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Inside the loop: Engaged scholarship through embedded 

researcher employment 

 

Abstract 

Achieving relevance and generativity has long been a challenge for management research. This 

paper builds on prior calls to foster engaged scholarship through fieldwork. Specifically, it 

explores the challenges and opportunities faced by researchers when temporarily engaged as 

employees or consultants in an organization. First, this study draws on qualitative insights from 

three industry-embedded doctoral research projects to define specific challenges and generate 

hypotheses for testing. Second, data were gathered via a survey involving industry-embedded 

doctoral students and alumni to understand better the methodological challenges they face and 

to identify the interplay required to increase interactional expertise. From the initial findings, 

we illuminate the differences, challenges, and opportunities experienced by young researchers 

when embedded as members or consultants of the organizations they are studying. Implications 

include suitable research methods and advice on advancing the practice of embedded researcher 

employment, which may contribute to developing interactional expertise. Such interactional 

expertise may reduce the risk of “imposter syndrome” (Bothello and Roulet, 2019) and 

contribute to making organizational research more generative and impactful, which is relevant 

for addressing important organizational and societal issues.  
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1. Introduction 

How to raise the relevance and generativity of organizational or management research for 

societal problems is not a new debate. It has been observed that “beginning in the 1980s and 

continuing into the 1990s, there has been an increasing tendency to make management research 

in business schools more immediately relevant” (Huff, 2000: 53). Don Hambrick, for instance, 

addressed the Academy of Management conference with the provocative title “What if the 

Academy actually mattered”? (Hambrick, 1994). Over the following decade, numerous 

editorials and articles have highlighted this problem, sometimes not only deploring the lack of 

generativity but postulating outright destructivity of management theories (Ghoshal, 2005; 

Pfeffer, 2005). More than a decade later, the issue is still far from resolved. For example, authors 

have mentioned the lack of engagement between scholars and practitioners and the limited 

scope for achieving good theorizing (see Barrett and Oborn, 2018). Academics have described 

an emergent “imposter syndrome,” where junior management scholars, in particular, begin to 

doubt their credibility and believe their achievements may result more from serendipity than 

expertise and that they lack practical, social value (Bothello and Roulet, 2019).   

Several scholars have proposed addressing the problem by encouraging researchers to engage 

in fieldwork personally (Bothello and Roulet, 2019; Rynes, 2007; Sharma and Bansal, 2020). 

At the same time, organizations have also become more open to engaging formally with 

researchers as employees or consultants to generate joint knowledge (Lam, 2007). Researchers 

are thus leaving the comfort zone of their desks to conduct research in the field (Gehman et al., 

2016; George et al., 2016; Schüssler et al., 2014). This can be in the form of a) collaborative 

research, b) consulting and information sharing, c) contract research (Perkmann and Walsh, 

2008), and d) insider action research (Coghlan, 2007).  

Even though collaborations between universities and industrial or other organizations have been 

extensively researched (Perkmann et al., 2013; Frølund et al., 2016), much less is known about 

the academic challenges and opportunities associated with being embedded in an organization. 

More specifically, the methodological challenges of balancing scholarly research and pragmatic 

problem-solving as an employee are understudied but may provide helpful insights for raising 

the generativity of organizational research. Inspired by this, and following the call by Barrett 

and Oborn (2018: 59) to further “explore how interactional expertise may best be developed in 

these different collaborative relationships to enhance (or not) practical utility”, our main 

research question is, then: What are the effects of interactional expertise generation and 
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challenges by conducting research as an embedded member within an organization, and is 

interactional expertise the mechanism for raising generativity for organization and society? 

The objectives of this paper are threefold. First, it elaborates the existing state of the art in 

research methodologies for researchers embedded in organizations. Second, it identifies the 

challenges of conducting research as an embedded employee and suggests solutions to these 

challenges. Third, in exploring the experiences of several doctoral students in the same 

industrial organization in Europe, but with different university affiliations, the study contributes 

to an understanding of the diversity of industries, universities, and researchers when managing 

the process of embedded research and the differences that may exist between divisions and 

research fields when it comes to engaged scholarship. 

