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Abstract The shift towards open innovation has substantially changed the academic and
practical understanding of corporate innovation. While academic studies on open inno-
vation are burgeoning, most research on the topic focuses on the later phases of the
innovation process. So far, the impact and implications of the general tendency towards
more openness in academic and industrial science at the very front-end of the innovation
process have been mostly neglected. Our paper presents a conceptualization of this open
science as a new research paradigm. Based on empirical data and current literature, we
analyze the phenomenon and propose four perspectives of open science. Furthermore, we
outline current trends and propose directions for future developments.
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1 Introduction

For centuries, science has been based on an open process of creating and sharing
knowledge. Over time however, the quantity, quality, and speed of scientific output have
changed, as has the openness of science. In the days of Galileo, scientists had to use
anagrams to hide from inquisition. Later, scientists used letters to distribute their knowl-
edge amongst colleagues. When in 1665 ‘Philosophical Transactions’ was founded, sci-
entists began to send their insights to scientific journals. In the last century, the number of
scientific journals exploded. At the same time knowledge diffusion slowed down. In some
fields the peer review process takes several years from first submission to final publication
(Bjork and Solomon 2013). New IT-based submission and paper tracking platforms hardly
improved review times, as reviewers remain to be the bottleneck. Today, more and more
academic institutions open up science by employing open access journals, sharing research
data, or including others into the research process. But also large firms like Siemens, IBM,
or Tesla are part of the open science phenomenon. Instead of patenting knowledge, they
publish large parts of their research in order to participate in the scientific community. In
doing so they mark findings as state-of-the-art and thus prevent others from patenting them.

Despite recent trends, management scholars have mostly neglected the phenomenon of
open science. That is surprising as there is a clear link between the activities in the field of
open science and those in the field of open innovation. Science has the purpose of
developing a knowledge domain by adding theoretical or empirical insights, whereas
innovation has the purpose of developing and bringing to market new offerings such as
products or services. The most widely used definition of open science stems from Nielsen
(2011): “Open science is the idea that scientific knowledge of all kinds should be openly
shared as early as is practical in the discovery process.” Open innovation by contrast is
defined as “the use of purposive inflows and outflows of knowledge to accelerate internal
innovation, and expand the markets for external use of innovation, respectively. [This
paradigm] assumes that firms can and should use external ideas as well as internal ideas,
and internal and external paths to market, as they look to advance their technology”
(Chesbrough 2006, p. 1). Both definitions have the acceleration of a process by sharing
knowledge in common. Many scientific findings are later turned into innovations. It is
therefore desirable to understand the link between open science and open innovation as the
definitions suggest that open science can lead to open innovation.

Current literature on open innovation is predominantly underlying a business-centric
view. This view assumes a firm to be mainly motivated by profits. Numerous studies
investigated how external ideas are utilized inside companies in order to develop new
product offerings (Dahlander and Gann 2010). Additionally, scholars analyzed the possi-
bilities of commercializing internally generated knowledge in form of intellectual property
(IP) for profit generation outside the company boundaries (Chesbrough 2003a, b). Research
is understood as an enabler to come to new knowledge (Koen et al. 2001). Yet, the very
early stages of research and science have hardly been analyzed by the current open
innovation literature. In other words, we currently experience a vibrant debate within
scientific theory that focuses on open science (Bartling and Friesike 2014; Jong and
Slavova 2014). Yet, this debate mostly neglects its interdependency to innovation.

This article provides a conventionalization of open science based on a literature review
and semi-structured interviews with CTOs, research managers, open innovation directors,
open access leaders, industrial researchers, and scientists. The paper is structured as fol-
lows: In the next section (Sect. 2), we review the literature on open innovation and open
science to derive similarities and difference between both concepts. In Sect. 3, we describe
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our methodological approach before (in Sect. 4) we analyze and discuss current trends
based on empirical insights. The paper concludes by providing implications and sugges-
tions for future research (Sect. 5).

2 Background
2.1 Research streams in open innovation

The failure of large industrial research labs to drive scientific advancements towards value
generation in the early 1980s manifested an anomaly that changed the rules of innovation.
Shortly after its foundation in 1984, Cisco started with its open R&D strategy, which ended
up in outcompeting the world’s largest R&D center, the AT&T’s Bell labs. In the Kuhnian
sense (1962), this marked a paradigm shift in innovation management. Since then, the
practical and academic community called for more open models of innovation (e.g.,
Chesbrough 2003a, b; Christensen et al. 2005).

Within the last decade of academic research, several special issues on open innovation
underpinned a fundamental change in the perception of innovation (see e.g., R&D Man-
agement 2006, 2009, 2010, and the International Journal of Technology Management
2010). This has been complemented by some special issues on open source software
development as a subfield of open innovation (see e.g., Research Policy 2003, Manage-
ment Science 2006). This sustainable attention of practitioners and researchers shows that
open innovation has gone far beyond being a short-term fashion or hype. Within the field of
open innovation the following seven research streams can be summarized:

(1) Integration of external cooperation partners along the value chain. Downstream the
value chain, von Hippel’s (1986) works on lead user integration highlight the virtue
of user collaboration for radical innovation. Numerous studies investigated user
characteristics and their impact on the degree of innovativeness, the modality of user
integration, and user’s motivation to collaborate (Bilgram et al. 2008; Franke et al.
2006; Luethje 2004). The phenomenon of free revealing and the fact that the user is
the only external collaboration partner with use-experience makes the user a very
valuable partner (Nambisan and Baron 2010; von Hippel and von Krogh 2006).
Upstream the value chain, research emphasized the importance of supplier
integration. The integration of suppliers into the development process at a very
early stage can significantly increase innovation performance in most industries
(Hagedoorn 1993).

(2) Partnering and alliances. Strong specialization necessitated the need for many
companies to collaborate with partner companies from the same or other industries
(Hagedoorn 2002; Schildhauer 2011). Especially, the phenomena of cross industry
innovation and innovating with non-suppliers was investigated (Howells 2008;
Herstatt and Kalogerakis 2005). Also established engineering firms take the role of
innovation intermediaries moderating open innovation activities between collabo-
rators (Howells 2006). This indirect opening up of the innovation process is
leveraging the cross-industry innovation process, not only in traditional R&D
outsourcing modes but also in strategic innovation partnering.

