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a) Summary
It should provide a general picture of the meeting and describe the practical organisation / general arrangements. It should also summarise the scientific objectives and agenda of the meeting and the overall conclusion(s).
The purpose of the workshop was to support the dissemination of EuroHESC findings among organization researchers and higher education researchers. An edited volume of the series “Research in the Sociology of Organisations” will be used to link findings of RHESI and TRUE researchers to the organizational sociology discourse, thereby creating a bridge between higher education research and organizational sociology. The time frame for the book includes first drafts to be submitted in spring for review, and final manuscripts to be submitted in summer. 
After funding was secured, the workshop was organized over three days (Monday noon to Wednesday noon) in order to make participation possible for as many authors as possible. Papers were distributed in advance in order to facilitate discussion. Brief presentations of the main topics were followed by extensive discussions of each paper.

The author workshop brought together most of the contributors to the book, and enabled extensive discussions of first drafts of the manuscripts (which all but one were submitted to the workshop). Several cross-cutting themes were developed during these discussions (see content). 
b) Final programme of the event
Monday 3 June

Christine Musselin
“Empowerment of French universities by funding and evaluation agencies”

Jakob Edler and Michael Stampfer
“How Excellence Funding Breeds Strategic Ambition: The European Research Council as catalyst for governance change in universities”
Richard Whitley and Jochen Gläser
“The Impact of Institutional Reforms on the Nature of Universities as Organisations”

Tuesday 4 June

Grit Laudel and Elke Weyer
“Where Have All the Scientists Gone? Changing Authority Relations and the Managerial Restructuring of Dutch Universities”

Richard Whitley
“Authority Changes and Scientific Innovations: The varied effects of institutional changes on the development of different kinds of innovation through shifts in protected space and resource availability” 

Comments: Renate Mayntz
Lars Engwall et al. 

“Disciplinary and Institutional Causes of Variations in Innovation Development in the Humanities: Building and using Computer-based language corpora”

Frank Meier and Uwe Schimank
“The Organisational Transformation of German Universities: Top-down and bottom-up building of research profiles”

Jochen Gläser et al.

“Path dependence and Policy Steering in the Social Sciences: The impact of national institutional and intellectual differences on the development of comparative student performance research in Europe”

Jochen Gläser et al.

“Where to go for a change: The impact of authority structures in universities and public research institutes on changes of research practices”

Grit Laudel et al.

“The Effects of Changing Authority Relations on High-Cost Innovations in Different Public Science Systems: The Case of Bose-Einstein Condensates”

Wednesday 5 June

Martin Benninghoff et al.
“Changing Concentration of Resource Control and Authority in the Biological Sciences: The case of Evolutional Developmental Biology research”

Julien Barrier
“Organisational Restructuring and Changing Patterns of Collaboration in a French Research Centre”

Martin Benninghoff et al. 

“Scientific innovation in Switzerland: structure and dynamics”
c) Description of the scientific content of the event (abstracts can be 
provided)
Christine Musselin’s paper looked at how university leaders are furthermore empowered by the external reviews led by evaluation agencies and research councils. She argued that this process is complementary to the reforms in university governance and structures and amplifies their effects because it is more legitimate, increases organizational coupling and favors the appropriation of new norms. In other words, the institutional empowerment of universities relies as much on professionals (academics) as on managers and builds more on external pressures than on internal reshaping of structures because the reinforced role played by external research councils and evaluation agencies is a powerful driver for internal evolutions. The paper draws on a study led in 2011 in three French universities.

The paper by Jakob Edler et al. had two objectives. It first offered a conceptualisation of the ERC’s impact on universities, developing an impact model and operationalising its major intervening and independent variables. Second, it presented the results of an initial exlporatory application of this model, analysing impact at a very early stage of the ERC existence (2010-2011). The analysis was based on a qualitative research programme investigating eleven universities in eight countries based on document analysis and an interview programme.

Richard Whitley and Jochen Gläser considered how the most common reforms are affecting key features of universities as research and teaching organisations. Particularly important aspects are their development of two central characteristics of strategic actorhood: the ability of organisations as distinct entities to determine their own collective goals and strategies, and their ability to coordinate and control task performance activities in pursuit of these objectives. These core components of independent organisations reflect recent contributions to the theory of the firm and comparative analyses of firm types and behaviours in different societies.

