy: social values and organizational beharaicific
Sociological Review 18, 122-36.

Drori, 1., Honig, B., Wright, M., 2009. Transnatalrentrepreneurship: an emergent field of study.
Entrepreneurship Theory and Practice 33, 1001-22.

Dunn, M., Jones, C., 2010. Institutional logics amstitutional pluralism: the contestation of carel science
logics in medical education, 1967-2005. Administ&iScience Quarterly 55, 114-49.

Dutton, J.E., Dukerich, J.M., 1991. Keeping an egehe mirror: image and identity in organizational
adaptation. Academy of Management Journal 34, 317-5

Dutton, J.E., Dukerich, J.M., Harquail, C.V., 19®fganizational images and member identification.
Administrative Science Quarterly 39, 239-63.

Eisenberg, E.M., 1984. Ambiguity as strategy inamigational communication. Communication Monographs
51, 227-42.

Eisenhardt, K.M., 1989. Agency theory: an assessan@hreview. The Academy of Management Review 14,
57-74.

Eisenhardt, K.M., Graebner, M.E., 2007. Theoryding from cases: opportunities and challenges. Arngdof
Management Journal 50, 25-32.

Elsbach, K.D., Kramer, R.M., 1996. Members’ resgsi® organizational identity threats: encounteand
countering thdBusiness Week rankings. Administrative Science Quarterly 41, 442

Elsbach, K.D., Kramer, R.M., 2003. Assessing cvitgtin Hollywood pitch meetings: evidence for aatiu

process model of creativity judgments. Academy ahslgement Journal 46, 283-301

44



Etzkowitz, H., 1983. Entrepreneurial scientists anttepreneurial universities in American acadesuience.
Minerva 21, 198-233.

Etzkowitz, H., 2002. Incubation of incubators: imation as a triple helix of university-industry-gamment
networks. Science and Public Policy 29(2), 115-28.

Etzkowitz, H., 2003. Innovation in innovation: tiéple Helix of university-industry-government rétans.
Social Science Information 42, 293-337.

Etzkowitz, H., Leydesdorff, L., 1997. Universitiasd the Global Knowledge Economy: A Triple Helix of
University-Industry-Government Relations. Pinteondon.

Etzkowitz, H., Leydesdorff, L., 2000. The dynamidsnnovation: from National Systems and ‘Mode @'a
Triple Helix of university—industry—government retms. Research Policy 29, 109-23.

Fagerberg, J., Landstrom, H., Martin, B.R., 20%l&ring the emerging knowledge base of ‘the knalgks
society’. Research Policy 41, 1121-31.

Feldman, M.P., Francis, J., 2003. Fortune favcuesprepared region: the case of entrepreneursiphen
Capitol Region Biotechnology Cluster. European Riiag Studies 11, 765-88.

Feller, 1., 1990. University patent and technoldiggnsing strategies. Educational Policy 4, 327-40.

Ferlie, E., Fitzgerald, L., Wood, M., Hawkins, 2005. The nonspread of innovations: the mediatiheg of
professionals. Academy of Management Journal 48;341

Friedman, J., Silberman, J., 2003. University tedbgy transfer: do incentives, management, andilmta
matter? Journal of Technology Transfer 28, 17-30.

Gardner, W.L., Avolio, B.J., 1998. The charismaétationship: a dramaturgical perspective. Academy
Management Review 23(1), 32-58.

George, E., Chattopadhyay, P., 2005. One footéh eamp: the dual identification of contract wosker
Administrative Science Quarterly 50, 68-99.

Gioia, D., Schultz, M., Corley, K.G., 2000. Orgaatipnal identity, image, and adaptive instabili&gademy of
Management Review 25(1), 63-81.

Glynn, M., Barr, P., Dacin, M., 2000. Pluralism ahe problem of variety. Academy of Management Bevi
25, 726-34.

Glynn, M.A., Navis, C., 2013. Categories, idensitiand cultural classification: moving beyond a elaxf

categorical constraint. Journal of Management $w8D, 1124-37.