(3) Open innovation processes. Open innovation can be subdivided in three core
processes: outside-in, inside-out, and coupled. This classification provides guidance
on how to complement and extend the internal innovation process by an external
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periphery (Gassmann and Enkel 2004). Most large companies such as Siemens and
BASF started to developed detailed firm specific open innovation processes. In
addition some companies such as Procter & Gamble and Siemens assigned process
owners with special positions and titles for open innovation within their
corporations. In both corporations these directors attract considerable attention
within the company.

Open innovation tools. As a means to implement open innovation numerous tools
emerged; most of them support the integration of external innovation sources (West
and Lakhani 2008). Crowdsouring platforms like InnoCentive, 99design, Jovoto,
Nine Sigma, or Atizo bring together solution seekers and problem solvers (Bullinger
et al. 2010; Sieg et al. 2010; Dahlander et al. 2008). Thereby, they generate a virtual
market place for innovative ideas and problem solutions. Toolkits for mass-
customization allow an adaptation of design and product features according to
customer preferences based on an iterative creation process (Piller and Walcher
2006). Community based innovation enables companies to use blogs and discussion
forums to communicate with a mass of stakeholders outside the company.

Open trade of intellectual property. The times where IP was solely used as a means
to secure the firm’s freedom to operate are over. The more open approach towards IP
changed its role and importance within the firm’s value creation processes (Pisano
2006). The active use of IP for in- and out-licensing unfolded new business models,
which are widely discussed in literature. New phenomena like patent funds, patent
trolls and patent donations emerged in recent years and increasingly attracted
scientific research (Reitzig et al. 2007; Ziegler et al. 2014). At the moment, there is
an ongoing debate amongst policy makers in the European Union whether a
financial market for IP should be created. Policy makers in favor of new modes of
technology transfer as well as financial institutions interested in new product
categories are predominantly driving that process.

Open business models. The paradigm of open innovation impacted business models
in a sense where open innovation becomes an integral part of value creation. The
integration of business model thinking in the virtue of open innovation seems to be
crucial (Chesbrough 2006; Kim and Mauborgne 2004). Since the appearance of
thousands of open source software initiatives under idealistic perspectives (e.g., Eric
Raymond’s famous ‘The Cathedral and the Bazaar’), open innovation seemed to be
often non-commercial. But the business model judges whether value cannot only be
created but also captured. For instance in the cases of Linux or Apache many
commercially successful service businesses have been developed around the open
source model.

Open innovation culture. Overcoming the not-invented-here syndrome (Katz and
Allen 1982) presents one of the core challenges in open innovation. Studies like
Herzog’s (2011) revealed determinants of an open innovation culture and its impact
on corporate culture, communication, and incentive systems. Companies like 3 M or
Procter & Gamble started to integrate open innovation as a fundamental part of their
corporate culture. In the case of 3 M, the degree of how much outside-in thinking is
encouraged became a central pillar in leadership evaluation.

The overview on the existing research streams in the field of open innovation shows the
strong application and commercialization focus of the present literature. But, detailed
insights on collaboration and openness in the field of knowledge creation and science are
lacking.
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2.2 Perspectives of open science

In the context of academic and industrial science, the sharing and combination of infor-
mation is regarded as the core process of knowledge creation (Thursby et al. 2009). As
scientific problems are getting more specialized and complex at the same time, it is not
surprising that collaboration in science and research expanded in various disciplines within
the last decades. For example in sociology, the percentage of co-authored articles almost
quintupled in the last 70 years (Hunter and Leahey 2008). Comparable trends were
observed in political science (Fisher et al. 1998), physics (Braun et al. 1992), and eco-
nomics (Maske et al. 2003). Studies even show that authors with a high h-index are those
who collaborate widely with others, form strong alliances, and are less likely to be bonded
to a certain in-group (Pike 2010; Tacke 2010).

According to Merton (1973), the principle of openness has always been an integral part
within the academic community. This openness is rooted in a reward system that the first
person to contribute new findings to the scientific community receives in return various
forms of recognition (Stephan 1996; McCain 1991; Hagstrom 1965). However, new
communication technologies enable academic science to be even ‘more open’, which led to
the term open science. Here, open has to be seen in contrast to the prior status quo (e.g., a
publication was available only to the subscriber of a journal and only after it was published)
and not in contrast to ‘closed science’. Contradictory, industrial scientists were perceived
as being much more concerned about confidentiality as a means to secure future returns on
R&D investments (Cohen et al. 2000). Recent studies however indicate that this disparity
seems to diminish as increasingly cross-institutional bonds emerged (Murray 2006; Powell
et al. 2005). For example, Haeussler (2011) found that for both academic and industrial
scientists the likelihood of collaboration and exchange depends on the competitive value of
the requested information and on the degree to which the researcher’s community con-
forms to the ‘norm of open science’ (Rhoten and Powell 2007). Differences between
academic and industrial research become blurred (Vallas and Kleinman 2008). Thus,
academic and industrial science moved from a “binary system of public vs. proprietary
science to [...] arrangements which combine elements of both” (Rhoten and Powell 2007,
p. 346). The convergence of academic and industrial science and the increasing importance
of collaboration and openness drive the need to gain more insight in how open science is
characterized.

On the basis of relevant literature, we developed a framework of four perspectives in
order to analyze initiatives and trends in the field of open science. This framework
incorporates the various elements of open science that are derived from the following
literature streams: open source (e.g., Von Krogh and von Hippel 2003), alliance and
partnership (e.g., Howells 2008; Herstatt and Kalogerakis 2005), open science (e.g.,
Bartling and Friesike 2014; De Roure et al. 2010; Grand et al. 2012; Gowers and Nielsen
2009; Haeussler 2011; Jong and Slavova 2014; Lievrouw 2010; Meyer and Schroeder
2013; Mukherjee and Stern 2009; Neylon and Wu 2009; Nielsen 2012; Procter et al. 2010;
Scheliga and Friesike 2014; Tacke 2010; Waldrop 2008), and open innovation (e.g.,
Chesbrough 2003a, 2003b, 2006; Dahlander and Gann, 2010; van de Vrande et al. 2010).