We focus on researchers at the beginning of their career—doctoral students who are engaged 

in fieldwork, primarily within intraorganizational Ph.D. programs (Thune and Børing, 2015; 

Gustavsson et al., 2016; Sundström et al., 2016) and Ph.D. alumni who have finalized or are 

finalizing their theses, to give a retrospective view (i.e., for comparison between current and 

former Ph.D. dissertations). More specifically, we explore how doctoral students experience 

and manage the particular challenges of balancing problem-solving interventions with 

academic contributions. As mentioned by previous authors, they must oscillate between 

pragmatic problem-solving in the organization and translating these particular problems and 

potential solutions into one or several ongoing theoretical conversations (Van de Ven, 2007; 

Hatch, Schultz, and Skov, 2015).  

We build on three in-depth case studies, a literature review, and a unique dataset comprising 

survey results from >70 doctoral students2 who were employed during their doctorate. By 

testing our hypotheses, led by the emerged model (Appendix 1) and our literature review, we 

explore the challenges the students experienced, and how being immersed in an organizational 

context may ultimately have enabled them to obtain interactional expertise (Langley et al., 

2013). This entails “the ability to converse expertly about a practical skill or expertise, but 

without being able to practice it, learned through linguistic socialization among the 

practitioners” Collins (2004: 125). Obtaining such interactional expertise appears to be a 

prerequisite if the researcher is to assume a role of crossing the boundaries of knowledge 

(Carlile, 2004). Such interactional expertise may not only profoundly mitigate the “imposter 

 
2 Initial data set is presented. Further data collection will be finalized in Q3 2021. 
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syndrome” (Bothello and Roulet, 2019) but may significantly enhance the generativity of 

organizational research.  

This unique access to insights from young researchers embedded in the organizations they 

studied—employees who experienced and often solved the company’s inherent challenges—

offers fruitful insights for providing interactional expertise (Langley et al., 2013) and 

contributory expertise (Barrett and Oborn, 2018) that could make engaged scholarship more 

generative and impactful for addressing organizational and societal problems. 
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1.1. Positioning within engaged scholarship 

Our focal research question complements a larger, ongoing discussion of how knowledge of 

science is generated compared to knowledge of practice, and how both can or should be 

developed simultaneously (Van de Ven, 2007). This methodological (or even paradigmatic) 

background discussion of engaged scholarship and its related approaches of action research and 

ethnographic research thus provide the pluralistic setting for exploring our more specific 

question of the challenges and opportunities of performing research as employees or embedded 

consultants.  

Early attempts to co-create knowledge of science and practice include action research, initially 

developed by Kurt Lewin (1946). From the management angle, Chris Argyris wrote Flawed 

Advice and the Management Trap: How Managers Can Know When They're Getting Good 

Advice and When They're Not (Argyris, 2000). This work created a space for discussing 

research that involves actively participating in a change situation. In action research, the 

researcher is typically solving practical problems and finding solutions within the existing 

organization while simultaneously implementing and executing a research project.  

Ethnographic research is another early methodological building block, where the researcher 

interacts with the studied objectives and actively participates to have “greater experience of 

real-world research” (Naslund, 2002: 332). This form of research is more characterized by 

participant observation, and in organizational research contexts, “the patterns of interest are 

typically the various forms in which people manage to do things together in observable and 

repeated ways” (Van Maanen, 1979: 539). The ethnographic approach includes the 

“simultaneous dual role of active participator in the organization's activities and observer of 

those activities” (Gioia and Chittipeddi, 1991: 453). Adopting an ethnographic approach thus 

requires a deep dive into an organization and access to multiple data sources. 