45



Goktepe-Hultén, D., 2008. Academic inventors arsgaech groups: entrepreneurial cultures at univessi
Science and Public Policy 35, 657-66.

Goldfarb, B., Henrekson, M., 2003. Bottom-up versysdown policies towards the commercialization of
university intellectual property. Research Poli@y 839-58.

Gomez-Mejia, L.R., Balkin, D.B., 1992. Determinanfdaculty pay: an agency theory perspective. Acag
of Management Journal 35, 921-55.

Goodrick, E., Reay, T., 2010. Florence Nightingatelures: legitimizing a new professional role idgnt
Journal of Management Studies 47, 55-84.

Haeussler, C., Colyvas, J.A., 2011. Breaking tloeyvf ower: academic entrepreneurship in the liferszes in
UK and Germany. Research Policy 40, 41-54.

Hambrick, D.C., Chen, M.J., 2008. New academiadfels admittance-seeking social movements: theofase
strategic management. Academy of Management Re}&\82-54.

Hinings, B., Greenwood, R., 1988. The normativespription of organizations, in Zucker, L.G. (Ed),
Institutional Patterns and Organizations, Culturé Bnvironment. Ballinger, Cambridge, MA, pp. 53-70

Hsu, G., Hannan, M.T.,(2005. Identities, genres, @ganizational forms. Organization Science 1643%-90.

Huang, K.G., Murray, F.E., 2009. Does patent sgnathape the long-term supply of public knowledge?
Evidence from human genetics. Academy of Managedwuntnal 52, 1193-221.

Hunt, C.S., Aldrich, H.E., 1996. Why Even RodneynBerfield Has a Home Page: Legitimizing the World
Wide Web as a Medium for Commercial Endeavors. Pppsented at the annual meeting of the
Academy of Management, Cincinnati, OH.

Jain, S., George, G., 2007. Technology transfécedfas institutional entrepreneurs: the case st@fisin
Alumni Research Foundation and human embryonic stdls. Industrial and Corporate Change 16, 535-
67.

Jain, S., George, G., Maltarich, M., 2009. Acadanicentrepreneurs? Investigating role identity ificetion
of university scientists involved in commercialipat activity. Research Policy 38, 922-35.

Jarzabkowski, P., Fenton, E., 2006. Strategizirtgaganizing in pluralistic contexts. Long Rangari?ling 39,
631-48.

Jensen, M.C., Meckling, W.H., 1976.Theory of thenfimanagerial behavior, agency costs and ownership

structure. Journal of Financial Economics 3(4),-805

46



Jensen, R.A., Thurshy, J.G., Thursby, M.C., 2008clbsure and licensing of university inventioriBhé best
we can do with the s**t we get to work with’. Intettional Journal of Industrial Organization 21, 127
300.

Jepperson, R., 1991. Institutions, institution&éets and institutionalism, in Powell, W.W., DiMaggP.J.
(Eds), The New Institutionalism in Organizationalalysis. University of Chicago University Press,
Chicago, pp. 143-63.

Jung, H.J., Lee, J.J., 2014. The impacts of sciandegechnology policy interventions on universégearch:
evidence from the U.S. National Nanotechnologydtiite. Research Policy 43, 74-91.

Kenney, M., Goe, W.R., 2004. The role of social eddedness in professorial entrepreneurship: a casopa
of electrical engineering and computer science@tBérkeley and Stanford. Research Policy 33, 691-70

Kistruck, G.M.; Sutter, C.J.; Lount Jr., R.B.; SmiB.R., 2013. Mitigating principal-agent problemdase-of-
the-pyramid markets: an identity spillover perspectAcademy of Management Journal 56, 659-82.

Kraatz, M., Block, E., 2008. Organizational impticas of institutional pluralism, in Greenwood, Rljver,
C., Sahlin, K., Suddaby, R. (Eds), The Sage Hankibd®rganizational Institutionalism. Sage, Los
Angeles, pp. 243-75.