Actors in open science include institutions such as universities and corporations as well
as individual researchers. From a value chain perspective, open science includes the very
front-end activities of basic science, applied science, and applied research. Despite the
contextual backgrounds of academia and industry, research is rather driven by curiosity,
reputation, and acknowledgement than by profit and applied oriented thinking. We dif-
ferentiate four perspectives of open science:
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Philanthropic perspective. Doing research requires infrastructural and content-related
elements whose access has been predominantly restricted. Current trends foster a
democratization of science and research in the sense of distributing scientific content,
tools, and infrastructures freely. Many universities started to offer public lectures or
courses with the goal in mind to bring science and research closer to society and to
market scientific findings. Most of the public lectures are streamed online and thus are
globally available (Tacke 2010). Additionally, this trend includes the rise of open
access journals that provide users with the non-restricted right to read, download, copy,
distribute, print, search, or link to the full texts of articles. As most traditional journals
generate revenues based on subscriptions, the majority of open access journals are
funded by the authors through publication fees. Within the last years, the visibility and
prominence of open access journals significantly increased due to the growing
numbers and the establishment of the Directory of Open Access Journals.
Reflationary perspective. Currently, we witness a trend towards making scientific
results freely available during pre-publication. Knowledge is shared in a very early
stage within the research process. Motives to do so are manifold. Researchers are
able to reflect first thoughts, to promulgate preliminary scientific results, and to
promote new ideas within the scientific community. Thereby, they signal tacit
knowledge and reputation that might attract other researchers and institutions (Hicks
1995). Furthermore, they are capable of actively influencing future research
directions and starting new scientific discussions. Colleagues and amateurs are
invited to give feedback and to join in for collaborative knowledge creation.
External involvement diminishes problems with respect to local search bias and
groupthink many closed scientific research teams suffer from. At the same time the
journals and publishers have a self-interest in pre-publications: Papers which have
been published before being printed will get cited more often and therefore increase
the citation impact and thus attractiveness of the journal. Moreover, the memory and
transparency of the World Wide Web allows tracing thoughts and knowledge
creation. This minimizes the risk of lost authorship. Comments and evaluations of
peers might give guidance in research phases of high uncertainty.

Constructivistic perspective. The opening of science and research enables new
collaborative forms of knowledge creation. This knowledge creation does not only
bring new knowledge into being but also new opportunities for new user models and
new businesses. Crowdsourcing is one prominent example: Problem seekers pull for
new scientific solutions by broadcasting problems to an unknown mass of potential
problem solvers. Virtual rooms are used as an exchange platform where problem
seekers and solvers can interact. Small groups form virtual exchange platforms for
loose or moderated exchange with the goal of knowledge creation. Open platforms
typically address several fields in a more interdisciplinary manner than the typical
disciplinary mainstream journals. The integration of more than one scientific
discipline under one roof fosters cross-fertilization of researchers and scientists. This
interdisciplinary approach enhances technology fusions and the generation of
innovative solutions (Kodama 1992).

Exploitative perspective. Most researchers are oriented towards the generation of
novel scientific findings neglecting real life application. The active sharing and
promoting of scientific knowledge enables researchers to close this gap towards
application-oriented knowledge exploitation faster. In cooperation with practitioners
a common shared construction of new artifacts based on the latest scientific findings
is possible.
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The Following table provides an overview on open science initiatives with respect to the
four just discussed perspectives (Table 1).

3 Methodology

Given the young nature of the phenomenon, our empirical research mainly relies on a
qualitative exploratory research approach based on interviews, Internet research, and
document analysis. This triangulated qualitative approach is an appropriate means to
navigate unclear boundaries between phenomenon and context in the early stages of
research. Our data generally relies on the primary source of semi-structured expert inter-
views and secondary source of company press releases and Internet research. Between
2008 and 2011, we conducted 38 interviews with different actors in technology intensive
industry and academic research, namely CTOs, R&D managers, open innovation directors,
senior industry and academic researchers, directors of research institutes, editors and
referees of academic journals, and university presidents. This kind of triangulation allows
us to minimize the bias of personal perspective and enhance the validity of the information.

At the outset of our interviewee sampling, we scanned our personal contacts, websites
of research institutions, research databases, and the public press to identify experts in the
field of open science that were most promising in revealing new insights. Our goal was to
generate a heterogeneous sample that allowed us to analyze open science from various
different viewpoints and validate our results. After each interview, we asked our respon-
dents to name further colleagues who may reveal more insights applying a snowball
sampling. No further interviews were conducted when we achieved theoretical saturation
and the interviewees did not reveal new empirical insights.

The framework described in chapter 2.3 guided our data acquisition and data analysis.
Based on the framework we developed an interview guideline, which we adapted
according to new empirical insights that emerged during the research process. Thus, our
field data was collected and analyzed iteratively based on reflection of scientific literature.
This led to alternations between inductive and deductive procedures (Eisenhardt 1989). To
combine the advantages of unstructured and semi-structured interview methods, we started
with open-ended questions, followed by a structured questionnaire protocol. Besides
asking formal questions regarding the institutions’ motivations and barriers of opening up
science, the interviewees were also strongly encouraged to provide related examples from
their daily business, including current research projects. The intention of the interviews
was to identify drivers, inhibitors and current trends in open science and research.

The data was primarily collected by personal face-to-face or telephone interviews,
which lasted between 40 and 120 min on average. Each interview was transcribed. The
transcripts were transferred into an excel tool to break the interviews down into single
statements. Each statement was paraphrased and grouped into categories. The identified
trends emerged out of the categories. Two researchers independently analyzed the data
allowing cross comparisons that increased the validity of the results.

Academic research representatives of the following institutes were interviewed:
Berkeley University, European Organization for Nuclear Research (CERN), ETH Zurich,
Research Center Jiillich, RWTH Aachen University, Stanford University, Swiss Commis-
sion for Technology and Innovation (CTI), Swiss Federal Laboratories for Materials
Science and Technology (EMPA), Technical University Dortmund, Technical University
Munich, University of Manchester, University of Cologne, University of St. Gallen. From