Building on these and other approaches, engaged scholarship can be broadly understood as “…a 

participative form of research for obtaining the different perspectives of key stakeholders (…) 

in studying complex problems” (Van de Ven, 2007: 9). Scholars interact with stakeholders to 

various degrees to advance both scientific and practice knowledge. Engaged scholarship 

unfolds through an iterative process of problem formulation, research design, theory building, 

and problem-solving (Van de Ven, 2007). Across these stages of research, the researcher can 

alternate among different degrees of engagement depending on the aim of the research question 
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(to describe/explain or to design/intervene) and the research perspective (detached-outside or 

attached-inside) (Van de Ven, 2007).  

Furthermore, job embeddedness can be seen as an essential driver for job performance and 

interaction. Mitchell et al. (2001) surveyed job embeddedness and found out “that job 

embeddedness predicts the key outcomes of both intent to leave and voluntary turnover, and 

explains significant incremental variance over and above job satisfaction, organizational 

commitment, job alternatives and job search.” Followed by Lee and colleagues (2004), to 

expand the concept of job embeddedness, they looked more closely at off-the-job 

embeddedness (that is, community fit, links, and sacrifice) and on-the-job embeddedness (that 

is, organizational fit, links, and sacrifice) in relation to specific concepts of turnover, 

organizational citizenship, and job performance. They discovered that on-the-job 

embeddedness predicted job performance, whereas off-the-job embeddedness did not. 

Regarding on-the-job embeddedness, organizational fit is an important aspect and it has to be 

acknowledged that an employee’s fit with an organization “may reflect some positive effect 

toward jobs” (Mitchell et al., 2001: 1106). Additionally, job embeddedness has a positive effect 

on job involvement (Holtom et al. 2008), occurs over time, and is a result of seniority-based 

perks and benefits (Mitchell and Lee, 2001) and social capital (Holtom et al., 2006).  

These considerations led to the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 1: Job embeddedness is positively related to job involvement and will increase the 

creation of interactional expertise during engaged scholarship. 

1.2.  Interactional and contributory expertise generation 

According to Van de Ven (2007), a process of engaged scholarship unfolds as iterative 

movements between four interdependent research activities, namely problem formulation, 

theory building, research design, and problem-solving. The evolution of the research process 

depends on the context of the study in terms of the research problem, the purpose, and the 

perspective. The formulation of the research problem occurs as the researcher identifies the 

problem by balancing the perspectives of reality and theory. To process the problems identified, 

the researcher elaborates, develops, and builds theory by working within a model world of 

conjectures. Based on the purpose and perspective of the study and the nature of theory, the 

research process is designed to address the model world of conjectures using both theoretical 

and practical aspects of problem-solving. Problem-solving thus encompasses providing 
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solutions to the research question at hand while communicating, interpreting, and negotiating 

the research findings with practitioners and academics. 

To communicate, interpret and negotiate research findings to both practitioners and academics, 

interactional expertise is required. Interactional expertise is created when researchers immerse 

themselves in various contexts to build the competency of relating to specialists to allow 

knowledge sharing (Langley et al. 2013). This is not solely a process of obtaining access to 

empirical data but also creating an appreciation of specialists’ perspectives.  

When shifting between the approaches of engaged scholarship from outside 

(describing/explaining) and inside (designing/intervening), the expertise needs to be not just 

interactional but also contributory. As described by Barrett and Oborn (2018:5), “Contributory 

expertise refers to experts having such a high level of proficiency and tacit understanding of a 

domain of knowledge that they can add to that body of knowledge. Contributory experts can 

add to the knowledge in their domain of expertise. They have become immersed and socialized 

within their expert field so they can make judgments about new insights according to the 

accepted criteria of the field (inspired by Collins and Evans 2009).” 

The difference between interactional and contributory expertise thus resides in practical 

competence within the subject.  

Thus, we derive the following two hypotheses for testing: 

Hypothesis 2: Interactional expertise is positively related to and will increase the generation of 

contributory expertise during engaged scholarship that supports knowledge exchange to 

practitioners (by the embedded researcher). 