Grit Laudel and Elke Weyer explored the links between situations universities and faculties are in, their profile building strategies, and effects of such strategies at the university and national levels. For this purpose, they drew together findings form several studies of the Dutch university system, including studies conducted by the TRUE and RHESI projects. The authors argued that the current authority relations in Dutch higher education create a propensity for quasi‐market failure because they combine thematic priorities prescribed by the state, a powerful demand for profile building of universities, financial problems of many universities and authority structures at universities that enable far‐reaching changes of profiles.
Richard Whitley suggested in his paper how we can analyse the impact of changing authority relationships resulting from institutional reforms on the development of different kinds of scientific innovations by examining their consequences for levels of protected space and flexibility in different national PSS. Where these change substantially, they are likely to affect the diversity of research goals and scientists’ willingness to tackle long term problems.
Lars Engwall et al. presented the results from a comparative study of the adoption of corpus linguistics in two European countries: Sweden and Switzerland. They have some basic characteristics in common: both have populations somewhat below ten million and a GDP per capita around $ 40,000. However, at the same time, in relation to linguistics, the language situation is much more complicated in Switzerland with its four national languages (German, French, Italian and Romansh) than in Sweden with one dominant language (Swedish). In addition, Sweden has a less complicated government structure than Switzerland with its federalist organisation.
Frank Meier and Uwe Schimank explored two transformations in the German science system. The first transformation is the increasing prominence of research clusters. We use the term 'cluster' in a broad sense and refer to formal larger-scale arrangements of coordinated research – as opposed to individual research. They observed an increasing attention for clusters, and the latter’s increasing relevance in discourse and in intra-organizational decision-making. At the same time a considerable and increasing share of public funding is spent on clusters. The second transformation, the transformation of universities into actors, is a shift of the dominant institutional model of the organization in the higher education system. 
In their paper on international comparative large scale student assessments, Gläser et al. explained the vastly different responses in the four countries to the same external stimulus. The case of international large scale student assessments is of particular interest because all four countries responded to the same external stimulus – the conduct of international comparative studies – at the same time but with different consequences for the national educational science communities. The authors linked these differences to the epistemic traditions in the educational research of the four countries, to different political structures and resulting different state interests, to properties of the data produced by the international comparative studies, and to national authority relations and the opportunities to do interesting research produced by them.

In a comparative paper on organisational Structures, Gläser et al. answered the question how research organisations contribute to the conditions for a specific process in the production of scientific knowledge, namely the change of individual-level or group-level research programmes. The analysis exploited an opportunity provided by two countries investigated by the RHESI project, namely the simultaneous existence of research on the innovations studied by this project in both universities and state-funded public research institutes.
In their study of the diffusion of research on Bose-Einstein condensation, Laudel et al. observed that this diffusion into various national experimental physics communities occurred at very different velocities: from starting immediately in 1995 (in the Netherlands and Germany) to only being taken up eleven years later (in Spain). Furthermore, the extent to which BEC has become a substantial part of the national community’s research activities varies considerably: from being a substantial part (Germany) to not existing anymore (Sweden). They explained these differences by comparing authority relations in the national science systems and drew conclusions about the capability of specific national systems to produce and nurture scientific innovations.
In their paper on evolutionary developmental biology, Benninghoff et al. observed that, the social and material conditions for conducting research activities have changed considerably over the past two decades: the transformation of modes of evaluation, the way financial resources are allocated (more competitive), changes in university governance patterns (autonomy, accountability, etc.), inciting inter-institutional collaboration, interdisciplinarity, etc. Theay analysed the way these macro-institutional shifts shape the local context of scientist’s migration in a new interdisciplinary research domain, namely evolutionary developmental biology.

Julien Barrier investigated a merger of French research units. Based on a longitudinal case-study of organizational restructuring, he developed the following argument. A merger proposal between two research units emerged in the late 1990s as a response to diffuse institutional pressures. However, while the merger was primarily seen as a symbolic response, decoupled from local work arrangements, it contributed to set in motion internal restructuring processes. The impact of intra-organizational change is not homogeneous, with significant level of internal diversity, yet it is substantial. This case study resorts to the analysis of coupling processes to show how institutional myths may turn into realities, by impacting work floor practices.