Kreiner, G.E., Hollensbe, E.C., Sheep, M.L., 2&lancing borders and bridges: negotiating the wmne
interface via boundary work tactics. Academy of lsigement Journal 52, 704-30.

Lam, A., 2010. From ‘ivory tower traditionalists tentrepreneurial scientists’? Academic scieniistuzzy
university industry boundaries. Social Studies a&Bce 40, 307-40.

Latour, B., Woolgar, S., 1979. Laboratory life: g@cial construction of scientific facts. Sage, &&ywHills.

Link, A.N., Siegel, D.S., Bozeman, B., 2007. An émaal analysis of the propensity of academicsrigage in
informal university technology transfer. Industréald Corporate Change 16, 641-55.

Link, A., Siegel, N., Donald, S., 2005. Univershigsed technology initiatives: quantitative and ta@e
evidence. Research Policy 34, 253-7.

Livengood, R.S., Reger, R.K. 2010. That's our tlgé€ntity domains and competitive dynamics. Acaderhy
Management Review 35(1), 48-66.

Lockett, A., Wright, M., 2005. Resources, capaleiif risk capital and the creation of universitinsput
companies. Research Policy 34, 1043-57.

Louis, K.S., Blumenthal, D., Gluck, M.E., Stoto, Al 1989. Entrepreneurs in academe: an exploration

behaviors among life scientists. Administrativee®cie Quarterly 34, 110-131

47



Lounsbury, M., Glynn, M.A., 2001. Cultural entrepegirship: stories, legitimacy, and the acquisitbn
resources. Strategic Management Journal 22, 545-64.

Mangematin, V., Cunningham., O'Reilly, P., 2014s B boundary spanners, science and market shapers.
Journal of Technology Transfer 39, 1-10.

Markman, G.D., Gianiodis, P., Phan, P., 2009. Supjale innovation and technology commercialization.
Journal of Management Studies 46, 625-49.

Markman, G.D., Gianiodis, P.T., Phan, P.H. BalkirB., 2005. Innovation speed: transferring univgrsi
technology to market. Research Policy 34, 1058-75.

Markman, G.D., Siegel, D.S. Wright, M., 2008. Reshand technology commercialization. Journal of
Management Studies 45, 1401-23.

Martin, B., 2012. Are universities and universigsearch under threat? Towards an evolutionary naidel
university speciation. Cambridge Journal of Ecorean6, 543-565.

McNamara, G., Deephouse, D.L., Luce, R.A., 2003nfetitive positioning within and across a strategicup
structure: the performance of core, secondarysafitary firms. Strategic Management Journal 24(2),
161-81.

Merton, R., 1957. Priorities in scientific discoyeAmerican Sociological Review 22(6), 635-59.

Merton, R.K., 1973. The Sociology of Science. Tletioal and Empirical Investigations. University@iicago
Press, Chicago.

Miles, M.B., Huberman, A.M. 1994. Qualitative Dafaalysis: An Expanded Sourcebook. Sage, Thousand

Oaks, CA.

Mowery, D.C., Ziedonis, A.A., 2002. Academic patgoslity and quantity before and after the BayheDadt
in the United States. Research Policy 31, 399-418.

Murray, F., 2010. The Oncomouse that roared: hyéxithange strategies as a source of distinctitmeat
boundary of overlapping institutions. American Jairof Sociology 116, 348-88.

Muscio, A., 2010. What drives the university usaeathnology transfer offices? Evidence from Itdlize
Journal of Technology Transfer 35(2), 181-202.

Mustar, P., Renault, M., Colombo, M.G., Piva, Eantes, M., Lockett, A., Wright, M., Clarysse, B.pkdy, N.,
2006. Conceptualizing the heterogeneity of resebadged spin-offs: a multi-dimensional taxonomy.

Research Policy 35, 289-308.

48



Mustar, P., Wright, M., 2010. Convergence or paheahdency in policies to foster the creation ofersity
spin-off firms? A comparison of France and the BaiKingdom. The Journal of Technology Transfer 35,
42-65.