Hypothesis 3: Interactional expertise is positively related to and will increase the generation of 

contributory expertise during engaged scholarship that supports knowledge exchange to the 

university (by the embedded researcher). 
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1.3. Emerging challenges of embedded scholarship  

From the literature review, we identified some of the challenges facing the performance of 

academic research when embedded as a member of an organization. These include the 

following: 

1. Attitude of strangeness: When researching organizations in which the researcher is 

employed, it can be challenging to assume an attitude of strangeness (Neuman, 2000: 355) 

due to the familiarity of the empirical setting. 

2. Data asphyxiation: As the researcher is continually faced with the possibility of data 

collection, the amount of data can be overwhelming. The researcher must accept that data 

collection is a selective process and that it is impossible to “get it all” (Miles et al., 2014). 

3. Researcher identity: Researchers can be either overt or covert (Stafford and Stafford, 1993) 

depending on whether or not the actual role of the researcher is revealed. Related to this 

challenge are ethical considerations associated with the research. 

4. Research validity and reliability: Researchers in organizational settings must discuss the 

challenges of contingent validity (Bøllingtoft, 2007) while being aware of the risk that 

practitioners can “play along” with the research process and findings (Alvesson, 2003). 

5. Unpredictable organizations: When working as a researcher in an organization, almost 

nothing is static. The researcher is continuously confronted with changes in the empirical 

setting and must acknowledge this temporality of the research environment. It can, at times, 

be necessary to let the research process be “hijacked” (Van de Ven, 2007: 289) by people 

in the organization in order to get up close to the empirical challenges. 

6. Language barriers: Outside the academic world, scholars/academics are commonly 

perceived to “talk funny” when using specialized words and terms, which then can hide the 

transfer to practitioners (Corley and Gioia, 2011). 

 

Finally, this generates the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 4: If embedded researchers face challenges due to the unpredictable organizational 

setting and constant changes, their identification with the organization will decrease during 

embeddedness.  

These challenges of embedded research were further identified by moving iteratively between 

our study and the literature. Moreover, solutions to the challenges were derived by drawing on 

experiences from the three in-depth cases (A–C) to establish how engaged scholarship could be 
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made most generative via embedded scholarship. Both the identified challenges and solutions 

were included in the large-scale survey, allowing us to assess their generalizability and further 

enrich them by additional experiences. 

 

2. Methodology 

Based on a review of management and organization literature and on a study design by the three 

authors, we produced hypotheses to be tested in a survey with Ph.D. students and former Ph.D. 

students who undertook their Ph.D. in cooperation with an organization. First, we explored data 

from in-depth case studies by the three authors presented. Second, by reviewing the existing 

literature about engaged scholarship, interactional expertise, and embeddedness, we derived the 

various sections of the questionnaire based on former studies (job embeddedness focus – see 

Lee et al., 2004). Third, we executed the first round of a survey (Appendix 2) by sharing a link 

to the survey in the authors’ networks3.  

2.1. Data collection 

The case studies were longitudinal, based on embeddedness in an organizational context, and 

they have all been completed. 

● Case A: A technology-driven organization in which one of the authors was engaged in 

studying radical bootlegging projects (Knight, 1967). The case study included 19 semi-

structured interviews conducted by identifying interview partners via pyramiding (von 

Hippel, 2009). After the interviews, a systematic analysis of materials such as minimal 

viable products (MVPs) and presentations was conducted. A second round involving all 

the interview partners was then initiated for a deep dive and to validate the first interview 

results, including quantitative methods. Different exchanges with innovation managers 

were established for cross-checking and selection prior to conceptualization. The author 

of this study was employed in the organization as a doctoral student.  

 

 
3 As a next step two companies were selected to share the survey in the given PhD and Alumnus network to increase the number of responses. 