@ Springer



S. Friesike et al.

Qouar0s uado Jo aanoadsiog

uondrsaq

X SI0JUQD YoIeasal pue soruedwod Yooy uadIs (g IoA0 Jo 1dsno uadQ e1K1S PHIOM 09F
sreunol sreuanol
X AJ1e[OYOS pue dYNUAIDS $$900e Uado [[B UO MIIAIAO Uk sopiaoid jey) uuojjeld $s90oe uado jo A1030211(q
X SoNssT 9Jep-0)-dn SSNISIP 0) SI0IBSNSIAUL ISBISIP SNONIAJUI J0J WINIO] yeadgonsouderq
X X BJEP 9SNAI PUB SSOI0E ‘PUY 0} SIIIAIIS JUAIQJJIP JO SISISUOD AIDeIe(] Apereq
$[00) [839] 9213 y3noay)
X a3pormouy pue A)IATIEAIO JO 9Sn pue SULIRYS Y} SI[QRUS SUOWWIODIANEA) (D)D) SUOWWOD)IAIRIID)
sdnoi3 yoreasax
X X JOjuowdSeurw JO JUSWISBUR UONE)D Y] YOBASAI QAIIRIOQR[[09 IO S[00) JO )Ing ZIM[0D)
suoneIoqe[[od Areurjdrosipiojur ERlie]) o
X pue [qo[3 sa[qeu Yorym s3o9foid yoreasar Joy wope(d ssadoe uadp Qo1nos uado qe o)
uonedrjdde ssoursnq
X pUE BIWOPEOE UdM]0q 95UBYOIXS I9)SOJ pue SaISo[ouyde) ueayd ojowoid 01 101sn[) MANYISLUBID
Blilice)
X s100f01d 90UAIOS UAZNIO JOJ WLIOJIB[] QOUSIDSIAQAD) UAZNI))
X X [00) MOIAQI JO UOIBISI J[OTIR PUB JOUBUIUIEBUI dINJEIN] AN
$s9001d uoNEAID IFpapMmouy
X X Uy} ur A[Ie9 9[qe[IeA® SI[NSAI OYNUAIdS sayew Jey) suerorsAyd AS1ous y3iy jo qe| NYAD
X X sreurnol pomaraar-1oad ‘ouruo ‘ssooe uado Gz Jo 1ysIqng [enuad paNorg
X X rom 11y} ystiqnd pue ‘areys ‘0Jeroqe[[od 0] SISYIILasal I0J WIOHe[] uekueg
X X qel NAD 2y Jo synsax oy seystqnd jeyy utroped sseooe uadQ [e1104 TIM], SeIY
X X SIOUQIOS UT SI[onIe JuLId-0 U0 YoIedsal 921 smof[e jey) uuoped ssadoe uadp ATX IR
S90INOS IAYJO pue sjuawndop Ads1jod JuaWILIIA0S
X ‘s1odedsmau ‘eIpoul [B100S UO PIseq dIe Jey) SOLNOW JANBUIIE [AJ] [ONIY soLouny
ssoooe uado
X ‘ud[en 1S jo Aysiearup) oy jo suonedrqnd 10} K1030axrp pue woped Surysiqng (DSTUN) BLPULXI[Y
X X X MO0} pue dIeys 0) soruapede JoJ wiojed auruO Npa'BOTWPEIY
onsianonnsuo))  Areuonepey —ordonueyg

aAnenmup

588

douars uado Jo seanoadsiod Moy oy 03 10adsal YIM SOATIENIUT 20UAIOS Udo U0 MITAIOAQ T J[qe],

pringer

Qs



589

SOA[esWAY) sIoyne £q pa[puey pue paSueire ssadord

1043250} yoIeasTy

Qouar0s uado Jo aanoadsiog

uondrsaq

X M91AI 100d aATjEAOUUT UR SO[qeua Jey) wiIojierd yoreasar Areurjdrosipninw ‘001 AeregI T—addIT
soo1A10s uoneorqnd
X 10U)0 pue [ewInol auruo )OOy I9AO0 JO SJUAUOD JO SI[qe] ) SUIYIILdS 10 sDO.L[euInor
SYUI] Q9N S 9sn 0} Ased se syul] uonelrd Jryder3orqiq oyew o) swire ] suoneyr) uadp DSIf
Surued] pue SuryoRd) QUITUO JO SULIOJ MU
X A[[oym 9[qeu? 0} sjeurioj Suryoed) Sunsixa ay) puokaq 2Aow 03 1803 ) sey AJISIOAL K)ISIOAT
ndino yoreasar jo a5uel
9pIM ® JO Joedur oy} MAIA 0) ASed pue Yomb 1 soyeur Jey) SIOYOIBasal J0J A}ISqom Y K1oyg1oeduy
9ouQIds Ul Surpuny pmo1d puy o) sdjoy pue juswdo[oadp
X 100180 1oddns ‘YoIeasal 9JeId[edoe 0] SIAYOIBISAI JO AJIUNUIOD [BqO[S ISHUAIOSIATV T
X VN urwiny apodap 0 3109foid yoreasar [eqo[n  199[01d SWoOUD) urWNY
suonmMIISUI YoIeasal pue Juryoed) orqnd 1o Qu3[ ud
X 9reaud woiy s1aded yoreasar ognuards Jo aaryore ssedoe uado Areurdiosip-ninw y sopomy 1dAH—T1vH
X  PHom 2y} 1oa0 [[e 9[doad Aq uoye) soSew [edorwouonse Jo suol[iu Sumgoreie) 007 Axeren
109fo1d yoreasar armny Surdeys
X Uo UONeIOqe[[0d J0J d1qnd 9y} pue SISUAIOS JOJ WIISAS0ID UB ST 9OUIIOS punj 90UQIOS pun,j
SONIeI[[0d PIM YIOMIU
X  pue so[onie ssaooe-uado ysiqnd 0} AJIunwwod dynuards Yy Joj wrope[d suruQ SIOTIUOL]
X [oIedsal OYNuoaIds 0) 9JnqLiuod o) 1osn oY) Surjqeus owes 19)ndwood e se suonoun,y 11 p[og
1080]0 heiNi e}
A30[0ouyod) UL3[d U0 0) SINUD SSAUISNQ PUB IOUAIOS YSIUUL] INOJ JO UOHBULIO] [ooJuea[) YSIuuLy
SOTWAPEOE JOJ 9pewWl A[[e10adsd I0JIPS 9ANBIOQR[[0D QUI[UO UY IONUA\ SNPI]
X paystqnd oq ues sjeulioy o[y [[e dIoym SULIBYS BIEP JIWApEdE JoJ aseqeie(] areys3ig
X aumpaw pue A3ojorq ssoroe weidoid Sumysiiqnd sse0oy uadQ A[ng [oIeasay0001d
Sunum pue Juryoes) ased uo sdoysyiom 9Snoy
X SPIOY S[00YOS sSauIsng AUBUI WOIJ SAIPNJS 9Sed SAINqINSIP pue saysiqngd  Sumed[) ose) ueadoinyg
onsIAnonnsuo))  Areuonepey — ordonueyg

