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to an organisation, go and grab the information and data, and 
then write it all up in scholarly isolation.

Not only is this unfair to the organisation it is also unfair  
to other scholars who may come along later and be refused 
access to the same organisation because of the poor 
behaviour of their predecessors.

Again, my hypothesis is that co-production, this involvement 
in the whole research cycle from the inception to the 
dissemination, increases the probability of impact. You  
can’t guarantee it, of course, but you increase the probability 
of impact. And I want people to experiment in this co-production 
of knowledge.

Co-production depends on relationships. You can’t do it if 
you don’t get out beyond the boundaries of the university  
and meet people, engage with them, talk to them and develop 
good personal relationships so that they say “well I don’t mind 
working with this guy, it sounds OK, we might get something 
good out of it”. To me it’s fundamentally about relationships 
building and also about a willingness to experiment. 

The corporate world is much more open to this kind of thing 
than you might imagine. But again it’s often very person-
specific. You can go to x number of people in a big company 
and most will be indifferent but you will find some people 
who see the value in it. 

They see the value because they are going to learn from direct 
engagement with the scholar and be capturing the findings 
earlier, not waiting to read a great academic tome three years 
down the track. If you’re working as a team then you are 
capturing the value as the value is being created rather than 
waiting for it to materialise. 

Other things you can do if you are engaged like this is to help 
shape the project – and that increases the commitment of the 

person to the process. And they are also much more likely to 
co-fund if they co-produce. Now of course this has been going 
on for years in areas such as engineering; it’s nothing new, it’s 
not some great invention.

Of course, this may be seen by some academic as very close  
to a form of consulting, as not “pure” research but “getting  
into bed with the devil” and becoming an applied researcher.

But it need not be.  Academics can fashion and shape the work 
so that all the interests of the various parties are met without 
compromising the important academic values of independence. 

It is perfectly possible for scholars to manage the duality of high 
involvement with users and high independence from those 
same users. In doing double hurdle research it is important  
that we maintain the capacity for iconoclasm and challenge.

My own experience of working with people in business is that 
they are interested in ideas and concepts in their own right 
and that they are quite willing to be challenged with important 
ideas on important subjects.
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