Finally, Benninghoff et al. took up the general question about facilitating and retarding conditions of scientific migration by analysing such conditions in one particular national context, i.e. Switzerland. Scientific migration is defined as a change in “research practices” of scientists. Research practices are built on specific sets of concepts and theories and the use of specific methods and research infrastructure in a cognitively delimitated knowledge field. We are particularly interested in a change of research practices from existing fields to new and emerging fields, which are not yet institutionally anchored within the scientific community and its institutions. They assessed in what way institutional conditions and authority relations in Switzerland have influenced such change in research practices in the four cognitive fields that are at the centre of attention in this edited volume – Bose-Einstein condensation; evolutionary developmental biology; corpus linguistics, and large-scale student assessments.
The Discussion of the manuscripts at the workshop focused on three major themes, all of which were directly related to EUROHESC projects. The first theme was the organizational transformation itself, which was addressed from several perspectives by RHESI, TRUE and other researchers. The discussion included comparisons of organizational transformations in several countries, which put national processes in perspective. While the ideologies and objectives driving organizational change of universities were very similar across all countries, the political processes of implementation and the actual changes in universities varied considerably. Cross-cutting themes addressed by several publications included the increasing opportunities of hierarchical managerial steering of universities and their consequences for profile-building by universities (Meier/Schimank, Laudel/Weyer, Barrier) and evaluations (Edler et al., Musselin). A collaborative contribution by TRUE and RHESI researchers (Laudel/Weyer) enabled conclusions about possible effects of organizational transformation on research fields at the national level. 

The second theme was the impact of organizational transformation on researchers’ opportunities to ‘innovate’, i.e. to change their research practices (Benninghoff et al., Laudel et al., Gläser et al, Engwall et al.). The comparative studies of four innovations in four countries demonstrated that in spite of the organizational transformation, opportunities to change research practices still remain with professors in all four countries studied by RHESI. This concentration of opportunities weakens in the case of low-cost innovations but does not disappear entirely. 

The main reason for this continuity is that the organizational transformation was not accompanied by an increase in funding. The recurrent funding of universities is not sufficient for providing all academics equally with the basic infrastructure for research, which is why this infrastructure is concentrated on professors. As a consequence, academics below the professorial level depended on their professors’ approval of their research.

A third theme that was developed in several papers was the still dominant role of scientific communities in the shaping of opportunities for changing research practices. While state-funded non-university research institutes can sometimes shield researchers from the majority opinion of their community (Gläser et al.), access to external funding, which was important for all innovations studied by the RHESI project, was controlled by the communities. 

An interesting observation resulted from the comparison of the study of four conditions for innovations in Switzerland (Benninghoff et al.) with the other studies. Apparently new public management ‘works’ (does not lead to quasi-market failures or unintended changes of lines of research) if it is done in a rich environment, i.e. if competition and the selectivity of university investments are limited.

These themes were integrated in two theoretical contributions that asked how far the organizational transformation of universities can go, i.e. whether universities can be turned into corporate actors that are similar to firms (Whitley and Gläser), and whether the impact of authority structures on scientific innovation in national science systems can be compared (Whitley). The empirical studies provided first evidence that the theoretical considerations by Whitley and Gläser might indeed be justified. The theoretical generalization of the RHESI project by Whitley provided a ‘proof of concept’ for the project’s theoretical framework and methodology. 

d) Assessment of the results and impact of the event on the EUROCORES 
programme.
The process of creating an integrated volume significantly benefitted from the author workshop. By discussing manuscripts with reviewers from organizational sociology and higher education research backgrounds, results could better be linked to the discourses of the fields, and their dissemination supported. Especially early career researchers who author or co-author contributions to the volume did benefit from this additional input. The benefits go far beyond the improvement of the actual contribution because interacting with reviewers about one’s publication is an important learning experience that may have a lasting impact on writing skills. The discussion with non-EuroHESC researchers was a further step in the dissemination of RHESI and TRUE results, which will continue with the publication of the book.
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