aAnenmup

Opening science

panunuod [ dqe],

pringer

As



S. Friesike et al.

X S)nsar3se) mey) ystqnd o) $)$9) O1OUAT ISWO0ISNI-01-103IIP JO SIOWIOISNO SMO[[Y dNS uadp
sonoeid SYIomawres ]
X SYNULIIS INOQE YOIBISAI S)oNpuod pue suolssnosip uado s10)soj jeyy uuoperd v Qouarog uadp
ejep jo Juureys pue pnorD
X X ‘SuiSeuew ‘SurzATeue oy odULYUL Jey) AJIUNUIIOD OYUSLDS Y} JOJ SIOTAIOS PHo[) ele( Qouarog uadp
MOU-MOUY puE UOTJEULIOJUT JO SULIeys
X X ‘eSueyoxe uado sojqeus jey) Surreaursus [eor3ojorq pue £30[01q 10j uioperd D arepmiopuedo
X QIeM1JOs OYNULIdS 90Inos uado 9913 sopraoid jey) aAnenIu] 109lo1q 9oudroguadQ
sourfdrosip snotrea woij syo9foid sopraoxd uonepuno
X  pue a8pomouy uado jo asn pue uoneard ay) sajowolid jeyy Ayunwwods uddo uy a8permouy] uadp
sIoquiaw () IoA0 sjuasaidar [ouno) (diysiopes] [1ouno) AS1ouyg
[eqo[3 01 AWou099 ASIoUS UBQ[D S PUBSUT MON 9JBIJ[IIE 0) SI dANRNIUL uQ31n) pue[Sug MmN
s3o[q pue swnioj y3noiy} SULlRYS UONBULIOJUI pue
X uoneIoqe[[oo sajeioe pue sdde yym sioyoreasar sapraoid jeyy ooe[dyIom [enIIIA JIOMIAN InjeN
8pamouy dYnuIAds
Jo uoneurwassIp ay} oddns 03 surSo AreurdosIpnNW WOIJ S}SHUAIDS S]00UUO0D) S0 A\ 9OUATOS AN
SMOpIoM
X oSeuew pue sdnoi3 p[inq 0} s)SHUIADS 10J S[00) pajeIoqe[d A[YSIy jo aduel e SIJJO puoAw
X X SMOPIOM OYNuaIds Sunndoaxa pue Jursn ‘Jurpuy 10j uuojied jourdjuy JuowrLradxgAw
X Surpunj(pmoI1d) padu jeyy s3oofoid Yoreasar dArRAOUUT SIAYIRS BZAIOIOTW ezA10101WW
93ueyoX9 JUAIOY Jo MO[[e s[euInol pajod[as 0) ssa00e 991 pue ‘Y0
X ‘s301q ‘sdnoi3 <ASojopoyewr yoreasar uo Jurysiqnd gOvS jo uoperd suruQ Joedg poyIeN
93ueyoxd pue UOTJEIOqE[[0d
X X 9[qBUQ SPa9Jsmau pue sdnoi3d {o1emijos JUSWAFRUBU dJUIRJAI 921) A[[ented AQTopudIN
suoneordde mou 10A00s1p 03 o[doad pourdiosip-nnw
JO pMOID ' soyseaun pue £30[0UYd9) PAYOO[-I0A0 saxe} Jey) punoiSAerd aaneard y Te[qIeIN
onsIAnonnsuo))  Areuonepey — ordonueyg
Qouar0s uado Jo aanoadsiog uondrsaq QADRNIUL

590

panunuod [ dqe],

pringer

Qs



591

Qouar0s uado Jo aanoadsiog

uondrsaq

X X 9[qISseooe pue J[qIsia a1ow Surpunj pue Sumuue[d ‘ooueuriofrod Jnoqe eiep soNe [BAIOS
S110JJ9 YOIe9sal [EULIO) PUB [EUWLIOJUT
X ySnoayy 20uarods 03 Inqrnuod pue ‘ur Aedronted ‘ynoqe ured] 0} ojdoad soSeinoouyg 1911BISTOS
S2InJedJ AJIUNWWod paseq-A3o[outyd9)
X M paloyine s9[onte [euoneonps sumuiquiod [exod Surures)/3uryoed) suruo uadQ 9[qeIdS
X X 93po[mouy| pue seapl jo uonedrqnd jsej smo[e suiope[d eW-10§
s1oded ognuaros jo sorrewwuns pagrdurg SIS
X SUOIO2UUOD FUIP[ING PUB S[00) ‘Seapl SuLieys JI0j AJUNUILIOD) 0°€ 9oUAS
Qoueping-1aed pue
X X SUOISSNOSIP 9[qBUS SWINIOJ ‘SJUIPNIS PUE SIOJOOP [BIIPAW JO JIOM]AU [BUOISSIJOI] DIXY
X X X [OTBasaI PUE 9OUIOS 0) PAJEDIPap ST Jey) YIOMIAU [BI00S Y AeOHYOIBISIY
UOTJEOYTUOPISIUI JOYINE PIOAE pue SI0jeIoqe[od [enudjod AJnuopr ‘sjunod
X uone)Id yoen ‘sisi| uonedrqnd 9FeurwW 0] SIAYOIBISAI A[QRUS 0) IOYNUIPI anbrun I9YOIRISY
X Appomb s1aded oynuaros puy pue aziuedio o) sdjoy jey) [00], aqnOpedy
Jiom 1oy ystqnd 03 yorgm 0UAIOS
X X ur sfewnof orgord-ySiy ym sisnuards sapraoid jeyy aamuaa Surysijqnd jgoxduoN  jo Areiqry oriqnd—So1d
19lo1g
X Surysiiqnd pue juoweSeuBW 9OUAIRJUOD pue [euInof 10J aremijos doinos uadg  aZpajmouy] orqnd JMd
uonewIojul feuosiad 19yj0 pue aousnbas 100l01g
X X X VNQ 11oy) areys Aporqnd 0) paresjunjoa oym eyep syuedonted jo K1ojisodoy QUIOUAN) [BUOSIA]
souISua YoIeas A[Ie[OYds 0) I[QISIA SHIOM LW
X 0] SIOSN SO[qEUS Jey) SUONEIIUNWOd A[Ie[oyds JOo Suimoraar 10ad J0J wiIope[d uonen[eAgIooq
o1do} oY) uo Jooq [9qeIpd
X X ue sJSoy pue 99udds uado Jo wlear Ay} Ul SOAIRNIUI UO SUWLIOJUI Jey) WwIojie[d douarog Suruadp
X sorads poureu uol[[Iw §'] [ JO 91 auruo Is1y ay) ysiqnd pue aonpoid o3 swry QI Jo 2311, uadQ
s100fo1d yoreasal oIseq JoNpuod pue 19fo1g
X X 9sodoid 03 91eI0qR[[00 PIIOM Y} PUNOTE WOIJ SIOYOIBISI OTWAPLOE AIAYM WLIORB[] 90uaI0g 901mos uadQ
onsIAnonnsuo))  Areuonepey — ordonueyg