Navis, C., Glynn, M., 2010. How new market categeemerge: temporal dynamics of legitimacy, idgnéihd
entrepreneurship in satellite radio, 1990—2005. iiBtrative Science Quarterly 55, 439-71.

Navis, C., Glynn, M., 2011. Legitimate distinctivess and the entrepreneurial identity: influencéneastor
judgments of new venture plausibility. Academy adihdgement Review 36, 479-99.

Nelson, R.R., 1959. The simple economics of basensific research. Journal of Political Economy37@97-
306.

Nelson, R.R., 2004. The market economy, and ttentic commons. Research Policy 33(3), 455-71.

O'Donoghue, T., Punch K., 2003. Qualitative Educ®l Research in Action: Doing and Reflecting. Rexge,
London.

Oliver, C., 1991. Strategic responses to instinglgprocesses. Academy of Management Review 167245

O'Shea, R.P., Allen, T.J., Chevalier, A., Roche2B05. Entrepreneurial orientation, technologpsfar and
spinoff performance of US universities. Researclici? 84, 994-1009.

O'Shea, R.P., Allen, T.J., O'Gorman, C., Roche2®0y. Delineating the anatomy of an entreprenkuria
university: the MIT experience. R & D Managemen; B716.

Pfeffer, J., Salancik, G., 1978. The External Calrdf Organizations. Harper Row, New York.

Phan, P., Siegel, D.S., 2006. The effectivenesmiversity technology transfer: lessons learnechagarial
and policy implications, and the road forward. Fdaions and Trends in Entrepreneurship 2(2), 77-144

Powers, J.B., McDougall, P., 2005. University stgrtformation and technology licensing with firnhat go
public: a resource-based view of academic entrgmship. Journal of Business Venturing 20(3), 291-
311.

Pratt, M.G., 2000. The good, the bad, and the aahait: managing identification among Amway disttdors.
Administrative Science Quarterly 45, 456-93.

Pratt, M.G., Foreman, P.O., 2000. Classifying maniagiresponses to multiple organizational idesiti
Academy of Management Review 25(1), 18-42.

Pratt, M.G., Rafaeli, A., 1997. Organizational dras a symbol of multilayered social identitiesademy of

Management Journal 40, 862-98.

49



Rao, H., Davis, G.F., Ward, A., 2000. Embeddedressal identity and mobility: why firms leave the
NASDAQ and join the New York Stock Exchange. Adrmetritive Science Quarterly 45(2), 268-92.

Rosa, J.A., Porac, J.F., Runser-Spanjol, J., Sadh, 1999. Sociocognitive dynamics in a produatket.
The Journal of Marketing 63, 64-77.

Rasmussen, E., Mosey, S., Wright, M., 2014. Thieiémice of university departments on the evolutibn o
entrepreneurial competencies in spin-off ventuResearch Policy 43, 92-106.

Rothaermel, F.T., Agung, S., Jiang, L., 2007. Ursitg entrepreneurship: a taxonomy of the literatur
Industrial and Corporate Change 16, 691-791.

Scott, W.R., 1995. Institutions and Organizatiddage, Thousand Oaks, CA.

Shane, S.A., 2004. Academic Entrepreneurship: UsityeSpinoffs and Wealth Creation. Edward Elgar,
Cheltenham.

Siegel, D.S., Waldman, D.A., Atwater, L.E., Link,M, 2004. Toward a model of the effective transfier
scientific knowledge from academicians to praatiéics: qualitative evidence from the commercialaati
of university technologies. Journal of Engineeramgl Technology Management 21, 115-42.

Siegel, D., Waldman, D., Link, A., 2003. Assesding impact of organizational practices on the nedat
productivity of university technology transfer affis: an exploratory study. Research Policy 32,827-4

Sieger, P., Zellweger, T., Aquino, K.F., 2013. Tinghagents into psychological principals: alignintgrests of
nonowners through psychological ownership. Journ&lahagement Studies 50(3), 361-88.

