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Abstract  
Increasing competition among researchers have put substantial pressure on the individual 

scientist to apply for funding. A critical determinant for the ability of acquiring funds has 

specifically been found to be scientific reputation, hence of crucial importance to understand 

the elements affecting this very parameter. Further, it has been of essential value to gain 

deeper insights of the application process and the general criteria by which reviewers evaluate 

submitted proposals. In order to answer these questions the research question asked has 

consequently been formulated: 

 

 

“What measures can scientists take to positively affect their reputation, and thus increase the 

chances of acquiring grants?”  

 

A qualitative case study was carried out involving seven researchers, out of which five senior 

professors, one younger professor and finally one Associate Professor. Altogether seven semi-

structured interviews were conducted, thematically categorized on which analysis 

subsequently was performed.   

 

The results of this research have identified certain methods by which to affect individual 

scientist reputation, which in turn can have influence on the outcome of a grant application. 

The effect of strategically using these insights can result in incrementally higher chances of 

acquiring grants, the possibility to enter a positive feedback loop, and ultimately attain the 

Matthew Effect. 

 

To create a strong and solid reputation, a researcher must identify his/her vision in order to 

subsequently acquire a consistent scientist identity. It has been found that the individual 

ability to deliver research constitute a crucial criterion by which scientists fund applications 

are evaluated. Further the personal network has been discovered, in combination with high 

impact publications, as main contributors in ensuring this particular capacity and 

consequently constitute critical cornerstones in the reputation-building process.  

 

Finally the reviewing process has been discover to take place in two specific sessions, one 

from which potential candidates are selected, and a second for a more thorough investigation 

of these particular applications. Essential for the individual scientist has, in this stage been 

found in the ability to draw reviewer attention, differentiate the proposal and efficiently 

communicate the beneficial features. This in order to create an interest sufficient for the 

application to proceed to the evaluation phase.  
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1. INTRODUCTION 

This section aims to provide the reader a general introduction and declaration of the purpose 

and focus of this paper. The chapter contains a problem definition and a description 

characterizing the area of investigation in which a perceived knowledge gap is found. In 

combination with additional concept definitions, these sections collectively aim to create a 

fundamental platform from which deeper understanding can be gained.  

 

1.1 Problem introduction 

“The operations of higher education institutions shall be organised to ensure that there are 

close links between research, and courses and study programmes”( SFS 1992:1434). 

 

Above citation explains for the statutory fundamental need for contemporary Swedish 

Universities to “produce” academic research, based on which educational content shall be 

designed. Hence availability of scientists providing up-to-date research is highly essential. 

Sweden allocates a relatively large part of its GDP in to R&D, 4.31 percent year 2012, 

making Sweden the third highest contributing country in the world in proportion to GDP 

(Utbildningsdepartementet, 2013). Objectives to stimulate societal development and 

competitiveness through research has resulted in a further increase to 32,9 billion Swedish 

crowns injected by the Swedish government, an equivalent of 3,8% of the Swedish state 

budget 2014 (SCB, 2014; Utbildningsdepartementet, 2014). Yet, despite this rather large 

quantity of allocated funds, only a small part of the total grant applications are actually 

funded. A report compiled by the Swedish organization FEKIS shows that 8% of the grant 

proposal applications 2011 can be derived to faculties for business and administration, out of 

which only 0,6% were successfully funded (Zambrell, 2011, p. 13). 

 

In order to conduct research projects and pursue an academic career, the monetary aspect is 

considered contextually critical, thus raising financial capital for the coverage of, to the 

project associable expenses, is an inevitable and necessary process for contemporary 

scientists. Nag et al., (2012, p. 2824) have found a strong correlational behavior between 

allocated funds and quality of research output, where each factor amplifies the other. This in 

turn puts economic pressure, not only on the University from which research is conducted, but 

on the individual researcher’s ability to remain competitive in order to attract sufficient 

resources to pursue projects. This particular process consumes time to an equivalent of a full-

time job (Whiteman, 2007, p. 450), consequently making the actual research a secondary 

priority. A total of 80 % of University revenue derives from state funding, hence a source of 

particular importance for the individual researcher (Utbildningsdepartementet, 2014).  

 

Based on a report compiled by Swedish SCB, the sources from which to acquire financial 

capital derives mainly to Government foundations, private foundations and the private 

industry (SCB, 2013). Further, and external to the above mentioned sectors, different 

collaborative set-ups between Universities and private corporations constitute an increasingly 

important source from which to yield financial fuel (Ylijoki, 2003, p. 307).  

1.2 Choice of topic 

 

The subject of choice, and the interest thereof, was initially born during our time as University 

students. Daily interaction with professors and equivalently high-educated people, in a context 

within which the research process is highly central, resulted in that an inevitable topic relation 

could develop over time.     
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As we started to think about the extent to which our environment exposes us to the direct 

results and consequences of continuous research in the form of materials, food and medication 

etc., the weight of up-to-date research and both its theoretical and practical application for 

societal development became more apparent.  

 

As academics with backgrounds and a shared interest in business and administration, we saw 

a natural link between the importance of financing in the early stages of research, and the 

scientist’s ability to conduct and develop its content. Simple discussions regarding the degree 

to which an individual scientist can regulate structural elements to affect the magnitude of 

capital allocated to their research proposal, lead to more serious speculations about its actual 

impact. Subsequently it was further questioned how units work in order to integrate strategies 

to maximize the probability of getting funded. This naturally lead us to our choice to 

investigate what scientist actually can do to develop and evaluate strategies in order to 

maximize the chances of acquiring funds.  

1.3 Problem background 

As a consequence of changes in political incentives aimed to maximize the utilization of 

scarce resources by granting the best researchers (Laudel, 2006, p. 375), more stringent 

requirements have been implemented which, although not unambiguous, is proven to have 

had impact on activities and behavior among university scientists (Grimpe, 2012, p. 1449). 

This has created a dilemma, about which Professor Lagercrantz (2011) argues the major 

providers of funding to only want safe projects with established researchers. The result is a 

skewed allocation of resources available for research, where some scientists have so much 

that they cannot spend it all, while other less established scientists with similar competence do 

not have necessary funds in order to conduct research.  

The amounts of funds allocated are in turn highly influenced by the availability of funds for a 

university, the number of externally funded projects, and the research quality (Laudel, 2006, 

p. 388). In general, higher research activity, in combination with a shifted focus from fixed to 

variable research funding (institutional to project-based extramural funding), has resulted in 

one among scientists increased competition to acquire grants, making strategy development 

necessary in order to be successfully granted (Grimpe, 2012, p. 1448). 

 

Competition 
Research intensity and thus the competitive climate within which to take action have 

increased substantially the last decades. In the 1970s Sweden had an average of 12000 

doctoral students each year, which has increased to an average of almost 19000 doctoral 

students from year 2000 to present time (SCB, 2014). Further, the magnitude of professors, 

actively operating research projects within Swedish universities have increased with 48% 

between 1995-2003 (Karlsson, n.d., p. 71). The development of available research funds 

relative to the national increase of research activity is disproportional, which in turn implies a 

marginal decrease in capital per active scientist. This has created a situation in which 

resources to conduct research are scarce, forcing researchers to come up with strategies in 

order to increase their chances of getting a piece of the cake. 
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Scientific reputation in the evaluation process: 
For foundations, certain evaluation criteria exist, developed in accordance with organizational 

objectives, based on which submitted research proposals are assessed by a grant committee, 

and later determined by the board whether to be granted or not. Academic reputation is 

considered contextually central, based on which the individual scientist’s chances of acquiring 

funds partially depend, hence of essential value. Reputation as such attracts resources, and is 

thus considered a primary factor contributing to an increased probability for research 

intensive universities (RIU) to attain external funding and consequently be able to sustain 

growth (Litwin, 2009, p. 63).  

 

Although the reputation, in combination with the quality and feasibility of the research 

proposal affects the probability of getting funded (Laudel, 2006, p. 389), the scope within 

which scientists can take action is limited by factors derived to parameters they cannot affect. 

These are factors such as (1) a country’s general investment in research, (2) the research field, 

and (3) availability of “free” money to prepare proposals (Laudel, 2006, p. 397).  

 

Citation index and publication quantity are two constituents parts by which to establish an 

academic track record, which in turn often is associated with resource allocation. Although in 

order to publish and/or get cited, research must have been previously conducted based on 

which reputation value can be gained. There are ways in which to affect scientific reputation 

and certain action-related behavior have been acknowledged through which scientists aim to 

establish individual reputation.  

 

As a consequence of the competitive environment, scientific collaborations have to a larger 

extent manifested, increasing the number of contributing scientists per published article 

(Ioannidis, 2008, p. 1). The educational entity from which to conduct research, in combination 

with the individual position within it are further seen as important influencing factors. Bellotti 

(2011, p. 226-227) have proven that there is, one relative to competitor scientist, higher 

probability of “a big fish” to be allocated a larger share of total funds than the reverse, 

regardless of the size of the “pond” in which they operate.  

 

Professor Lagercrantz (2011) claims that most scientists try to conduct research from which 

increased chances for funding and publication in high prestige journals can result, ignoring 

the most fundamental part of research which is finding new solutions and innovations. 

Consequently, some groundbreaking findings get unnoticed or published in journals with low 

impact factor.  

 

The actual research proposal and writing thereof is shown to constitute a mean with which to 

gain a competitive advantage in the application process. Although submitting a clear and 

concise proposal communicating good research, it appear to be insufficient in order to 

maximize its competitive potential. Research conducted by Margaret M. Walch (2009, p. 212-

213) shows that once a filed application is in correspondence with outlined base criteria, how 

the sections are written provides a scope within which the applicant can take further action to 

improve his/her chances. This is further strengthened by David Whiteman (2007, p.449) who 

have found that simply an existing track record is insufficient in the evaluation process. 

Consequently other elements must be in focus in order to create one, relative to competitors, 

competitive advantage to ensure display in the evaluation process (Whiteman, 2007, p.449). 

Capital, and competition for its acquisition, has consequently been contrasted to the theory of 

darwinism and the thought of “natural selection”, where applications and scientists with the 

most appealing attributes will survive the evaluation phase (Whiteman, p.449, 2007). 
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Individual characteristics, with which scientists of equivalent “species” can identify 

themselves, has been found to appear appealing in the evaluation process although not 

reflecting the actual research (Whiteman, p.449, 2007).  