aAnenmup

Opening science

panunuod [ dqe],

pringer

As



S. Friesike et al.

592

X X QInjeIa)I| jo agueyoxe mofe sdnoid ‘oremijos juowadeurw 221nos uadQ 019)07
SISNUAIOS
sonmumuaoddo qol ‘uoneurojur areys ‘d[oy }o9s “JIom 3uUnox JO UONRIIOSSY
X 1oy} 9jowold 0] SIAYOIRISAI J0J PAUSISIP YI0MIAU [B100S {ODSHN Yl Aq pareniuf PHIOM—SAe M
X sourdrosip ssoroe drysIe[oyos pue (oIeasal Jo AI9A0ISIP 9U) 9[qeud 0] SwIe ] OAIA
SOIMIISUT YOILAsAI PUE SONISIOATUN ‘SATIAIO0S Auewl 0}
X 3uoraq ey srewnol Ajrejoyos ooz A[Tesu jo s1x9) [[nJ Sunsoy ‘waojied ssaoe uadQ uadQ eIsSIoA
sous 1oded Suryiom (NSS) Y1omiaN
X X $I1SOY JT ‘UOIeasAI 9OUAIOS [BIO0S JO UOTJRUTIASSIP A} 0} POJOAJD JIOMIOU OPNUAIOS  [OIBISIY 0USIOS [BI00S
Jlqereae s1oded
X X Apeo1g (s1oded oouaroquod “3-9) suonedrqnd SUSWAIS SAYeW JBY) 9ISGIM JUI[UQ [eOTUYI9 | —SUSWIAIS
sou031s0daI Ul pue qom Ay} Uo s9[onIe [eurnol
X X Jo Suramyore-Jjos oy SurpreSar sororjod s toysiqnd jo oseqeiep 9[qeyoIeds y OdNOY/VAIFHS
oAneyioldxg  omsianonnsuo)) Areuonepey ordonueyg
Qouar0s uado Jo aanoadsiog uondrsaq QADRNIUL

panunuod [ dqe],

pringer

Qs



Opening science 593

industry, the following companies were included: ABB, Bayer, Daimler, Henkel, IBM,
Microsoft, Nestlé, Novartis, Procter & Gamble, SAP, Schindler, and Siemens.

In early 2013 we conducted a second field phase and carried out 22 further interviews
with experts in the realm of open science. These interviews were mainly conducted to gain
insights into how individual researchers deal with the challenges in open science (e.g.,
open access journals make publications widely available but a researcher’s career is not
based on availability of research results but rather on the ranking of publication outlets).
We used these interviews to verify the present research results 2 years after the initial
interviews. All interviews were transcribed verbatim and coded using the software NVivo.
Results discussing individual factors concerning open science were published by Scheliga
and Friesike (2014).

4 Emerging trends of open science

The open science paradigm has just paved the way towards a new division of tasks and a
new role understanding within scientific research. New links and forms of collaboration
emerged within the science community itself but also between academic research and more
application-oriented institutions. The times when research institutes demonstrated intel-
lectual fortresses following the goal of Humboldt’s knowledge creation as an end in itself
seem to be over in most areas. The complexity of scientific problems and the required
investments (time, expertise, and materials) to solve them dramatically increased within
the last decades and necessitated the breaking of new grounds in external collaboration
(Bozeman and Corley 2004). We identified several trends, which underpin the opening of
science:

(1)  Research dissemination: from closed journals to open access publications. Many
research institutions are opening up their research on open access platforms in order
to accelerate knowledge diffusion and with that also knowledge creation. At the
world’s largest high energy physics lab CERN 3,000 scientists from 174 institutes
from 38 countries experiment on a budget of CHF 1 billion with the 27 km long
accelerator (LHC, status 2011). Results are published on the open access platform
Atlas Twiki Portal where the estimated 15,000 high energy physics scientists around
the globe can read them instantly. In doing so, the high-energy physics community
paves the way for new forms of scientific exchange and communication that enable
fast peer reviewed publication. The community of high-energy physics is
predestined for open access since the community is rather close. In the field of
management and economics the opening up of the publication process is slower.
Alexandria of the University of St. Gallen has been an early participant in open
access, showing a slow start but a rapid acceleration in access statistics in recent
years. In contrast to slow and rigid publication procedures of many peer reviewed
journals, the Internet-based open platforms offer the possibility to timely make
research results available and claim leadership of thought. According to the CERN
experience in high-energy physics, the open access initiative accelerated knowledge
diffusion by more than a year. When in 2008 the blueprint of the LHC accelerator
was published online, thousands of downloads were registered within days. An
analysis of citation data showed that free and immediate online dissemination of
preprints created an immense citation advantage (Gentil-Beccot and Mele 2009). In
many publicly funded research projects the results have to be distributed feely. At
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the Swiss CTI the establishment of a knowledge distribution platform in form of
published results is very helpful in order to receive grants. In most EU funded
projects the open distribution of knowledge is already a prerequisite to get funding.
Role of research institutes: from ivory towers to knowledge brokers. Traditionally,
there was a gap between research driven universities and application driven private
companies. This gap is diminishing, as the distribution of tasks between academia
and industry changes. The tremendous rise of technology transfer fostered by many
universities and private companies further closes the gap between science and
practice. For instance, the ETH Zurich and IBM jointly operate the Binnig and
Rohrer Nanotechnology Center in Zurich. The center provides a common
collaboration platform for researchers of both institutions. As equal collaboration
partners, both institutions have the right to publish and to commercialize the jointly
created IP. This dual relationship increases the pressure on both partners to timely
find applications for the scientific findings generated and to commercialize research
results. The local consolidation of many highly dedicated innovation teams proofed
to accelerate knowledge creation and opens up fast ways for the commercialization
of current results. Additionally, mutual career paths in the ETH and IBM emerged
that manifest a liaison management between both entities and create spill-over
effects especially with respect to the transfer of tacit knowledge. In recent years, the
self-conception of many universities and research institutes changed. Many public
institutes moved from being a provider of basic research, towards more application
centric research. To enable multiplication on a global scale and to merge
competences, various research institutes formed networks that aim at providing
direct solutions for business problems. The Auto-ID Labs are a prominent example.
They represent a leading global network of academic research laboratories in the
field of networked RFID. The labs consist of seven renowned research institutes—
including the MIT Lab, the ETH Zurich Lab, the Cambridge Lab, the Fudan Lab,
and the Keio Lab—Ilocated on four different continents. The goal of the Auto-ID
Labs is to architect the ‘Internet of things’ and to provide an efficient infrastructure,
which facilitates new business models and applications on the basis of the RFID
technology.