Sillince, J.A., Brown, A.D., 2009. Multiple orgaittonal identities and legitimacy: the rhetoriqofice
websites. Human Relations 62, 1829-56.

Slaughter, S., Leslie, L.L., 1997. Academic Cafstal Politics, Policies and the Entrepreneurialugnsity.
The Johns Hopkins University Press, Baltimore, MA.

Smith, E.B., 2011. Identities as lenses: How orgational identity affects audiences' evaluation of
organizational performance. Administrative ScieQuearterly 56, 61-94.

Sorlin, S., 2007. Funding diversity: performancedihfunding regimes as drivers of differentiatiotigher
education systems. Higher Education Policy 20, 40.3-

Starr, J.A., MacMillan, I.C., 1990. Resource cotiptavia social contracting: resource acquisititlategies for
new ventures. Strategic Management Journal 11279-9

Stuart, T.E., Ding, W.W., 2006. When do scientimsome entrepreneurs? The social structural araatedf

commercial activity in the academic life sciencesierican Journal of Sociology 112, 97-144.

50



Stokes, D.E., 1997. Pasteur's Quadrant — Basian&ei@nd Technological Innovation. Brookings Insiitol
Press. Washington, DC.

Strauss, A., Corbin, J., 1998. Basics of QualimfResearch: Techniques and Procedures for Devglopin
Grounded Theory. Sage, Thousand Oaks, CA.

Stryker, S., Burke, P.J., 2000. The past, presemt future of an identity theory. Social Psychol6yyarterly
63, 284-97.

Suchman, M., 1995. Managing legitimacy: strategid imstitutional approaches. Academy of Management
Review 20, 571-611.

Suddaby, R., Greenwood, R., 2005. Rhetorical gjiegeof legitimacy. Administrative Science Quages0(1),
35-67.

Swamidass, P.M., Vulasa, V., 2009. Why universityentions rarely produce income? Bottlenecks in
university technology transfer. The Journal of Tredlbgy Transfer 34, 343-63.

Tartari, V., Salter, A., D'Este, P., 2012. Crossihg Rubicon: exploring the factors that shape edack’
perceptions of the barriers to working with indysttambridge Journal of Economics 36, 655-77.
Tartari, V., Perkmann, M., Salter, A., 2014. In dammpany: the influence of peers on industry eagamnt by

academic scientists. Research Policy 23, 1189-203.
Thune, T., Gulbrandsen, M., 2011. Institutionali@atof university-industry interaction: an empiricéudy of
the impact of formal structures on collaboratiottgras. Science and Public Policy 38, 99-107.
Thursby, G., Thursby, M., 2003. University licergsimnder Baye-Dohl: what are the issues and evidence
Working paper. http://opensource.mit.edu/papers/3thyipdf

Toole, A.A., Czarnitzki, D. 2010. Commercializingence: is there a university brain drain from aoait
entrepreneurship? Management Science 56, 1599-614.

Turner, J.C., 1987. Rediscovering the Social Gréupelf-Categorization Theory. Blackwell, Oxford.

Van Gestel, N., Hillebrand, B., 2011. Explainingkstity and change: the rise and fall of logicplaoralistic
fields. Organization Studies 32, 231-52.

Vora, D., Kostova, T. 2007. A model of dual orgatianal identification in the context of the muliional
enterprise. Journal of Organizational Behavior228;-50.

Whetten, D.A., 2006. Albert and Whetten revisitsilengthening the concept of organizational idgndfiburnal
of Management Inquiry 15(3), 219-34.

Yin, R.K., 2009. Case Study Research: Design anthddks, (Vol. 5). Sage, Thousand Oaks CA.

51



Zhang, Y., George, J.A., Chan, T.S., 2006. Thedmtaf dueling identities: the case of local semrecutives
in MNC subsidiaries. Journal of Management 32, 260-

Zimmerman, M., Zeitz, G., 2002. Beyond survivahiawing new venture growth by building legitimacy.
Academy of Management Review 27, 414-31.