 

Further, (Gillett, 1991, p. 260) argues that a positive feedback loop might exist, consequently 

resulting in a situation in which externally funded researchers have a higher probability to 

establish a reputation through publications than those of others. This in turn gives rise to a 

Matthew effect, and consequently a loop in which the already wealthy scientists gets even 

wealthier (Rigney, 2010, p. 1-2). This shows the same relation that Professor Lagercrantz 

(2011) argues about, further implying that strategies exist that are more efficient in getting 

external funding than others, and also that some active scientists are not aware of them which 

puts them in a position where they cannot compete. Consequently, scientists for whom 

granting has been problematic must use different means by which to attain reputation value 

and research funds. Abreua & Grinevich (2012, p. 410) argues that nontraditional 

entrepreneurial collaborations with the private industry have potential to yield financial 

rewards both in terms of reputation, prestige and continual research funding. Industry grant 

funding can assist in hiring additional researchers in order to increase overall output, thus is a 

nontraditional supplement of increasing importance (Hottenrott & Thorwarth, 2011, p. 534). 

Naturally, the values and rewards acquired can later influence future possibilities in traditional 

research fund acquisition. 

 

It is rather complex to measure the actual impact of reputation in the evaluation process, and 

the degree to which it is taken into consideration when allocating research grants. However, in 

extramural systems, individual peer reviewers have authority to evaluate the degree to which 

track records should receive attention (Ze’ev et al., 2012, p. 291). Consequently individual 

preferences must inevitably constitute an influencing factor.  

 

Although documented methods have been found, it is believed that tactics from which to 

derive and build reputation value are many. We as authors have not been able to pinpoint 

research that fully can show what factors that appeal most attractive among other researchers 

and evaluation processes. Consequently it is believed that what scientists can do in order to 

exploit the scope within which to influence fundraising is, to a certain extent considered 

unexplored. 

1.3 Problem formulation 

Available capital sources, and the ways in which to acquire research funding appear to require 

novel strategic thinking. These processes remind, according to us as authors, to a certain 

extent of a regular business market in which to achieve competitive advantages through 

differentiation. Reputation value seems to constitute a critical determinant by which to 

influence individual probability of creating and sustaining a competitive edge when raising 

funds.  

The previous discussion identifies that there are several existing practical problems in the 

contemporary working process used by scientists to prospect grants. With that said, and with 

regard of the previously mentioned percentages (see introduction 1.1), the field of business 

administration appears particularly exposed to competition, which in turn have lead us to 

develop the following research question: What measures can scientists take to positively affect 

their reputation, and thus increase the chances of acquiring grants?  
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1.4 Purpose of the study  

 

The main purpose on which above stated problem formulation aims to shed light, is to 

identify the extent to which scientists can work to positively affect their reputation, and 

consequently the chances of acquiring grants. In order to make such an identification, a 

cluster of influencing parameters by which the choices of the investigated subject is affected, 

must be mapped out. To be precise: 

 

-Measure the extent to which academic reputation matters 

-How reviewers evaluate research proposals 

-The degree to which scientist establishes collaborative set-ups  

-Shed light to methods by which research groups can acquire funds 

-How foundations allocate their grants, and the criteria by which they evaluate potential 

grantees 

1.5 Importance/Benefits of this study 

 

As a result of changes in the competitive environment, contemporary scientist struggle to 

attain the financial assets necessary to fund new research projects. If scientists can increase 

the general awareness about this social phenomenon, more effective strategies can be 

incorporated on a fundamental organizational level and thus assist in narrowing the gap 

between what is required and what is being done in order to acquire funds. Consequently time 

consuming processes associated with fund raising can be decreased, and existing resources be 

allocated on one in comparison more effective basis. From a societal perspective, this in turn 

will have impact on research conducted in all universities, consequently leading to a larger 

magnitude of available up-to-date research. 

 

1.6 Limitations 

The main focus of this study will be concentrated around the grant application process, 

parameters that influence the success rate, and finally how scientists can incorporate these 

into strategic models in order to maximize its outcome and consequently contribute to a 

stronger reputation. 

 

By limiting our work by these frames it is believed that we can make sense of the field of 

business and administration and thus have a natural link between our primary interests and the 

problem defined for this thesis. 

 

With respect to the time frames within which this study must be conducted, and thus the time 

consuming aspect of investigating all existing research areas, this will be limited to the area of 

social science and researchers actively working or with a history within the relevant context. 

It is assumed, based on the theoretical findings in the first section, that the scientist’s 

reputation is the single most important factor affecting the probability of being granted funds, 

hence the research question formulation. 

 

By limiting our focus to the actual process through which fund acquisition is granted, rather 

than to the research area on which it is based, only experience, academic title and financial 

success rate are relevant correspondent selection criteria. Names and other personal 

characteristics will be consistently excluded. From an ethical perspective, this allows for full 

anonymity throughout the study, which is expected to raise answering frequency and the 

magnitude of selected respondents. 
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2. METHODOLOGICAL STANDPOINTS 

This chapter provides a narration of the methodological aspects and equivalent fundamental 

constituents of this study. The initial section presents the estimated degree of pre-

understanding of the subject of investigation, subsequently followed by a declaration of the 

adopted ontological standpoints, the scope of epistemological acceptance and the applied 

research approach. The choice of theoretical framework and a presentation of the thesis 

perspective are further presented followed by a literature review and source criticism.  

2.1 Pre-understanding 

 

Studies in business management, financing, and entrepreneurial development at Umeå 

University, University of Manitoba, and Chung-Ang University Seoul, collectively constitute 

the theoretical frame of references from which our combined knowledge originates. Relevant 

practical experiences within the areas of concern exist to a certain extent, and are believed in 

combination with the theoretical perspectives, to build an acceptable base of pre-

understanding for the subject in question. 

 

We as authors have continuously, and as time has passed, to a wider extent, been acquainted 

with the overall context in which modern scientists operate. It is thus necessary to emphasize 

that the incidence of our subject specific knowledge are of limited nature. Our theoretical 

background allows for a certain degree of understanding of the weight of the concern, the 

concept of strategy implementation and the general reputation dilemma. Our current 

knowledge is thus believed to be sufficient in order to carry out this study.  

 

Before collecting empirical data, it is of essential value to expand our knowledge within the 

field of research. This implies to increase our understanding of the proposal process through 

which scientists apply and grantors evaluate, and subsequently grasp internal strategic 

considerations in research groups. 
 

2.2 Ontological standpoint 

 

Ontology is a philosophical term that relates to the nature by which reality is evaluated, and is 

based on the ontological viewpoint of the researcher, further divided into specific approaches 

with which certain assumptions about the relationship between social actors and the external 

environment comes (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 111; Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 20). 

 

“The subjectivist view is that customer service is produced through the social interaction 

between service providers and customers and is continually being revised as a result of this” 

(Saunders et al., 2009, p. 111). Objectivism in contrast assumes an ontological viewpoint by 

which the external environment in reality is seen to be independent from the influence of the 

social actors within it (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 111). 

 

The different ontological positions are widely discussed (Jacobsen, 2002, p. 29), and Saunders 

et al., (2009, p. 111) presents an alternative standpoint called subjectivism from which reality 

is created by the results of actions taken by the social actors within it. This leads further to a 

concept within the ontological spectra referred to as social constructionism, a term describing 

that the world is observed and evaluated based on the consequences of individual actions 

(Saunders et al., 2009, p. 111). 
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The strategy development process is of similar character as the citation introducing this 

section, and thus assumed to be the result of constant interaction between scientists and the 

external environment in which they operate.  

 

This study intends, if possible, to identify and map out certain attitudes toward if, and to what 

extent different elements can influence a scientist’s probability of acquiring grants. Further 

that the results thereof cannot exist without the action taken by the individuals involved in the 

process, a subjectivist view is a natural standpoint for this paper. This choice will be 

consistent throughout the study and consequently not mixed with the objectivist standpoint. 

2.3 Epistemology 

 

Apart from the ontological aspect, and in line with previously stated research question, other 

philosophical standpoints have to be taken into consideration in order for the research to be 

carried out in a proper manner. This section will discuss the properties and importance of 

epistemology; what is considered acceptable knowledge in the field of study (Saunders et al., 

2012, p. 132), meaning that information of low or ambiguous importance will be filtered to 

make room for relevant facts. Furthermore, following the subjective point of view, the 

research conducted will embrace the nature of what Saunders et al., (2012, p. 134) describes 

as a “feelings researcher” which is a metaphor for an interpretivist scientist. Interpretivism is 

argued by Blumberg et al., (2005, p. 19) to represent a view by which the use of fundamental 

laws are considered insufficient in order to grasp, in its entirety, the complexity of a social 

phenomenon. Consequently the social world and the construction thereof derives to elements 

such as intentional actions and human behavior, and thus cannot be observed objectively 

(Blumberg et al., 2005, p. 19). An interpretivist view imply putting emphasis on the necessity 

to deeply understand how people differ in their societal role as social actors, and that 

knowledge is developed by ideas derived to and inducted from interpretation of social 

constructions (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 111; Blumberg et al., 2005, p. 19). This follows the 

nature of qualitative data collected through interviews, giving a broader view of the matter 

investigated and also enabling the opportunity to put the results in a social context from the 

test subjects’ point of view.  

2.3.1 Understanding the social reality 

 

In contrast, another epistemological dimension is presented by Bryman & Bell (2011, p. 15) 

as positivism, a position from which method and science application is advocated as key 

element in understanding the social reality. The positivistic view entails that observable facts 

are by nature external and thus not subject to human influence, and must be operationalized in 

a way from which data can be measured quantitatively (Blumberg et al., 2005, p. 19).  

 

Naturally, as the phenomena to which exploration is focused, is mainly concerned with social 

feats such as reputation and by nature equivalent parameters, this thesis follow the traditional 

guidelines of interpretivism. Although not employed, certain characteristic of the positivistic 

tradition reflects fundamental elements appropriate for the purpose of this study. Bryman & 

Bell (2011, p. 15) argue for an inductive dimension, in which knowledge and theoretical 

platforms are created as a result of gathering facts. 