Due to internal work force committee processes, the second round will be executed in Q3 2021. 
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● Case B: A longitudinal study of two projects involving collaborative business model 

innovation that occurred as part of large-scale strategic development initiatives in two 

organizations – one in the public service sector and one in the private sector. One of the 

authors was embedded in both organizations as a doctoral student. The case study 

included three years of qualitative real-time data gathered from participatory 

observation, structured and unstructured interviews, and documentary data. 

 

• Case C: A pharmaceutical company in which one of the authors acted as a consultant to 

salesforce managers. This case study became the basis of the author’s doctoral project 

due to unexpected and counterintuitive qualitative findings. Qualitative data from 30 

interviews and internal company data (reports, memos, etc.) led to the development of 

theory-driven hypotheses. Subsequently, a survey was conducted with all 200 members 

of the salesforce team to test the hypotheses. The case is of particular interest, as the 

theoretical positioning was completely problem-driven, and understanding the problem 

enabled the researcher to develop and show interactional expertise. 

 

The review and the experiences emphasized in the three case studies enabled us to conduct a 

large-scale survey within a technology-driven organization, the details of which are presented 

below. By comparing the three studies and approaches and the results of the survey, it is 

possible to identify the challenges and opportunities of these different real-time observation 

methods with the proactive involvement of embedded researchers.  

Additionally, in May 2021, a survey was executed to gather data from various industry 

settings involving scholars from different academic backgrounds. First, the survey was 

created using existing survey guidelines by Lee et al. (2001) regarding embeddedness 

(Appendix 2) combined with our model for testing the hypotheses. We received 27 responses 

in total, which fell short of the number required for a valid quantitative study. Nevertheless, 

we used this data in the first step to understand, identify tendencies and first hypotheses 

testing by the conducted Ph.D. research projects in an organization or in cooperation with an 

organization. The study was conducted as an expert survey within different organizational and 

academic settings. Within the expert survey we reached out to current Ph.D. students and 

former Ph.D. students (Alumni) to have a comparable setting. Normally, in cooperation with 

an organization, the Ph.D. time is limited to three years and afterwards the Ph.D. students 

have to find internally or outside of the organization a job position. Often these Ph.Ds. have to 

finalize their study during full employment, which increase the challenges to finalize the 
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Ph.D. thesis. The initial data were used in a regression analyses and statistical model for 

testing the hypotheses (Edmondson and McManus, 2007).  

Nevertheless, as a next step, two organization—leaders in their area of expertise—were 

identified. The goal of the second round of the survey is to contact 200 Ph.D. students 

employed while simultaneously researching in the fields of, for example, engineering, 

marketing, logistics, data analytics, and strategic management as engaged scholars or having 

finalized their theses within the last ten years. This second round of survey data gathering is 

part of the quantitative survey (Appendix 2) and will be conducted in two organizations to 

capture the wide variety of doctoral research. The goal is to achieve a response rate of around 

35%–40%. This focused survey aimed to increase the number of participants and generalize 

the findings of the case studies and the first round of the survey.  
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3. Findings 

Within this study, we wanted to discover how interactional expertise and contributory 

expertise evolve during engaged scholarship. This would enable us to understand better the 

interaction between different variables. These variables are highly influenced by the intensity 

and type of embedding experienced by the researchers. We also wished to ascertain whether 

interactional expertise was the mechanism driving generativity and impact. However, we also 

looked at the challenges the scholars faced during embeddedness and tested the following 

model (below and Appendix 1) using four hypotheses. Furthermore, we identified six distinct 

challenges in our literature search, which were also found in our survey data. 