Zott, C., Huy, Q.N., 2007. How entrepreneurs usel®lic management to acquire resources. Adminigéat
Science Quarterly 52, 70-105.

Zuckerman, E.W., 1999. The categorical imperatbeeurities analysts and the illegitimacy discoémerican

Journal of Sociology 104, 1398-438.

52



Tables and Figures

Figure 1: Research framework

Blurring boundaries between
science and business

1
: influence . influence :
1 1
: : complicates :
1
1 1
v o v o v
- - expectations in ) ) expectations in . ]
University |.________ »| University g _________ University
academics environment management

| A !
| to build legitimacy !
! within !
| |

1 . .
: Shape identity |
1
i y § . |
' influence influence !
! how how :
e - g TTOs e L LT

Table 1: Contextual data on participating institutions and TTOs*

New Zealand

Institution Ownership Academics** TTO Founded TTO Staff Respondents
NzU1l Public 1,500 2002 9 3
NzU2 Public 1900 1988 Undisclosed 2
NzU3 Public 1,100 2004 4 2
NzU4 Public 800 1993 11 2
NzU5 Public 950 1997 7 2
NzU6 Public 1050 1992 6 2
NzU7 Public 500 1994 4 2
NZzU8 Public 650 1999 15 2

Ireland

Institution Ownership Academics TTO Founded TTO Staff Respondents
IREU9 Public 1200 2001 11 5
IREU10 Public 900 2007 11 4
IREU11 Public 350 2007 4 4
IREU12 Public 1300 2007 6 5
IREU13 Public 350 2007 5) 4
IREU14 Public 400 2001 9 5
IREU15 Public 450 2003 8 5

New York (United States)

Institution Ownership Academics TTO Founded TTO Staff Respondents
USuU16 Private 300 2005 8 2
usui7 Private 3500 1982 47 2
usui18 Private 2800 1979 33 2
uUsu19 Public 87,900 1979 34 2
usu20 Private 1650 1987 3 2
usu21 Private 6650 1989 11 2
Usu22 Private 1650 1981 15 2

* To ensure confidentiality, pseudonyms for indt@ns in table 1 are not related to pseudonyms for
respondents’ quotes in our results section.
** Academic numbers are rounded off to +/- 100afeguard anonymity.
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Table 2: Overview of coding process

Coding 2" order 3 order 4" order
deductive deductive & inductive deductive & inductive
Category ‘[dentity shaping strategies’ ‘|dentity type’ ‘Identity-legitimacy’
Academic Identity-conformance Scientific (18)
category subcategory (11)
Sample data “Nobody manages the PlIs. “I recruit commercialization

You can’t manage faculty specialists with PhDs or they
members - a tenured faculty won't have credibility with
member is the most powerful academics. It's like badge of
creature in the world. Nobody honor, otherwise they would
can tell them what to do,  be seen as an administrator- Recoding of ‘academic’ and

including the president” (US- (IRE-V) ‘management’ organising
IV Public). categories for evidence of
legitimacy
- Compare ‘legitimacy’ data
Management Identity-manipulation Business (15) with the 3° order ‘identity-
category subcategory (9) type’ data to look for patterns

and inconsistencies

Sample data “The DVC is aware of how “We contribute to the
important it is for the future of  university’s core mission
the university. Not just the ~ when we generate funding
extra money, it is the from industry that promotes
contribution of the university more research taking place
to society, government and when our technologies
relations and others things — it lead to patient care benefit”
is just important work coming (US-X Private)
up with and transferring
innovations” (NZ-VI)

Table 3: Identity conformance: shaping a scientifiadentity with university academics

“Having a PhD buys some credibility but at the same it allows me to be self-depreciating withdtig members from

say computer science. | say ‘| do have a PhD, |aveeculty member but my knowledge in polynserence does not help
me to understand computer security so you'll havexplain it to me from scratch” (US-1V Public)

“l recruit commercialization specialists with Phbisthey won't have credibility with academics. Itike badge of honor,

otherwise they would be seen as an administratBiE{V)