     

Furthermore, this creates a challenge for us as researchers as we have to enter an empathetic 

stance to correctly interpret the subjects’ point of view.  
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This enables the possibility to understand sample values, which according to Heron (1996, p. 

26-28) is the fundamental reason for human action, and worldview in a satisfying way, 

resulting in deeper understanding as the problem is seen from different angles. 

2.4 Research approach 

 

In accordance with the previously established methodological platform and thereby overall 

characteristics of this study, it is of importance to explain for the adopted research approach 

by which the collection and analysis process will be influenced. 

Deduction has its base in existing theories, on which a hypothesis usually is formulated, and 

against which an empirical proposition aims to measure and evaluate reality using a chosen 

set of variables (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 124). This research approach complies with 

strategies by which quantification is an emphasized and fundamental element in the data 

collection and analysis process (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 26). 

 

In contrast to the deductive approach Saunders et al., (2009, p. 124-125) further demonstrates 

induction as an approach by which nature of reality is observed, and the results thereof 

subsequently formulates the theoretical and empirical base from which analysis can be 

conducted. This approach generally goes in line with methodological orientations of 

interpretivism and constructionism, and is often associated with interviews and equivalent 

observational methods (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 27).  

 

As the objective is to describe not only what is happening, but also the contextual reasons 

why it is so, adoption of the concept presented by Saunders et al., (2009, p. 147) as abduction 

allows us to exploit the advantages of both of the previously mentioned methods. The 

abductive approach thus corresponds best with the purpose of this study, as it allows us as 

researchers not only to make observations to which theoretical explanations can be assigned, 

but also the opposite. 

2.5 Perspective 

 

It is essential to stress that three key actors have been isolated in this context, scientists, the 

industry and grant institutions respectively, out of which the perspective of the first will be 

mainly emphasized throughout this paper. The perspective of the third mentioned will be used 

in order to contrast and understand if, and to what extent, scientists comply with the set of 

requirements formed by these institutions. 

 

As mentioned in previous sections, this study intends to investigate how modern scientists 

work in order to attain funding with reputation as the primary determinant for the outcome 

thereof. Data will be collected using an abductive method, and will build the empirical 

platform based on which thematic analysis can be conducted and conclusions subsequently 

drawn.  

2.6 Choice of Theoretical framework 

 

In order to investigate how scientists work to influence their chances of acquiring research 

funding, it is necessary to provide a theoretical framework from which critical aspects of the 

contextual necessities can be understood and emphasized. Thus, the theories from which this 

emanates are scientist reputation, “Big-fish-little-pond effect”, academic capitalism and 

“Matthew effect” respectively.  
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As a dominant part of this study aims at creating new theory based on observation, these areas 

are, for the empirical analysis, assumed to be of sufficient depth and width to serve as 

representative theoretical grounds. In line with the abductive approach, this will if needed, be 

complemented with additional theories. 

 

Scientific reputation 
As the objective is to study what measures scientists can take in order to maximize individual 

reputation and consequently the ability to raise funding, models for how to affect scientist 

reputation constitute an essential part of this study’s theoretical standpoints.  

 

“Big-fish-little-pond effect” 

This particular effect provides insights essential for understanding the potential causality 

between choice of environment in which to operate, and the general success rate of 

establishing scientist reputation. 

 

Academic capitalism 
The increasing academic competition and the behavioral changes as a result thereof, are 

essential elements in understanding the fundamental environment in which contemporary 

academics work. The concept of academic capitalism is thus central in linking networking and 

internal organizational set-ups for the purpose of acquiring external funding as an alternative 

to the traditional academic approach, to establishing individual/institutional reputation. 

 

“Matthew effect” 

The “Matthew effect” is frequently mentioned in close relation to the establishment of 

reputation and research success rate, and how these two particular factors are interlinked. It 

will consequently constitute an extension to the two main theoretical frameworks above. 

2.7 Literature search 

 

The databases available in Umeå University’s Library catalogue, and EBSCO in particular, 

has been the primary search engine in the process of finding, within the scope of the selected 

topic, relevant articles and literature. 

 

Key search words used are as follows: 

 

Research funding 

Scientific productivity 

Funding strategies for research proposals 

Matthew effect 

Big-fish-small-pond effect 

Scientist reputation 

Reputation 

Academic capitalism 

Academic entrepreneurship 

 

In order to secure high reliability throughout the paper, the selected articles have been 

consistently chosen using a citation filter from which only the most cited work has been used 

for the purpose of constructing our theoretical framework. As the field defined by the frames 

of the particular purpose of this study appears to a large extent to be unexplored, the amount 

of previous research in the field has been limited.  
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Consequently, the degree to which it has been possible, contemporary material has been 

chosen in order for the content to properly reflect the current situation. Additional literature 

has been suggested by our tutor, from which insights have been gained in respect of 

qualitative tools and methods.    

 

2.8 Literature review 

 

In line with the epistemological standpoints, and thus advocation of understanding 

knowledge, a narrative review (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 101) allows for a more wide-ranging 

criteria in terms of in- and exclusion of previous research.  

 

The general intention justifying the choice of the particular review technique is to gain 

fundamental insights and an initial topic impression (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 101). However, 

in accordance with the previously stated abductive approach, the literature reviewed partly 

constitutes a theoretical base and will thus have a certain initial link to the field of 

investigation.  

 

It has been acknowledged that this particular process is highly sensitive, and one from which 

mistakes would influence each subsequent section, consequently resulting in conclusions not 

reflecting the actual problem. Essential to this stage has thus been not to oversee sources of 

information from which important insights and perspectives can be gained. An iterative 

search-refining process (Blumberg et al., 2005, p. 161) was incorporated in order to ensure 

one in general higher search efficiency and relevance. 

 

2.8.1 Search words and literature sources 

The search words have, through critical reviews and search modification processes, been 

revised to an extent to which the articles to be retrieved from it has been evaluated as relevant 

and valuable for its actual purpose. Consequently these particular key-words allowed for 

utilization of only recognized sources such as publications extracted from acknowledged and 

widely cited journals, books, authors etc. Having only references originating from these 

particular sources, the degree to which academic trustworthiness is ensured can remain 

consistently high, hence constituting a credible theoretical basis for this thesis. 

 

Primary sources 
Sources of literature can, according to Saunders et al., (2012, p. 82-83) be divided into three 

separate categories; primary, secondary and tertiary respectively. The availability of primary 

sources, which basically are constituted by full-text publications of an original pieces of 

empirical information (Blumberg et al., 2005, p. 165), is for the subject in question of limited 

quantity, thus the proportion of information used is predominantly of secondary nature. 

However, primary sources have been used in every theoretical gap where it is possible. 

 

Secondary Sources 
This particular type of source is facts mediated through books, journals, and equivalent 

theoretical sources for which the author is not the original creator (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 

258), exploring the concepts to a wider extent as it is, in contrast to primary sources, often 

presented using more variables. However, having carefully established certain keywords will 

ensure the validity and reliability of the secondary sources.  
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Information gathering and search tools 

 

The literature material of this thesis, with an exclusion of a few web pages and books, will be 

found with help online databases. EBSCO and Business source premiere, provided by Umeå 

University library, constitute the two sources from which information has been extracted. 

These particular databases provide access to vast collections of global publications within 

relevant fields of business research.       

 

Web pages 
The web pages used in this study exclusively derives to governmental or equivalently well-

established sources of information. We as researchers are well aware of the potential bias 

linked with newspapers and the possible consequential impact thereof. Hence articles written 

by recognized scientists have been used in order to ensure that the degree to which 

information can be kept credible and provide academic value, is remained high. These facts 

are used to complement the information found in the journals and books, so that a broader 

picture of the situation this research explores can be explained. 

 

Selection of sources 
The sources from which a majority of the used material originates, are mainly from recent 

research, spanning from around year 2000 until present time. Additionally most of the 

research done within this and equivalent fields have been conducted recently with regard of 

the novel nature of the topic to explore. It has thus been taken into consideration that older 

information sources, to a certain extent and in isolation, might lack the ability to give an 

accurate reflection of a contemporary problem but is, as complement to others assessed to be 

adequate for its purpose. Older references might be used for concept explanations that has not 

been revised or equivalently redefined over a great span of time. 
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3. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK 

This chapter provides, before empirical data has been collected, the deductive part of this 

study. A thorough presentation of a few selected existing theoretical concepts with a link to 

the field of business and administration will be presented. Scientific reputation, academic 

capitalism, “big-fish-little-pond effect” and “the Matthew effect” respectively collectively 

constitute a theoretical frameworks by which reality can be assessed and evaluated. 

3.1 Deductive theories 

 

As part of the deductive framework, following theories has initially been selected in order to 

establish a theoretical platform from which to later interpret the empirical data. 

3.1.1 Reputation 

 

In order to answer the research question “What measures can scientists take to positively 

affect their reputation, and thus increase the chances of acquiring grants?”, reputation as 

such must naturally be part of the framework. This particular theory will be used in order to 

increase the general understanding and thus explain for what a reputation is, how it to some 

extent is generally measured, and how it practically can be acquired. Collier (1996, p. 888) 

explains that only a few attributes can impact one’s career in the same way as reputation, 

further mentioning that it may simplify processes such as getting a promotion and attain 

funding, but also increase peer approval. Collier’s statement stresses the importance of 

attaining a positive reputation in order to become a successful scientist within any given field 

of research, including business administration. 