 

3.1.  Challenges during embeddedness and engaged scholarship 

As we were particularly interested in the formation of interactional and contributory expertise, 

we also focused on the challenges. However, as shown in our literature review, different 

challenges are faced during engaged scholarship. Furthermore, the initial survey data 

concurred with and underlined previous studies. The findings from the initial study revealed 

the following during Ph.D. time and writing a thesis: a) Different interests and aims occurred 

from organizational members and university; b) The occurrence of fast results vs. reliable 

results between Ph.D. student and employees; c) The short-term thinking by organizational 

members; d) A lack of clarity in overall objectives of organizational members to the Ph.D. 

candidate; e) A restricted data access for the Ph.D. students; and f) A lack of commitment 

from senior management for the Ph.D. research project. 

3.2.  More generative through interactional expertise 

Our model (see Appendix 1 and below) seeks to drive interactional expertise and increase the 

contributory expertise of practitioners and other researchers in the different steps from 
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interactional expertise to contributory expertise. 

 

First, our survey data revealed that Ph.D. students at the beginning of their time within an 

organization or in cooperation with it have less interactional expertise. We defined 

interactional expertise as the ability to converse expertly about the phenomenon/research 

project studied within a Ph.D. thesis with the practitioner’s practical skill or expertise, but 

without being able to practice it.  

In testing hypothesis 1, the initial data revealed a low (mostly named little in the Likert-Scale) 

self-named interactional expertise among Ph.D. students, but this increased over the 

interaction and during the thesis study at an organization or in cooperation with an 

organization. 

Second, we tested our hypothesis regarding the embedded researchers’ contributory expertise 

and the transfer of knowledge to the practitioners at the organization. Data revealed a positive 

influence regarding contributory expertise, especially if the interactional expertise was low at 

the beginning of the thesis time.  

Third, while the above-mentioned findings and testing of hypothesis 2 focus on the generation 

and exchange of contributory expertise within an organization, hypothesis 3 focuses on the 

exchange with the university. Hence, our findings underline the same effect tie and 

comparable to the organizational knowledge transfer. Nevertheless, our data reveal a slightly 

slower effect of contributory expertise and exchange of knowledge and expertise of the Ph.D. 

topic (including for example finding and methodology) to the university. We conclude that 
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this happens because the embedded researchers in most of our survey data were embedded 

within the organization and had more exchange points within it. Furthermore, Ph.D. students 

working in industry have a direct contract with the organization and are mostly paid directly 

or indirectly by the organization. Due to this, the embedded researcher’s goal is to contribute 

mainly to an open question or problem within the organizational setting.   
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4. Discussion 

4.1.  Contribution to engaged scholarship and interactional expertise 

literature 

In this study, we followed a deductive approach to answer the research question and better 

understand the relationship between interactional expertise, contributory expertise, and the 

generation of impact as an engaged scholar – for the organization and academic purposes 

alike.  

In line with Barrett and Oborn (2018), in the initial dataset, we found that interactional expertise 

is closely coupled with collaboration. Within an organizational setting, the increase of 

interactional expertise was helpful in allowing knowledge co-production and transfer between 

the engaged scholar and the organization.  

4.2.  Limitations and further research 

The main limitation of our work is that we can only present initial data. Further data 

collections are planned, but due to internal organizational processes and practicalities, we can 

only begin in Q3 2021. After the second round of data gathering, we expect a clearer view 

that will provide more significant insights and allow a generalization of the findings. Another 

limitation of our study is that it involves the cooperation models of Ph.D. students and not all 

employed students—for example, master’s, bachelor’s, and postdoctoral students.  

Furthermore, we focus mainly on engaged scholarship. Future research could compare related 

approaches such as action research and ethnographic research by collecting relevant data. This 

study uses engaged scholarship to be more specific and focused, but pluralistic settings could 

provide results that reveal the different challenges and opportunities of performing research as 

employed members or embedded consultants. 

Additionally, we mainly focus on the creation of interactional expertise and contributory 

expertise with a limited view of the associated contributors and recipients. We do not 

differentiate between company and university stakeholders. This approach helps to generalize 

our results, but it leaves future research avenues open. 

Another limitation of the current study is the question of organizational identification. Our 

questions are only an initial indication and should be refined for the further provision of data. 
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4.3. Conclusion and practical implications 

The findings of this initial research have important implications for practitioners and 

organizations for different points. 