“It is a lot of fun for us is when we can get invetl with faculty in a scientific discussion as theople in our office are
scientifically quite astute and can really talkth@m about what they’re doing and try to figure ainat the potential is”

(US-VII Private)

“You got to have a foot in the core academic missib the university otherwise you will be margizel...you need to
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make sure that faculty see you as a unit that liekra get their knowledge transferred for the pugtiod” (US-1V Public)
“We do need the researcher though to think it lenhworthwhile for them to contact this office, ahdt they understand
that we understand and respect their work” (NZ XVI)

“We were out of balance before and too focusedhenbusiness side and we alienated the academic.\8itien it boils
down to it we need to secure the supply line, 'good relations with the university as well asrésearchers” (NZ-III)

“In order to be successful within an academic eminent you need to be within the core busineskefiniversity, if you
are in the margins nobody pays attention to you.alMs a primary mission of any university? It iseation and
dissemination of new knowledge. Technology is esén a subset of knowledge so when you look fridmt angle
technology transfer becomes a part of the coreiomsx any academic institution” (US-IV Public)

“The way we pick our patent attorneys is not just Writing good patent applications but that thewé a really good
understanding of the field of research our facalty in and when we have that conversation, I'vea seemore than once
when a faculty member comes in being scepticalsaiyd well they're only ten people in the world tbah even understand

what I’'m working on and | know them all - how cam @torney understand it” (US-XII)

Table 4: Identity manipulation: shaping a businessdentity with university management

“Our strategy around commercialisation is aboutitefion, research income and then finally reverntgams — those are the
3 R’s. We developed that strategic view and toothét whole way to the council who signed off on thasnimportant
aspects for the university. They now guide evenghwe do” (NZ-XII)

“A few decades ago academic institutions in Ameriege not as heavily relied upon to help the U% aegion to stay
openly competitive but the world has changed. Aczerihigher education like this great research usityehas something
that other countries cannot easily duplicate softleeis is on leveraging our research to help thedd% region stay
competitive” (US-II Private)

“Our role is to transfer as much of the universdgearch as possible, whether that is for weatthtiom or social benefits it
doesn’t matter — in doing that the university’sutgtion for being a valuable member of the comnyuaitd for bringing
value to the research funders is enhanced” (NZ-IX)

“Without demonstrating how the university can bénfedbm participating in tech transfer it would bdiculous to think that
they would support it. How the university looks feturn is not necessarily on monetary terms altey;re looking at how
we're contributing to the society and to the comityir{US-I1 Private)

“We contribute to the university’s core mission whee generate funding from industry that promotesemmesearch taking
place and when our technologies lead to patiert loanefit” (US-X Private)

“Our main goal around commercialization is the tafian of the university. It is not necessarily abgenerating funds
because | think if you get the reputation thenrés# handles itself. You get more high quality aeskers wanting to be
there and they attract top postgraduate studentthem industry wants a part of that so they biintne money” (NZ-XII)

“I know the Vice-Chancellor is very proud of us dr@learns a lot of credit internationally when tatkabout us” (NZ-1)
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Table 5: Summary of research findings

TTO University academics University management
Perceived determinants of legitimacy Evidence of sameness Evidence of added value
« Sensitivity to academic norms « Strategic planning and analysis
« Understanding and reacting to « Contributing to strategic purpose
academic communities” science and direction of the university
Legitimacy-building strategy Identity conformance Identity manipulation
Type of identity shaped Scientific Business
Details « Prioritise fit with academic norms ¢ Publicise intentions and capacity to
* Publicise academic credentials promote entrepreneurship, diversify
« Prioritise visibility, trust, revenue streams, and to improve
relationships and transparency industry connectivity, regional

competiveness and the university's
reputation and attractiveness to
students and research staff

Legitimacy problems Underestimating business expertise Inadequate championing
Details * Intervening * Inconsistent support
« Avoidance  Rhetoric versus formal support

e Taken for granted

Figure 2: The relationship between TTO legitimacyand identity-shaping strategies
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