 

Scientific reputation is, to a large extent an abstract concept whose actual meaning is hard to 

define.  Factors such as number of citations and publications are of essential importance, but 

also more implicit human characteristics such as fair play, honesty and integrity, all 

collectively affect a scientist's reputation (Bourne & Barbour, 2011, p. 21). Bourne and 

Barbour explains the time aspect of scientific reputation, quoting: 

 

“A scientific reputation is not immediate, it is acquired over a lifetime and is akin to 

compound interest—the more you have the more you can acquire. It is also very easy to lose, 

and once gone, nearly impossible to recover.” (Bourne & Barbour, 2011, p. 21) 

 

Trustworthiness and reputation establishment thereof, is of particular importance for social 

cooperation in order to be assessed to possess individual integrity and dependability (Wong & 

Boh, 2010, p. 129).  An individual’s social network and third party affiliation thus constitute 

an important platform based on which perceived trustworthiness is built, hence being socially 

visible to external behavioral observers will assist in building reputation (Wong & Boh, 2010, 

p. 129-131)  

 

The social aspect is further contextually essential, hence by combining the two following 

citations, a rather representative illustration can be created: 

“Individual reputation is defined as the attributes that are ascribed to an individual by other 

people” (Raub & Weesie, 1990). “The more people in a community who share the same belief 

about an individual, the more prominent the individual and the stronger his or her 

reputation” (e.g., Rindova, Williamson, Petkova, & Server, 2005). 
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Parties within a social network consequently reinforce a prominent reputation by transferring 

positive expectations of a particular behavior, from which trustworthiness can be gained 

(Wong & Boh, 2010, p. 131)  

 

Publications and impact factor 
Within the academic world, the level of perceived prominence through which to gain 

reputation value associated with scientists is usually established by means of written 

exposure. As mentioned in the initial statement of this section, the accumulated number of 

publications and citations has an essential role in order to establish scientific reputation. 

Linked with these two concepts is the measured impact factor of the journal in which research 

is published. This has since its introduction by Eugene Garfield in the 1960s (Zupanc, 2014, p. 

113) become a widely used method for rating journals, thus crucial in the academic context. 

Although, in respect to skewness of the general distribution of citations in academic journals, 

Zupanc (2014, p. 114) argues that the impact factor, in order to increase the individual 

publicity, is non-optimal to be exclusively relied on. Statistical data from Nature (Nature 

Editors, 2005, p. 1003-1004) shows only 25% of the articles were responsible for 89% of the 

citations.  

 

Furthermore, according to Zupanc (2014, p. 114-115) the number of citations an article gets 

usually depends on the complexity, where reviews get the most citations and the articles 

specialized in a certain areas of research get the least. However, even though the impact factor 

seems to be overrated when it comes to getting as many citations as possible, Zupanc (2014, 

p. 115) still argues that publishing in a high impact journal measures the quality of the article, 

and thereby the performance of the scientist or institution. 

 

Vertical Networking 

Thérèse (2011, p. 40) argues vertical networks involving influential allies such as politicians 

or equivalently influential actors to have an essential role in reputation building. This by 

effectively promoting, using word of mouth, an individual scientist’s accumulated production 

of research innovations. This in turn implies an increased probability of acquiring external 

funding (Thérèse, 2011, p. 40). Such networking activities can give rise to power in the 

distribution process, from which the fraction of resources allocated can grow as a result of 

skewed distribution (Viner et al., 2004, p. 451-452). 

 

3.1.2 “Big-fish-little-pond effect”  

 

The dimensions by which reputational value can be gained cannot exclusively be derived 

from sources subject to influence of individual actions. The-big-fish-little-pond effect will 

help us gain insights in, and subsequently be able to interpret reputation through the role of 

institutional characteristics, the relative position of the individual scientist, and the group of 

researchers active within it. This will assist in investigating the perceived degree, to which the 

choice of educational institution is believed to serve as a strategic tool by which to influence 

scientific reputation and consequently fundraising. 

 

The Big-fish-little-pond-effect was initially developed by Herbert W Marsh and is concerned 

with the variance of academic self-concept as a result of the characteristics of the environment 

in which one study. The theory originally explains for the reluctance of applying for high-

status educational institutions within which one as student relative to low-status, would score 

at the bottom of the class (Seaton et al., 2009, p. 2). 
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“The theory demonstrates that students who attend high-ability classes and schools have 

lower academic self-concepts than their equally able counterparts educated in low- and 

average-ability environments” (Marjorie Seaton et al., 2009, p. 2).  

 

The effect in itself has been widely applied among scientists in order to understand 

equivalencies within research, hence it will serve as part of the theoretical framework by 

which to analyze the empirical findings of this study. 

 

The concept big/little fish in big/little ponds provides a metaphorical framework by which to 

identify scientists in accordance with their individual- and institutional impact. The 

generalizations from the Big-fish-little-pond effect can thus to a certain degree explain the 

individual scientist’s ability to compete depending on certain characteristics (Lazega et al., 

2008, p. 161-162). A big fish is an above average scientist, with a history of success derived 

from factors like publications in high impact journals and other activities linked to 

accomplishment. A big fish is thus someone who through success has built a great reputation, 

resulting in competitive advantages explained in section 3.1.1. On the contrary, a small fish is 

a scientist who is below average, usually in the start of the career or in the middle of a 

mediocre/unsuccessful career. Apart from the scientist’s individual success, the institution in 

which to operate is of great importance, as it offers conveniences of different types which in 

turn create competitive edges. Consequently it is, according to Lazega et al., (2008, p. 166-

167), thus optimal to be a big fish in a big pond, which in the matrix below is the box in the 

top right corner. Further, an opposite situation, in which to be a “small fish in a small pond”, 

is explained by Lazega et al., (2008, p. 166-167) as the most disadvantageous position.  

 

 

 
 

     Figure 1. Big-fish-little-pond - Model depicted by the authors 
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3.1.3 Academic capitalism 

 

The theory of academic capitalism will, for the purpose of this study, be used in order to 

investigate the extent to which exploitation of private industry collaborations can establish a 

track record and thus yield reputation value. Further it constitutes a basis from which to 

explore companies as an alternative way of acquiring funding, thereby ensuring future 

success.     

 

“[t]he theory of academic capitalism focuses on networks—new circuits of knowledge, 

interstitial organizational emergence, networks that intermediate between public and private 

sector, extended managerial capacity—that link institutions as well as faculty, administrators, 

academic professionals and students to the new economy” (Slaughter & Rhoades, 2004, p. 15) 

 

The entrepreneurial university 
The concepts is also presented as the “entrepreneurial university” (Etzkowits & Leydesdorff 

2000; Martin & Etzkowitz, 2000), but will hereinafter be referred to as academic capitalism. 

This theory concerns a variety of actions to be taken in order to attract external revenue, in 

contrast to traditional research funding. This for the purpose of being used for higher 

educational institutions and individual scientists (Slaughter & Leslie, 1997), and adopts a 

problem-oriented transdisciplinary standpoint in the academic process (Ziman, 1996, p. 74).   

Academic capitalism is in itself an interactional network phenomena that is concerned with 

commercialization of research (Szelényi & Goldberg, 2011, p. 777), and constitute a source 

from which extramural research funds can be acquired. Academic capitalism as such adopts 

competitive market values in the sense that is treats knowledge as a market good that in its 

entirety is to be held available for purchase on the global market (Szelényi & Goldberg, 2011, 

p. 778). 

 

The University-industry networking activities not only acknowledges new ways for individual 

scientist/institutional recognition, but constitute a valuable funding source for educational 

entities in a financially stringent position (Szelényi & Goldberg, 2011, p. 779-780). 

The market-oriented behavior and its manifestation on the behavior among academic 

scientists/institutions is more widely known as academic entrepreneurship, and is defined as 

follows: 

 

“Academic entrepreneurship is a practice performed with the intention to transfer knowledge 

between the university and the external environment in order to produce economic and social 

value both for external actors and for members of the academia, and in which at least a 

member of academia maintains a primary role.” (Cantaragiu, 2012, p. 687) 

Philpott et al., (2011, p. 162) further present a categorization of the entrepreneurial activities 

that takes place within the university context, as two different spectra, based on the nature of 

the results; hard and soft respectively. The former in this case is concerned with 

patenting/licensing and equivalent outcomes, and the latter with traditional academic 

publication.   

3.1.4 The “Matthew effect” 

 

This theoretical concept has been selected in order to understand whether or not and to what 

extent historical performance have influence on future outcomes. It will help us explore and 
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interpret the potential correlation between research outcome, scientific reputation, and the 

probability of being granted funds based on these parameters.    

 

“For unto every one that hath shall be given, and he shall have abundance: but from him that 

hath not, even that which he hath shall be taken away” (Matthew 25:29; American Standard 

Version; cited in Olry & Haines, 2012, p. 115) 

 

The “Matthew effect” was originally presented by the American sociologist professor Robert 

K Merton (1910-2003) and concerns the phenomenon where a representative of a group 

constellation, over time, will be ascribed credit from the external environment for scientific 

discoveries made by someone else in that group (Olry & Haines, 2012, p. 115).  

 

The result of such discovery naturally leads to publication, which in turn, has an impact on 

scientist reputation and thus may lead to the career influential perks explained in 3.1.1. 

Individuals subject to this effect, and thus a successful track record, will enjoy one in 

comparison higher success rate in acquiring future grants as a result of what Gillett (1991, p. 

260) presents as a positive feedback loop. 

3.1.5 Deductive framework model 

 

The deductive theories explained in section 3.1.1-3.1.4, and the intertwine thereof are 

illustrated in the model below, from which certain inputs can yield increased reputation, 

which in turn may influence the probability of being granted funds. The funding increases 

scientific reputation, and thus the chances of acquiring future grants; a Matthew Effect.

 

Figure 2. Deductive theories - Model depicted by the authors 

3.2 Inductive theories 

 

After conducting the interviews it was realized that the existing theoretical framework lacked 

capacity to fully explain for and analyze data in accordance with the research question.  In 

line with the abductive method adopted, new theories within the field of business 

administration have been found after the empirical data collection. This in order to analyze 

categories for which the existing has been considered insufficient to explain for the 
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dimensions revealed. 

 

3.2.1 Prisoner's Dilemma 

 

As discussed in the problem background, the amount of applications filed appears to serve as 

a direct barrier in the evaluation process. In order to explain for the potential negative effects 

of the application quantity aspect within the competitive environment, the game theory 

prisoner’s dilemma is used. The intention is to explain for collective action as a strategic tool 

by which to enhance the individual chances of acquiring grants.  