Outsourcing research: from make to buy. The industrial trend of reducing the value
chain activities to focus on core competencies has also affected the relationship
between private, application oriented businesses and research institutes. Following
this trend, many companies cut their expenses in corporate basic research. As a
consequence, numerous firms started to outsource research activities: The elevator
company Schindler works together with the Institute of Applied Mathematics at the
University of Cologne. On the basis of precise requirements, Schindler outsourced
the development of genetic algorithms for its latest elevator control systems. In this
regard, the Institute of Applied Mathematics became a knowledge and technology
supplier at the very front end of Schindler’s innovation process. Daimler outsourced
many of the telematics research to several research institutes and universities. ABB
outsourced its research on inspection robotics for their installations to a joint venture
with the ETH Zurich. SAP has set up several decentralized research labs on
campuses of universities, e.g., TU Darmstadt, ETH Zurich, and St.Gallen. Novartis
is more and more relying on start-up firms and research institutions to fill the
technology pipeline in research and preclinical development. Additionally, the
outsourcing of research activities offers SMEs new possibilities to overcome the
‘liabilities of smallness’ (Gassmann and Keupp 2007). Earlier, due to resource
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constrains, many SMEs were not able to conduct basic research on their own. Thus,
outsourcing scientific problems to research institutions allows them to increase their
competitive position.

Financing of research: from single-source to multiple-source funding. In recent
years, the increasing cost pressure on many public households, led to declining
budgets in many public research institutions. Formerly being largely financed by
public money, many universities are forced to find additional ways for financing
research activities and thus progressively seek third party financing. Various
universities increased their activities in technology transfer and in IP commercial-
ization. For example, 25 Bavarian academic institutes formed a patent exploitation
network, which is coordinated by a patent bureau. Under the roof of the Fraunhofer
Institute, BayernPatent is responsible for the IP commercialization. Additionally, it
assists inventors with the filing of patents. Thereby, it works closely with local
patent attorneys and offices. BayernPatent covers 100 % of the patent filing and
maintenance costs and thus minimizes the risk for the academic institutes. Revenues
are split equally between the inventor (25 %), the faculty (25 %), the university
(25 %), and BayernPatent (25 %). Whereas many universities moved from public to
more private funding, numerous corporations made an opposite shift. In the 80’s
roughly 80 % of Siemens’ Corporate Technology was financed by uncommitted
corporate funds. Today, more than 70 % have to be financed by Corporate
Technology on its own responsibility via third party money or business units. This
trend is also reflected by several other large firms such as ABB, Daimler, and
Philips, which are forced to collaborate with universities and spend seed money in
basic research. This supports the universities in their research.

Research culture: from closed disciplinary to open interdisciplinary thinking. For
decades, science was predominantly driven by disciplinary research. Within the
scientific community, research streams were influenced by few dedicated and topic
specific journals. A narrow and disciplinary framing of research articles increased
the probability of getting accepted. Additionally, the dogma of ‘publish or perish’
forced researchers to keep their work secret—at least in the early stage of
competition—until submitting it to a scientific journal. This development led to
scientific progress but also to disciplinary silos. Within the last decades, the number
of interdisciplinary journals grew constantly and new forms of Internet-based
collaborations emerged. Offering new ways of publication and collaboration, this
development caused a change in thinking towards more open and interdisciplinary
research. New scientific cross-links between various research fields offer novel
platforms for publication. With this the entire scientific landscape is in constant flux,
new research areas emerge and others vanish.

Focus of research: from broad universities to specific institutes. Within the scientific
landscape the specialization of research institutes in the public but also private
sector increased. The requirement to be more cost efficient forced research activities
to be closer related to the core competencies—responsible for value creation and
profit generation—of the executing institutes. Within the public sector, specialized
researches institutes were formed that attract new researchers as well as private
companies. Numerous examples can be found in the sector of environmental
technologies in Germany. In the private sector, companies deliberately invest in
basic research in strategic fields of major importance. For example, Sulzer Innotec
became a specialist for computational fluid dynamics. Later, their know-how in
simulation software was applied in the development of a wide variety of products.
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Patents: from stockpiling to patent donation. During the last years, the number of
global patent applications of private companies has dramatically increased.
Accordingly, firms are confronted with ever growing filing and maintenance costs.
Recently, a trend has started: private companies donate patents to research
institutions. Many companies reserve the right to license the patent free of charge
within their field of business. Doing so, research institutes may use the patent in
other fields and leverage knowledge to new areas of application enabling cross-
industry innovations. DuPont is a prominent case of a patent donor. The company
donated patents amounting to a value of US$64 million to the Pennsylvania State
University and Virginia Tech. The Kellogg Company gave away patents worth
US$49 million to the Michigan State University. Both firms could realize important
tax benefits, cost cuttings, and have benefited from positive public relations (Ziegler
et al. 2014).

Seeing these trends, it becomes obvious that science is getting increasingly open. As a
phenomenon open science moves ahead in revealing new ideas and knowledge freely.
Given the different motivational backgrounds between private and public institutions, a
symbiotic relationship becomes evident, where research institutions enable research
capabilities and private companies contribute commercialization know-how.

5 Fields defining the future of open science

Open science is an umbrella term that gets used to describe an array of changes in how
scientific research is carried out. Different stakeholders have different opinions on what
open science should open. Therefore, the future of this concept lies in several fields. In this
section we present those fields that will shape the future of the open science movement:

(D

2

Higher acceptance of open access. According to a study 89 % of all scientists favor
open access journals, but only 8 % actually publish in them (Dallmeier-Tiessen et al.
2010). Despite that “open access journals unchain content and speed up science”—
stated Mele (director at CERN)—the acceptances of these journals are not equally
high in every scientific field. While in medicine and high energy physics open access
journals have very high impact factors, their acceptance in the field management
research is rather low. However, in all fields we can observe an increasing
acceptance and use of open access journals for publishing. How can a higher
acceptance of open science be achieved? Respectively, it seems necessary to look at
incentives and reward systems for users of open science platforms that go beyond
reputational aspects (Scheliga and Friesike 2014).