First of all, the research is especially looking on the relation between employed academics, in 

form of Ph.D. students, organization and university. Our initial data and case study revealed 

that important contributory knowledge transfer can be achieved, during cooperation. Hence, 

management should look more on cooperation between organization and university, in form 

of young motivated researcher. This can be beneficial for both sides. On the one side the 

organization gets rigors data and research results from young motivated scholars and on the 

other side universities can increase their cooperation model with organization and the 

acquisition of third-party funds for further research topics. Furthermore, long-term 

cooperation can be fruitful especially for high investment research project and long-term 

research design and projects. Additionally, young talents have the possibility to experience 

both worlds, the organizational side and university side, to decide what would be the best job 

market and career path to contribute and be realized.   
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Appendix 2 

Questionnaire: 

Engaged Scholarship_Survey 

A) General Question 

What gender do you assign yourself to? 

In which position (in regard to your PhD research) you are at the moment? Please use empty box if no answer applies. 

Are the university and the company located in the same country?  Alumni: Was the university and the company in the same 

country located? 

How old are you? 

B) PhD Topics 

In which industry sectors are you doing your PhD thesis? Alumni: In which industry sector did you do your PhD thesis? 

In which resort/business unit of the company (enterprise size) are you doing your PhD research?  Alumni: In which 

resort/business unit (of the company - enterprise size - you did your PhD) did you finalized your PhD research? 

To which degree was your research topic predefined by your organization? 

C) Embeddedness 

How long have you been in your present position as PhD student? Alumni: How long were you in the position as PhD student 

at the company? 

How long have you been part of the organization (incl. internship; thesis positions)? Alumni: How long have you been part of 

the organization (incl. internship; thesis positions) when you finalized your PhD? 

With respect to your PhD research and regarding to the industry sector where you do (did) your PhD research: How long have 

you been part of the industry sector overall (incl. internship; thesis positions; Alumni: after PhD time)? 

With how many experts at the company (practitioners) did you regularly interact with regarding your PhD research?   Alumni: 

During your PhD time, with how many experts/practitioners did you regularly interact with regarding your PhD topics? 

How many experts/practitioners are highly dependent on your research results? Alumni: During your PhD time, how many 

experts/practitioners were highly dependent on your research results? 

With respect to your PhD research, how many teams at the company profit from your research results? Alumni: During your 

PhD time, how many teams at the company profited from your research results? 

With respect to your PhD research, how many work committees’ profit from your research?  Alumni: During your PhD time, 

how many work committees’ profited from your research? 

With respect to your PhD research, how often do you exchange/engage with those practitioners?  Alumni: During your PhD 

time, how often did you exchanged/engaged with those practitioners (average)? 

With respect to your PhD research, what kind of information do you share with those practitioners the most?  Alumni: During 

your PhD time, what kind of information did you share with those practitioners the most? 
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With respect to your PhD research, how important is the interaction with experts/practitioners at the company for the success 

of the PhD research?  Alumni: During your PhD time, how important were the interaction with experts/practitioners at the 

company for the success of the PhD research?  Please answer in the Likert Scale and and mention thoughts/points in the text 

field. 

My PhD position utilizes my skills and talents well. 

In terms of my PhD position, I feel like I am a good match for my organization.  Alumni: In terms of my PhD position, I felt 

like I am a good match for my organization. 

If I stay with my organization after finalizing my PhD position, I will be able to achieve most of my goals.   Alumni: Staying 

with my organization after finalizing my PhD position, helped to achieve most of my goals. 

I have a lot of freedom on my PhD position to pursue my goals.  Alumni: I had a lot of freedom on my PhD position to pursue 

my goals. 

I would sacrifice a lot if I left my PhD position unfinished in this organization. 

After my PhD I would like further to work for the organization.  Alumni: After my PhD I worked/working for the organization 

I did my PhD research. 