 

This model is a tradeoff matrix where it is implied that each person will act in its own interest, 

hence choosing the strategy with the highest potential payoff. The concept’s first notation was 

according to Poundstone (1992, p. 117) in a letter by Albert W. Tucker, which described it as: 

 

“Two men, charged with a join violation of law, are held separately by the police. Each is 

told that (1) if one confesses and the other does not, the former will be given a reward... and 

later will be fined... (2) if both confess, each will be fined... At the same time, each has good 

reason to believe that (3) if neither confess, both will go clear.” (Poundstone, 1992, p. 117-

118) 

 

The theory has later evolved, to instead include bargaining for prison terms, as it seems more 

realistic than negotiating for cash prizes (Poundstone, 1992, p. 118). To illustrate the 

tradeoffs, a matrix has been depicted, describing a classic prisoner’s dilemma. It shows that 

collaboration between convict A and B would result in a 2 year sentence, hence one relative to 

other alternatives better collective outcome. However, if one of the parties acts in accordance 

with individual preferences, that person would be condemned the shortest possible sentence, 

while in contrast the other gets the worst possible outcome. 

 

As mentioned earlier, both will try to maximize their individual payoff, creating incentives to 

break the pacts, which in turn both will, resulting in a situation from which the outcome is 

non-optimal. In the case of this study the convicts could be replaced with scientists, 

confess/stay quiet replaced with high amount and low amounts of filed grant applications, and 

the outcome would be the probability to get granted. 

 

 
      Figure 3. Prisoner’s Dilemma - Model depicted by the authors 
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3.2.2 Synergy effects 

 

When exploring the ways in which to gain individual reputation value and increase the 

chances of being granted funds, networking and equivalent collaborative set-ups has been 

identified as contributing elements. In order to more thoroughly understand and interpret the 

concept of networking, the reasons for involvement in such set-up and the advantages thereof, 

an additional theory has been included into the framework.  

 

The theory of synergy is a versatile concept from which explanations to the effects of 

cooperation can be derived. The concept of synergy is by Gupta & Roos (2001, p. 298) 

defined as follows:  

 

“The interaction of two or more intellectual capital resources from previously sovereign 

organisations, which enhances the combined effect of value creation and competitive 

performance, which effect is greater than the sum of the individual effects” 

 

If a diversified firm has reached a stage in which it enjoys available combined effect, is 

possesses according to Ansoff (1965; 1988), synergy. He argues 2 + 2 = 5 to symbolize and 

represent the sum of individual capacities put together to achieve a stronger collective 

outcome.  

 

This explanation has further been expanded to a corporate level including the correlation 

between complexity and diversity as key components to create greater value, under the 

definition: 

“Synergy is a concept that describes the systemic processes whereby business units of diverse, 

complex organisations will generate greater value through working as one system than 

working as separate entities” (Benecke et al., 2007, p. 9)  

 

3.2.3 The communication process 

 

In order to answer the research question “What measures can scientists take to positively 

affect their reputation, and thus increase the chances of acquiring grants?”, this theory aims to 

emphasize the communicational aspect of designing a proposal for a selected audience.  It will 

assist in helping to elaborate on and understand the role of communication in the proposal 

evaluation process.  
 

An integrated marketing communication theory about how messages are designed and 

subsequently efficiently transmitted will be used in order to explain for the communicative 

aspect within the evaluation process. This in order to emphasize the weight of attracting 

attention, and thus the importance of how to create an interest from which a submission later 

is selected for a second evaluation. 
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Pfeiffer library (1998, p. 1) derive professional career success to originate from the individual 

ability to transfer information and express ideas to others;  

 

“Effective communication frequently results in friendships  that are more meaningful, 

smoother and more rewarding relationships with people on  and off the job, and increased 

ability to meet personal needs” (Pfeiffer library, 1998, p. 1).  

 

It is further argued that every communicative situation in which a consumer is in contact with 

a brand it has a certain impact, based on which either an increase or deterioration of the 

perceived view of the actor follows (Kotler & Keller, 2006, p. 123). Consequently 

communication has a link with reputation value, and thus constitute a contextually important 

element for the purpose of this study. 

 

Mental images constitute the base from which communication originates, and from which 

they subsequently are conveyed to another individual (Pfeiffer library, 1998, p. 1). In order to 

transfer an image, a phase in which it is transposed into for the topic relevant symbols is 

necessary, based on which receivers can understand the message (Pfeiffer library, 1998, p. 1). 

 

The communication process is depicted, from which essential element in effective 

communication is emphasized. This particular model explains for the communicative process 

in which a sender encodes a specific message aimed to attract a particular receiver in a way 

that makes him/her decode the intentional message as accurately as possible (Kotler et al., 

2008, p. 698-699). It is of essential value to identify the target audience to which the message 

should be aimed, and clarify the desired responses in combination with channels through 

which to transmit it (Kotler & Keller, 2006, p. 539). Strategies used to increase the 

effectiveness of a message include communicating in a way, whether written or vocal, to 

which a receiver can relate. Further, the more both parts’ area of expertise overlap, generally 

the more effective the communication process becomes (Kotler, Armstrong, 2012, p. 415).  

 

Each step can, as a result of contextual factors unable for the sender to affect, expose the 

message to what is referred to as noise in the communication process, and thus distort the 

original message (Kotler et al., 2008, p. 699). To clarify the process the picture below has 

been added. 

 

 
 

Figure 4. Elements in the Communication Process (Kotler & Armstrong, 2012, p. 414). 
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4. METHOD 

This section provides information about the structural stages through which data is collected 

in order to answer the research question, and guides the reader through the practical 

methodological choices in respect to the adoption of research strategy, research methods, and 

research design respectively.   

4.1 Research strategy 

 

Based on the ontological and epistemological standpoints, this study will, as mentioned in 

previous sections, rely on an abductive approach by which research can be conducted using a 

mix of deductive and inductive elements. Theory can thus be used in order to explain reality, 

and the latter be observed for the purpose of identifying elements for a theoretical framework.  

 

Sekaran (2000, p. 123) argues this particular exploratory purpose to be appropriate and 

suitable for projects to which information availability is significantly scarce or even 

nonexistent. Blumberg et al., (2005, p. 132) support the suitability and employment of such 

study for cases in which researchers develop concepts more clearly, and/or when the nature of 

the problem is vaguely known. Hence, an exploratory study (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 140) is 

thus employed, through which observations of the context within which scientists operate can 

be made, and subsequently work out reasonable theories for an explanation of the social 

phenomena. Existing theory, to a certain extent constitute cornerstones of this study, and 

influences to the choice of techniques by which questions are designed, data collected and 

further analyzed. Although it is believed that the implementation of working procedures by 

which scientists work for the purpose of maximizing funding differs among the different 

groups, it follows that a purely quantitative method would put restrictions on the scope of 

potential answers. Relying solely on a questionnaire or equivalent structural tool would 

consequently lead to a risk of being either leading in nature or exclude contextual essence and 

thus unexpected reactions that might be essential for the purpose of this paper. Consequently 

such method would in turn affect the reliability and validity negatively. This implies that the 

social phenomena cannot solely be explained by quantitative measures, and a qualitative 

method is thus used in order to complement the insufficiencies of the prior. 

4.2 Research method - Collection of primary data 

 

In line with the research question and in order to shed light on individual researchers 

(hereinafter respondent or informant) opinion about existing strategies and underlying reasons 

for adopting them, semi-structured interviews within the scope of qualitative methods have 

been used. This particular method allows us as researchers to vary themes and questions in 

relation to the respondent around which the interview is centered, and adjust the order of the 

questions to what is considered appropriate to the conversation flow (Saunders et al., 2009 p. 

320). This method requires subjectivism and thus corresponds to the underlying reasoning 

behind the choice of ontological and epistemological standpoints for this study. 

 

Structured interviews as an alternative method for the data collection would, although 

generally applicable for the type of study, imply advocation of more standardized procedures 

and is thereby believed to limit the scope within which target respondents can provide answer. 

As contextual depth is sought in order to make sense of the reality, this particular method has 

is also considered insufficient.  
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The interview informants have initially been contacted by email, in which a polite 

presentation of our names, the brief purpose of the study, and for what reason participation of 

the selected respondent would be preferred, has been stated.  

As it has been considered essential, in all stages of empirical data collection, not to influence 

the respondents, the amount of detailed information presented has been kept highly limited. 

From an ethical perspective, it has been of significant importance in this stage to preserve, to 

a possible extent, openness and honesty about the study in order to avoid potential power 

inequalities (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 141) between us as researchers and the informants. 

 

The main methods through which the interviews has been conducted, exclusively derives to 

non-standardized telephone and face-to-face interviews (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 321). The 

prior has, relative to the latter, an advantage in the sense that by removing the physical 

presence, the risk of the respondent being affected by the individual characteristics of the 

interviewer, is reduced (Bryman & Bell, 2011 p. 206). On the other hand an opposite scenario 

implies excluding facial expressions and equivalent physical gestures of the interviewee, 

which might be of importance to the analysis. Although the impact associated with such 

scenario has been assumed to be of insignificant nature.   

 

4.2.1 Interview quality - Build a good atmosphere 

 

As researchers we are aware of the fact that informants may be reluctant to provide personal 

information without having established a certain degree of personal contact, which in turn 

may have an impact on the answers provided. In order to maximize the quality aspect of the 

answers given during personal interviews, it is important that the prevailing atmosphere is 

calm, and one in which the respondent can build trust for the individual conducting the 

interview (Ejvegård, 2003, p. 52). Consequently an introduction phase in which we as 

researchers can give a formal presentation about ourselves, the fundamental purpose of the 

study in which they are to be part, and a possibility for the respondent to give a personal 

presentation, has been a natural way to create confidence      

Further in line with the confidence aspect, and thus indirectly linked to the overall quality of 

interviews, flexibility with regard to the choice of location for physical meetings has been 

essential, and exclusively based on respondent preferences. Although personal interviews are 

commonly known as one relative to other methods significantly more expensive due to 

logistic complications, it allows for more depth and detail in the answers provided 

(Dahmström, 2008, p. 90-91). Consequently a design of such nature has been in line with our 

preferences as researchers, and thus adopted to an extent to which conduction of such has 

been considered financially viable. For situations in which interviews implied unreasonable 

traveling, telephone has been used. Blumberg et al., (2005, p. 260) argue that the length of 

maximum 20 minutes for a recommended telephone interview can be seen as a disadvantage, 

but has for the purpose of this study been considered highly suitable. In order to declare for 

the amount of data collected and the weight thereof, following list presents an overall picture 

of interview parameters:  
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Table 1. List of informants - Created by the authors 

4.2.2 The role of the interviewer - Bias reduction 

 

In order to minimize intra- and inter-interviewer variability (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 206), 

and thus secure that the true source of potential answer variation among target respondents 

cannot be derived to how the questions are asked or transcribed, one has been given a more 

passive role during sessions. This allows for an exploitation of certain advantages linked to 

using multiple interviewers, and thus allows for the passive part to follow the conversational 

development and thus choose when to adopt an active role (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 474).    