Open reviewing and new measurements. As the UK Parliamentary Office of Science
and Technology put it (2002), peer review “is an inherently conservative process ...
[that] ... encourages the emergence of self-serving cliques of reviewers, who are
more likely to review each others’ grant proposals and publications favorably than
those submitted by researchers from outside the group. New ways of complementary
measuring scientific output are needed. There is a need to develop a system of
scientific impact 2.0”. Despite this apparent critique, initiatives to open up the
review process are suffering from acceptance. In June 2006, Nature launched an
experiment in opening up the peer review process. A number of articles, which had
been submitted to the regular review process, were also made available for an open
online review. Only 5 % of the authors agreed to participate in the experiment, and
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half of those articles (46 %) did not even receive a single comment. More research is
required to fully understand why researchers are reluctant to open review processes
and which measures are necessary to improve its acceptance. Today’s measurement
of scientific impact is mostly based on journal impact factors. This measurement is
rather slow, closed, and biased by social group effects. A key factor to establish new
measurements for scientific impact could be played by services that publish
individual user measures (e.g., Research Gate or Google Scholar). Here different
impact measurements are opened up to the public: e.g., average number of citations
per paper and per author, Hirsch’s h-index and related parameters, Zhang’s e-index,
Egghe’s g-index as well as age-weighted citation rate, or Research Gates own RG
Score. The often seen isolation of peer-reviewed journals from practice and society
could be overcome by the diffusion of research results in social media. Here,
research can be addressed, commented, and better marketed. Publications could be
selected and evaluated by interested readers. Social media already plays a prominent
role in the altmetrics discussion, however more empirical evidence is needed (Priem
et al. 2012; Piwowar 2013).

Virtual knowledge creation. With the use of the Internet, new forms of sharing and
generating knowledge came to light that led to new challenges: how can collectivly
generated knowledge be published? What are guiding frames concerning plagia-
rism? How should plagiarism be handled? In the Anglo-Saxon dominated science
landscape, each researcher is evaluated based on his or her individual scientific
contribution. This requires that a clear assignment of contribution is possible. The
collaborative knowledge creation in virtual networks—often described as E-Sci-
ence—challenges this dogma as a precise identification of individual researchers and
their work is often not possible. New solutions are required regarding the assignment
problem in case several authors work on one contribution.

Quality assurance of scientific content. The successful opening of science
presupposes explicit measures for quality assurance with respect to content.
Considering the rise of open science platforms, decisions about user authorizations
and access rights have to be made. In many cases regular citizens help to investigate
scientific problems (Franzoni and Sauermann 2014). These researchers have no
scientific background, which imposes new challenges for research management.
How do new forms of evaluation and review systems that secure rigorousness of
research look like? Transparency seems to be key. The comprehensibility of the
entire research process—from the very first idea to the final results—is crucial for
the quality assurance of crowd science projects. An open question remains regarding
the choice of a platform: which one is the right one for which project?
Accelerating interdisciplinary science. Based on open science platforms, unre-
stricted navigation across different subject areas and scientific disciplines is
possible. It leads to new ways of reviewing existing knowledge. What is the impact
of new search and language processing technologies on the creation of new
interdisciplinary insights?

Outsourcing research by SMEs. Within an economy, SMEs present the largest
number of companies. The effect of open science on research collaborations of
SME:s leaves room for further investigations (van de Vrande et al. 2009): what are
success factors? How are collaboration processes characterized? What are relevant
intermediaries and platforms for the matchmaking between research and SMEs?
IP trade. As outlined before, the tradability of knowledge in form of IP is a catalyst
for opening up science. Yet, the determinants of successful trade are not investigated
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sufficiently. Patent valuation remains a challenge, as most patent transactions are not
publicly disclosed. Efficient market places for IP might lead to more open
approaches in research, as they will give more guidance in patent valuation.
Furthermore, possible negative consequences of an open trade of IP—e.g., effects of
patent trolls on value creation—have to be investigated in more detail. How can IP
be made more tradable?

5.1 Concluding remarks

Overall it becomes evident, that the proponents of open science strive for an improved
scientific system. They want the scientific system to create better results, to make its
outcomes accessible to anyone, and to foster collaboration among all interested parties. To
this end one can argue that open science describes an irreversible paradigm shift at the very
front of the innovation funnel. However, many concepts presented in the realm of open
science lack clear incentives on the individual level. The advantages for the system as a
whole are clearly communicated and convincing. Yet, it remains to be seen whether these
advantages are sufficient to motivate individual researchers to pursue more open science.
An open science research system does not only improve academic research but holds
tremendous potential for industrial applications. Here, we need to learn more on how this
interaction can be supported and managed. At large, current scientific contributions are still
fragmented and are far away from presenting a holistic picture of open science. Many
knowledge gaps within various fields are evident. Clear policy implications are needed to
address the issue of individual incentives for scientists. The promising idea of open science
comes with a multitude of possible challenges, which need to be addressed in order to
make this research paradigm work. The field of open science is still at an early stage and
offers a wide field for future research. We invite researchers to contribute to this fasci-
nating area and to help answering the many remaining questions.

5.2 Limitations

Given our research design it is helpful to point out several limitations. Firstly, as typical for
qualitative research, our study describes a present phenomenon. But we are unable to
quantify it. We are unable to provide insights on how ‘open’ research actually is and how
many researchers are engaged in open science. Secondly, this study provides a general
overview on this rather young occurrence. We do not compare disciplines or highlight
promoting and hindering factors that would explain why certain disciplines are engaging in
open science more vividly than others. Thirdly, we do not look at individual drivers. The
idea of open science and its key argument (making research processes as transparent and
open as possible) is good for society as a whole; yet it does not take into consideration the
individual researcher. In many cases what is good for society is not in the best interest of
the researcher himself. Career incentives and institutional policies might hinder open
science. Fourthly, our data emphasizes the German speaking research and business com-
munity. To minimize local bias and ensure global validity, we interviewed managers and
researchers with an international background. Practically, we selected researchers that
previously published in international journals and manager that work in a global business
environment to ensure that the findings are valid beyond the German-speaking world.
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