In terms of my PhD position, I work closely with my partitioners.  Alumni: In terms of my PhD position, I worked closely with 

my partitioners. 

In terms of my PhD position, I interact frequently with my work group members.  Alumni: In terms of my PhD position, I 

interacted frequently with my work group members. 

D) Expertise 

To what extent do (did) you sense having interactional expertise, i.e. the ability to converse expertly about the 

phenomenon/research project you study within your PhD thesis with the practitioners practical skill or expertise, but without 

being able to practice it? 

How much interactional expertise did you have prior to your PhD position? 

What did particularly help in developing interactional expertise?  Please answer in the open field below. 

What did particularly hinder developing to grow interactional expertise?   Please answer in the open field below. 

To what extent have you acquired your interactional expertise being embedded in the organization in terms of your PhD position 

or before (e.g. in a different position)? 

At the beginning, was it clear to you which knowledge and personal / interactional expertise you wanted to increase in the field 

of research?   Please answer in the open field below. 

Were you able to increase your expertise in the field of study of your PhD research?  Please choose between YES and NO and 

mention thoughts/points in the text field. 

Were you able to increase your expertise in the chosen methodology field?  Please choose between YES and NO and mention 

thoughts/points in the text field. 

Did the gained expertise by your PhD research support to develop a new product, process or service in the company?  Please 

choose between YES and NO and mention thoughts/points in the text field.  
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E) Challenges 

Have you experienced diverging aims from your industry and university supervisors? 

Were the organizational members aware of your research topic? 

What was the time management between university and company (monthly average)? 

What were the challenges for conducting a research project at a company? Please answer in the open field below. 

I was able to transfer my interactional expertise/knowledge to the university. Please answer in the Likert Scale and mention 

thoughts/points in the text field. 

The interactional expertise from my PhD research is sufficient to establish separate research project at the university.  Please 

answer in the Likert Scale and mention thoughts/points in the text field. 

During teaching and supervising students, I was able to transfer the interactional expertise from my PhD research.  Please 

answer in the Likert Scale and mention thoughts/points in the text field. 

To what extent were the results of your PhD useful (implemented, changed anything, etc.) useful to the company?   Please 

answer in the Likert Scale and mention thoughts/points in the text field. 

Do you aim to publish your research in a high/good ranked journal (e.g. management research classification of journals A+; A; 

B; C)?  Alumni: Did you aim to publish your research in a high/good ranked journal (e.g. management research classification 

of journals A+; A; B; C)? 

Does the university expect you to publish in a high ranked journal?  Alumni: Did the university expect you to publish in a high 

ranked journal? 

What helped and what hindered your PhD research to impact practice?   Please answer in the open field below. 

What helped and what hindered your PhD research to impact science? Please answer in the open field below. 

What is your perception of the impact? How well was your work received, presented, published, cited, etc. in the scholarly 

community? 

F) Identification 

Does the PhD research topic within the organization support your organizational identification with the division/resort?   

Alumni: Did the PhD research topic within the organization support your organizational identification with the division/resort?  

Please answer YES or NO and mention open points in the field. 

If you think about the identification with your department within your PhD position (during your PhD time), as part of the 

organization, what would be the overlapping? You vs. Organization/Department.  If not clear please look at the graphic above! 

Does the research within the organization increase your identification with the research project?  Alumni: Did the research 

within the organization increase your identification with the research project? 

Everybody identifies different to his/her PhD project. If you think about your PhD project, what would be (what was) the 

overlapping? You vs. PhD project.  If not clear please look at the graphic above! 

Does the research within the organization and in cooperation with the university increase your identification with your 

university?  Alumni: Did the research within the organization and in cooperation with the university increase your identification 

with your university? 
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Everybody identifies different to his/her university. If you think about your university, what would be (what was) the 

overlapping? You vs. university.  If not clear please look at the graphic above! 

 

 

 

 

 