 

The interviews have, in order to maintain a good conversational flow and secure a legitimate 

reproduction, been recorded and subsequently transcribed by the conductor. It has been, for a 

reliable representation of contextual interview characteristics, considered highly important to 

capture subtle signals such as voice tone, laughter and equivalently essential conversation 

details. The transcription of each separate session has consequently been finalized as close to 

the day, on which it was carried out, as possible. 

4.3 Research design 

 

In line with the exploratory nature of this study, certain strategic decisions have been taken in 

order to construct a design from which the research question can be answered in one for the 

purpose appropriate manner. Consequently the main objective has been to employ a strategy 

that serves as a natural and consistent extension to the particular methodological choices. 

Considering the nature and purpose of this research three research designs has been 

considered suitable, ethnography, Grounded Theory and Case study respectively.   

 

Time is, with regard of the thesis limitations, a scarce resource and thus a major determinant 

for what actions that can be taken. Consequently it has been one, together with information 

depth, of the most important elements taken into consideration when deciding on a suitable 

research design. As the requirements for grant application changes over time, a longitudinal 

study (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 155) would, for the practical usage of collected results, be 

preferred in order to identify changes on a historical perspective. However the thesis 

conditions to which we as authors must adhere, does not comply with such opportunities, thus 

a cross-sectional study (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 155) through which the phenomena can be 

observed at a specific point in time, has been employed.    
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4.3.1 Evaluation of alternatives 

 

An ethnographic design, would for day-to-day operations imply constant and active 

researcher involvement (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 425) and thereby provide deeper 

understanding of the subject perspective. This particular design would correspond to the 

epistemological standpoints outlined earlier. However, the problem with an ethnographic 

design implies that people, subject to investigation are meant to be studied in group 

(Sangasubana, 2009, p. 208-209), which for ethical/practical reasons this research cannot. 

Furthermore, it would put us as researchers in a more active role (Saunder et al., 2012, p. 181-

182) which in context is considered nonviable due to, one in comparison to respondents, lack 

of expertise. Application of a Grounded Theory design (Strauss & Glaser, 2012, p. 1), and 

thus a strive for what Strauss & Glaser (2012, p. 112) refers to as theoretical saturation, would 

imply coding stages for which more time than what is available would be required. With 

regard of the rather unexplored research field, to reach the particular stage in which such 

saturation prevails, would involve an extension of the quantity of subjects interviewed, larger 

magnitude of conducted interviews, which in relation to the time aspect is not considered 

possible.  

4.3.2 Case study design 

 

From the exclusion made above, a case study design has been employed, as it allows for 

completion within the given time frame, and appears in nature, suitable for the purpose and 

objectives of the study. Saunders et al., (2012, p. 179) explains the purpose of the concept 

case study as:  

 

“Exploring a research topic or phenomenon within its context, or within a number of real-life 

context.” 

 

Blumberg et al., (2005, p. 131) presents this particular design as one on which the 

interrelation of few events and a contextual analysis thereof is emphasized. Eisenhart & 

Graebner (2007, p. 25) further acknowledges that a case study design is mainly applicable 

when examining the phenomenon where research is conducted thoroughly, which in turn will 

achieve a great understanding of the context between the research and processes used. This 

type of design also connects well with the abductive approach, following the concept of 

triangulation (Flick, 2007, p. 54-55) where different data collecting methods can be used. For 

example, quantitative data acquired from foundations or the state about research grants can be 

used to better interpret the qualitative data harvested from the interviews (Saunders et al., 

2012, p. 179). Since the study’s information inflow from the qualitative research will come 

from different sources, active in different geographical locations and institutions, this research 

will follow the case strategy which Yin (2003, p. 93) refers to as multiple cases. As the 

research will involve professors and full-time reviewers respectively, the nature of this case 

study will be what Yin (2003, p. 91) explains for as embedded, as more than one subunit is 

subject to analysis. Furthermore, cases will be chosen where results are expected to be quite 

similar, following the principle Yin (2003, p. 10-11) explains as literal replication. This in 

order to gain a deeper understanding of the research field and thereby be able to more 

carefully and precise outline new theory. 

4.4 Respondent selection 

 

Before construction of the interview manual, relevant qualitative selection variables 

(Dahmström, 2008, p. 25) to which target respondents must adhere was established in order to 
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create an appropriate segmentation profile. As the main focus is to capture behavior and 

opinions from individuals in positions that implies close contact with the processes that can be 

linked to scientific reputation and research funding, each respondent has been selected using 

professional status, years of field experience, and male/female respectively.  

Seven expert representatives of different age with backgrounds and prevalent positions in 

educational entities and/or state/private funding institutions were selected. Pursuant to the 

purpose of exploring the context in which scientists aim to establish a reputation, it is 

assumed that these informants collectively give a representative picture of the reality in which 

they operate.   

 

4.5 Ethical considerations and construction of questions 

 

In order for us to create, execute and finally analyze the interviews, certain ethical criteria 

have been taken into consideration. This will ensure the respondents that participating in the 

research will not cause them any harm, which in turn will increase the chances of us to attain 

higher level of authenticity. 

4.5.1 Ethical considerations 

 

The fundamental ethical stance to which we as researchers adhere, can be explained by what 

(Saunders et al., 2009, p. 184) categorizes as a deontological view.  

In line with this, advocation of ethical consistency has been of major concern throughout the 

study, and thus no deviations, with an exception for anonymity related revelation, have been 

accepted.  

 

The ethical platform on which this study is based, is in line with research ethic guidelines, and 

mainly reflects five distinctive principles by which to avoid harm to the informants; informed 

consent, confidentiality/anonymity, deception, information, accuracy (Denzin & Lincoln, 

2003. p. 217-219; Bryman, 2011, p. 131-132).  

 

To participate in this study is entirely under voluntary circumstances, and involved 

respondents have been given the choice to withdraw from participation at any time followed 

by removal of shared information. It has further been clearly communicated that the 

interviews are being recorded, and the general purpose thereof. The principle of informed 

consent is consequently assessed to be followed in a proper manner. 

 

Although a professional etiquette is applied consistently in every section, Denzin & Lincoln 

(2003, p. 218) argues that disclosure of private information is the one source to which privacy 

intrusion in social science derives most. The interview process implies revelation of private 

career information in respect to the ways in which selected respondents work in order to build 

and establish reputation. It has been assumed that the extent to which individual scientists 

considers their track record successful or not can be identified as a potential source of 

discomfort.  

As a result it is, relative to other sections of this paper, considered more ethically charged and 

has been treated carefully in order to avoid causing harm by intruding the participants’ 

privacy (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 193).  

 

Confidentiality is thus a concept around which this study is highly focused, and to an extent to 

which has been considered possible, measures has been taken in order to ensure that 
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participants under no circumstances can be identified. Full anonymity has, as a natural 

response, been clearly communicated to all informants in the introductory mail and before the 

interviews.  

 

The collected interview material will be used exclusively for the purpose of this study, which 

has been clearly communicated to the target respondents. By, as mentioned in the previous 

section, approach selected respondents with a presentation of the study and ourselves, and for 

what reason they are contacted, it is believed that the information requirements are fulfilled.  

 

Blumberg et al., (2005, p. 93) argues that deception, i.e. when only part of the truth is 

presented to participants, as such can in case of bias prevention or confidentiality protection 

be accepted, but should never be used in order to improve response rates. As previously 

mentioned, no such consideration has been allowed to have influence on this study, except for 

the protection of participant anonymity, as the well being of those to whom the interviews are 

focused is of highest priority. Consequently interview simulations have helped constructing 

reducing reliance on this particular ethical standpoint. 

4.5.2 Pre-interview considerations 

 

In order to secure that specific topics are covered, an interview guide has been constructed 

before every interview (See appendix 11.1). This allows us as researchers to ensure that the 

questions have a good flow, are of non-leading nature, and can be individually adjusted to 

whom the interview is focused. 

 

These particular forms have been constructed to comply with a semi-structured research 

design, and in order to maximize depth in the answers, open questions (Dahmström, 2008, p. 

92) have mainly been used. Before conclusion of each separate session, a chance for the 

informant to provide additional information has effectively been communicated. 

 

The questions are, to a certain extent based on the beforehand created theoretical framework, 

but are in line with the adopted abductive approach, designed in a way that promotes answers 

not directly related to the topic in order to gain new insights. Further, the questions have been 

designed in a way that is assessed to incorporate the main- and sub-purposes of this study.    

4.5.3 Considerations during and after the interviews 

 

Central for the planning of interview sessions has further been to incorporate methods by 

which the general avoidance of negative effects on reliability can be maximized. To establish 

a neutral mindset of the respondent in combination with offering full anonymity, can reduce 

the effect of what Saunders et al., (2009, p. 156) refer to as participant error and participant 

bias respectively. The risk of such effect has been reduced by using dates and locations on 

which to conduct the interviews in accordance with respondent preferences.  

 

With regard of the professional positions in which the selected respondents are, our 

interpretation of their answers are assumed to expose them to an ethical dilemma, hence 

anonymity is assumed to have a clear link with the propensity to provide honest answers. 

Participant titles will be presented in a neutral way, from which no associations can be made 

to faculties or equivalently traceable information. Consequently is it believed that the level of 

confidence to participate will be high enough in order to ensure high reliability.  
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To preserve confidentiality in the secondary analysis of qualitative data is argued by Bryman 

& Bell (2011, p. 131) to be very difficult, and the transcription process is in the case assessed 

to be particularly exposed to risk. By incorporating this aspect when constructing and 

designing questions, and further when taking on the interviewer role, certain themes from 

which conclusions can be drawn about participant identity, has been avoided. In order to 

ensure that no harm can be done with the recorded material, it has consequently been deleted 

after the completion of material transcription in order to make sure no vocal recognition can 

derive the source. 

 

The interview guides have been structured in one for us clear and understandable order, and 

by which the interview could be held in a semi-structured manner. An introductory question 

(Blumberg et al., 2005, p. 295) where the informant is asked to present previous, for the field, 

relevant experiences has been used to establish a natural link to the topic. The degree to which 

pre-understanding is required in order for the respondent to give valuable answers, has been 

assumed high, and is thus reflected in the wording.   

4.5.4 - Interview simulation 

 

With regard of the pre-established academic understanding, our supervisor has had a guiding 

role in the process through which the questions have been assessed and evaluated. This 

allowed for important third party input, and provided perspectives that were considered in the 

stage of question design.  

The interview process has been iteratively simulated before the actual conduction in order to 

raise the level of confidence associated with the role of us as interviewers. Continual 

discussions regarding the overall question characteristics have been held which in turn 

allowed exclusion of material considered inappropriate for its purpose. Expected potential 

informant reactions have been taken into consideration and further incorporated as 

fundamental criteria by which the nature of each specific question has been evaluated and 

measured. In line with the research purpose, and thus the objective to identify and 

subsequently map out scientist behavior with respect to reputation and funding, depth in given 

answers have been essential. Consequently, leading questions (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 257), 

and for the field, associable terminology, have been avoided to secure a neutral starting point. 
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4.6 Access 

 

As earlier mentioned, the group of selected respondents is experts within their respective 

field, with substantial amounts of relevant experience. Through recommendations to personal 

contacts by the supervisor for this study, individuals fulfilling desired characteristics could be 

identified, consequently removing gatekeepers and resulting in good physical access to target 

respondents (Dahmström, 2008, p. 95; Saunders et al., 2009, p. 174). With our supervisor as a 

direct reference, and the fact that this study is conducted on thesis level, sufficient credibility 

could be established early in the process, and thus helped attaining maximum participation 

rate.  

 

In order increase chances of being granted access in accordance with the ethical standpoints, a 

covert role (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 433) was adopted, by which access could be negotiated 

by presenting ourselves as researchers. 

 

All of the selected respondents had busy schedules, but from start showed an interest in 

participating. Consequently four out of seven respondents were interviewed by telephone on 

occasions suitable to their agenda, and the rest by personal interviews in their respective 

office. In order not to cause any harm to the informant, it has been ethically essential to keep 

the interview length as close as possible to the limits communicated when granted access. The 

access gained amounted to around 20 minutes as requested in the introductory email, out of 

which four interviews were covered slightly below and three slightly above.       

4.7 Thematic analysis  

 

Before and partially after the interview sessions, from which empirical data has been collected 

and transcribed, a conceptual/theoretical framework has been set up in order to categorize 

common denominators among the informants. Based on this, a thematic analysis has been 

performed in order to emphasize frequently recurrent concepts (Hayes, 2000, p. 173-174). 

These concepts have subsequently been classified and categorized in order to find common 

denominators within the answers given, and thus be able to identify a clear connection to 

specific theoretical frameworks.  
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5. Empirical findings 

This section will present the empirical data collected from interviews with a range of 

professionals, all of which are presently active and with a history in relevant high level 

positions. By being attentive to frequently recurrent concepts, particular tendencies have been 

emphasized and further categorized into certain themes. To avoid including the full 

interviews, presentation of empirical data has to a certain extent been interpreted by us in 

order to make sense of it. However, this is still believed to provide a highly legitimate 

representation of the answers given. 

5.1 High pressure environment 

 

This category refers to the increasing competition and the importance of modern scientists to 

continually file grant applications in order to be able to finance research projects.  

 

With regard of the capital sources to which scientists apply for monetary resources, the 

respondents unanimously agrees on what capital sources are dominant, which mainly derives 

to a mix between national grant foundations and local initiatives. These with very, within the 

studied fields, limited private sector. “Vetenskapsrådet” and “Riksbankens jubileumsfond” 

constitute the two most mentioned sources covering nationwide applicants, whereas 

“sektorsmyndigheter”, “energimyndigheter” and “Naturvårdsverket” are all examples of 

actors to which local research are subject to focus.  

 

When asked how the competitive environment is perceived, all respondent collectively argues 

for one in general increased competition among scientists in the process of acquiring research 

funds. One informant in particular describes the environment as extremely hard and further 

argues that:  

 

“A certain research environment must exist in order to provide reasonable and up-to-date 

education, which implies high pressure as direct grants are not allocated in proportion to the 

amount of applications sent but to each specific subject” (Associate Professor A).  

 

Consequently she means that one must, in order to ensure to get a small portion, continually 

apply for a large variety of fund sources. Several informants explains for the extreme 

difficulty involved in being granted larger funds early in the career, and show a rather 

skeptical standpoint to the probability of such event to occur. This is motivated by the tough 

requirements with which less experienced researchers are significantly less likely to comply.  

 

Professor G, in prevalent top position within the fields of reviewing, confirms the high 

pressure climate but refers to the increasing amount of scientists as the main underlying 

reason to which it can be derived, and with a particular emphasis on researchers unable to 

deliver results. In order to prove his point, he states that: 

  

“We have experienced a 37% increase of available state funds during the last eight years, 

and our organization have doubled the amount during the same period” (Professor G).  

 

It is pointed out by professor D that in contrast to direct grants, from which scientists used to 

raise capital, a larger portion of the acquired funds originates from external sources applied 

for in competition as a result of decreasing availability, which in turn puts pressure on 

universities to constantly apply for funding. In line with this, five professors claim that the 

amount of time spent on efforts to attain money is increasing relative to the amount of times 
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spent pursuing the actual research.  

 

“Today, external funding is a must for a senior professor, and there is no possibility to 

survive without being actively involved, and thus everyone competes on the same market” 

(Professor D). 

 

With regard of the prevailing competitive environment, Professor Senior B emphasizes the 

increasing level of prestige linked to being granted, not only in respect to the individual 

researcher but to the University as such. This in turn encourages Universities to keep applying 

on a regular basis.     

 

Professor D explains for the contractual relationships in which many of the external financiers 

require co-funding from traditional funding sources, which consequently makes the process in 

relation to before, very complex and time consuming.  He particularly points out, when asked 

how specific requirements/criteria from the fund source affect where to apply, that:  

 

“Although competition makes it really hard to acquire funds, a scientists should not accept 

everything. With regard of the specific requirements laid out in these particular contractual 

relationships, one must have enough integrity to assess whether or not it corresponds to the 

individual objectives, and thus if it is appropriate to accepts funds” (Professor D).  

 

Professor F puts weight on the importance of not ignoring smaller grants. He argues that even 

though these funds are insufficient to hire for example a post-doc, they still offer some 

flexibility by making it possible to do activities such as attending to conferences and similar 

events, which result in a broader personal network and knowledge as well as the possibility to 

start new research projects.  

 

“In the long run, this creates essential cornerstones for future fund applications, as larger 

grants often are based on already initiated research” (Professor F).  

 

5.1.1 Financier objectives 

 

A common denominator among the informants is the general objective for which grants are 

either allocated or applied for. When answering how specific requirements/criteria from the 

fund source affect where to apply, the professors with experience as grantors reveal that 

specific aims, by which to benefit target segments matching particular criteria exist. This may 

thus enhance/inhibit the chances for an applicant, and give a hint on where to apply. These 

specific objectives is said to change over time, and characteristics on which they are focused 

range from genus, age, field of research and equivalent parameters. The focus has, according 

to professor E lately been increasingly concentrated on young, promising scientists, where 

apart from doing novel research the most important factor influencing their chances of 

acquiring grants is the individual reference list.  

 

Professor G argues that the young scientist’s vision also is of particular importance in the 

application process. It is thus crucial for the individual scientist, in order to increase the 

general probability to acquire funds, to investigate the requirements and underlying objectives 

that distinguish a certain financier. Agreed upon by the respondent is that one cannot come 

empty handed, and that a certain degree of reputation value is required. 
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“Even though the focus on young scientists has made it relatively easier, the reference list and 

thus the amount of publications are of crucial value as the lack of reputation makes the 

reviewer unaware of who you are” (Professor F).  

 

Professor G explains that the only criteria based on which their applications are evaluated is 

scientific excellence, but the segmentation focus derives to three main grant types; groups of 

scientists, excellent senior scientists and young scientists respectively. He further explains that 

the criteria encompassed under scientific excellence vary with each category, and thus 

naturally increases the pressure and requirements with the years of experience.     

 

“It is common to adjust oneself to the financier in two phases of a project. In the beginning to 

acquire money, and in the end of a project in order to increase the chances of future funding 

from that specific source” (Professor B).  

 

On the contrary, Professor D states that: “It is important not to continually re-adjusting the 

research as such in order to comply with the criteria laid out by the grantor, as it can lead to 

a state in which one as scientist or research group risk to lose its identity” 

5.2 Differentiation in the application process - Know your audience 

 

Based on opinions and experiences from selected respondents, differentiation has been 

identified as a way in which scientists can increase their chances of acquiring funds. This 

section thus explains for the application process and further in the analysis how particular 

elements of a research proposal might affect the outcome. 

 

When asked about what is important to think of when applying for grants, Professor B, with 

many years of experience within different grant councils, points out the actual quantities of 

research proposals that are to be evaluated. He emphasizes the importance of being aware of 

this particular process as a scientist, and thus the fact that each individual application cannot 

receive equal focus. He summarizes the answer by stating that: 

“For those who apply for research grants, it is necessary to see the process from the 

perspective of the evaluator, as they are looking for a new idea, i.e something to remember” 

(Professor B). 

 

To use keywords that attract the reviewer is thus seen as critical in order for the application to 

have a  chance of getting a second evaluation. This is further reinforced by Professor B who 

confirms that the main criteria by which he himself evaluated research proposals derived to 

factors such as innovation, weight and scientific interest.  

 

On the same question, Professor D argues for the degree to which a research proposal is 

perceived to be of innovative nature to be of significant value.  

 

“As an individual scientist the most important factor is that the research in question is 

pioneering, and that scientists must have an innovative ambition and their own agenda” 

(Professor D).  
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Instead of continually readjusting to the requirements advertised it is essential to show that the 

research proposal for which grants are applied is something the scientist really wants to do, 

and the research question he/she really wants to answer; the individual identity is crucial.   

 

As an answer to the question if there are any specific factors that can influence the probability 

of being allocated funds, Associate Professor A, who is a full time researcher said that the 

main ingredient is to have a good application.   

“I know that it is a problem within the field of business administration, that many places 

much focus on the theoretical grounds, and less on the practical benefits in combination with 

how it shall be executed” (Associate Professor A).  

 

With respect to the amount of applications to be assessed and evaluated, Professor E argues 

that:  

“in order to attract attention, the application must be clear and written in a way that allows 

the reviewer to easily and directly understand the content. The first page thus have to present 

the research proposal in a memorable way that makes the reviewer put it aside for a second 

evaluation”.  

 

To make the application more interesting Professor E puts emphasis on the importance of 

stating facts such as the necessity and actuality in today’s society, as well as what has and 

what will be done in the area the research tangents. In combination with the application itself, 

in order to increase the individual chances in the evaluation process each informant separately 

mentioned the value of knowing for whom you write, i.e who is the reviewer.  

 

The way in which one can differentiate the application in this particular evaluation process is 

argued among the respondents to vary with the applicant. Professor B particularly places 

focus on that the underlying objective of the grantors has varied over time.  For younger 

scientists with one in comparison limited experience within the subject for which funds are 

applied, Professor G argues for the importance of having a clear vision with the research and 

the questions for which one aims to answer.  

 

“When it concerns younger scientists, a large part the evaluation is about what vision you 

have with the research and what questions to work with. In those cases interviews are 

crucial” (Professor G) 

5.3 Spiral patterns - Must deliver 

 

A prevalent consensus exist among target respondents in terms of a positive effect of an 

established track record when applying for funds. Several informants put particular emphasis 

on the weight of being able to deliver either as an individual or group. In order to evaluate the 

degree to which a team of researchers are able to deliver, a track record must have been pre-

established based on a mix of publications, citations, and a well established network.  

 

Professor B places certain weight on the fact that some scientists are by reputation known to 

deliver good research and states that:  

 

“One tends to favorize those you know by experience actually can deliver something” 

(Professor B).   

 

In line with this Associate Professor A means that once funds have been acquired, a track 

record is established from which reviewers can evaluate the individual ability to scientifically 
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perform, as well as it constitutes a base from which researchers can prove their capacity. With 

above equal arguments, the degree to which reviewers show tendencies of favorization in this 

process is significant among the respondents.   

 

“If one has a successful track record, it usually comes with a good network and reputation, 

hence they will clearly have higher probability of acquiring future funding” (Professor D).  

 

As the group leader usually is subject to evaluation, Professor G further points out the many 

levels of difficulty involved in establishing a successful track record for a young scientist.  

 

“As the disputation or post-doc period mainly is a reflection of the leader or group in which 

one has been involved, the individual capacities are usually hard to be measured accurately 

and thus serves as a hinder” (Professor G). 

 

In contrast to this behavior, It is generally among the informants agreed upon the existence of 

an identical but opposite scenario in which scientists to whom no funds historically have been 

allocated, will experience it as harder in future applications.  

 

“Although the system has no perfect memory, the chances of being allocated funds if one is 

re-known for his/her inability to deliver scientific results, will clearly diminish” (Professor 

D). 

 

This is particularly reinforced by Professor E who in a very determined manner says that:  

 

“After having read two or three bad applications from one person, you almost no longer 

bother reading the next as you already know that it will be poorly written. In those cases I 

think it would be better if the applicant waited one year and used the time to evaluate what is 

missing in the submissions” (Professor E).       

 

Professor G confirms the existence and fills in that this is thoroughly investigated by both 

International Times Foundation and National Institute of Health. He mentions that scientists 

can be unsuccessful a few times, but if systematically failing to deliver one will get thrown 

out of the system, after which it is nearly impossible to get back in.  

5.4 Collaborative set-ups - The value of networking 

 

Collaborations has been identified as a theme with which scientists can increase their chances 

of acquiring funds, thus this section will present and elaborate on its potential impact. During 

the interviews, the benefits of networking are repetitively touched upon on multiple levels.  

 

The first level refers to the collaborative set-ups between scientists in order to increase the 

impact factor. The second refers to networks established on an educational institution level, as 

means of being able to meet certain mandatory foundation requirements. One respondent 

exemplifies certain projects carried out on EU-level to which one is only a viable candidate if 

applying in different consortiums based on country or equivalent criteria.   

 

Senior professor D puts particular emphasis on the weight of establishing a researcher-

financier network and points out that:  

 

“it is highly positive if the group of people evaluating financial acts knows that you are 

capable of delivering complex research efficiently” (Professor D).  



33 
 

Additionally he argues that as the financiers wants to maximize the return on invested capital 

the concept of networking is clearly beneficial. Professor G clarifies that within the fields of 

applied research to which framework conditions are linked, networking relative to other types 

have a more essential role.  

 

On the question “how do you perceive the role of networking in this context?”, Professor C, 

provides a contrasting view by which he advocates, for the actual research quality, smaller 

constellations or scenarios in which scientists work all alone. He emphasized the 

shortcomings of being involved in large groups and the complexities resulting in slow 

advancements.  

 

“If you observe those who received the nobel price, then you would see that most of them 

work in pretty small constellations” (Professor C).  

 

He further took a very critical standpoint in response to the potential benefits of establishing 

collaborative networks with the private industry. This was explained by an inability to get 

money when needed, and corporate secrecy involved in the processes of investigation usually 

contributed to rather inefficient synergies.  

 

On the other hand Associate Professor A explains for networking as a strategic way by which 

the individual researcher can gain academic weight in his/her proposal. Several informants 

mention scenarios in which groups of researchers affiliate with individual scientists in the 

fund application process. This in order to get access to these particular network synergies, and 

thus by exploiting reputation advantages, increase the probability of acquiring grants.  

 

“If you have a senior professor applying for grants, that person’s individual network and 

reputation in the academic world can have a very significant influence. A certain type of 

reputation value thus exist and is good to have in your research group in order to increase 

the probability of being granted finances” (Professor D). 

 

Even if not on very close basis, a good national network is according to Professor F highly 

essential as it reduces the tendency of not being given a fair chance by influential individuals 

within the relevant field. 

 

Professor E explains for the networking benefits of being part of an institution localized in a 

city in which the academic activity is generally higher.   

 

“If one as researcher can be involved in seminars and equivalent events without having to 

spend substantial amounts of money on traveling in order to participate, the probability of 

meeting other scientists will naturally increase and thus the ability to establish a network” 

(Professor E).  

 

Professor G especially point out that the way in which he worked to establish a reputation was 

to use existing funds to recruit internationally, and thus create diversity and prevent being too 

locally focused. The weight of this particular strategy is further reinforced by Professor E who 

addresses reputation partly as a product of the network in which one operates.   

 

Associate Professor A agrees and says that as the main applicant is subject to evaluation it 

can, if holder of a junior-title, be beneficial for the researcher to involve other scientists in 

order to improve the chances. Cases for which groups of scientists apply collaboratively 
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Professor B, from a reviewer perspective, further puts emphasis on the group representative’s 

individual ability to coordinate and lead projects. Several respondents argued, in line with 

above mentioned, that in order to initially increase the general success rate, the group 

constellation to which the grants are applied for, preferably shall be coordinated in a way that 

proves an ability to deliver.  

 

On the question “how do you perceive the private industry as a source of income?”, the 

informants said that network activities involving set-ups between private businesses and 

educational institutions exist but exist but in a limited manner, at least for social science. 

 

Professor F believes that underlying prejudices and attitudes against collaboration with the 

private sector exist. The monetary means acquired from these particular undertakings are 

generally considered of less value and status, relative to the funds derived from traditional 

funding sources. Professor F further explains that this might be resulting from the fact that the 

research requirements in such set-up are not purely in line with traditional research, and thus 

include other factors such as company development.  

 

Associate Professor A presents, although clearly stating that such collaboration is not of 

dominant nature within social science, several projects of this nature have been carried out. 

Professor D argues the value of this particular source, and further that within technical 

engineering and equivalent fields of research such network activities are more commonly 

seen. He further points out that private companies can make use of services within social 

science by ordering verifications of particular process or products, while the orientation to 

which technical institutions adhere is more concentrated on problem-solving missions. 

5.4.1 Research environment 

When asked about how the institutional properties influence the possibilities of acquiring 

grants, the respondents answered based on two perspectives. Professor B argues the essential 

value in order to increase the probability to acquire funds, for institutions as such to have a 

clear focus and orientation. He mentions the positive impact such focus have had on their 

institution, and presents the concentration as a natural link through which connections 

between institutions and specific market sectors can be enhanced. He means that as a result of 

a closer network-relation, the reviewers within private foundations can be ensured of the 

individual capacity of the researchers applying for grants within that specific environment.  

 

Respondents with backgrounds or prevalent positions as reviewers argued, in terms of a single 

application, for that parts of the evaluation process are based on reputation value. They said 

that reviewers think about the applicant and the organization to which he/she belongs. It was 

answered that there are always some kind of reputation and prestige linked to the environment 

in which to conduct research, and that the value of this prestige possibly is stronger today than 

before. 

“When concerning financing, the most important is the research environment as such, which 

in turn does not have to be linked to the actual institution” (Professor G) 

 

In line with the same reasoning, but from a researcher perspective it was mainly argued for 

the value linked to the research environment and not the institution as such.   

 

“When applying for grants you describe part of the institution and argue for the need to 

recruit a post doc. In those cases it matters how you as a researcher have managed to 

describe the environment and if it is strong” (Professor F).   
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6.  EMPIRICAL DISCUSSION 

6.1 Findings 

 

This section will, based on reflections and theoretical interpretations, provide an analysis of 

the gathered data. Following analysis reflects ways   

6.1.1 - High pressure environment 

 

Almost all the interviewees agreed that the most common way to retaliate against the fierce 

competition is to focus on producing vast amounts of applications, which appears to reflect 

inefficient behavior. Disregarding that some of the applications have relative to others low 

probability of being granted, researchers still file submissions instead of optimizing a few 

proposals specifically targeting certain financiers. This raises the question whether this is an 

optimal strategy to adopt, and if the accumulated result of this quantitative behavior is 

actually negative. Large quantities are submitted in order to increase the individual probability 

to acquire funds, which in turn is seen to give rise to certain barriers in the evaluation process. 

This is in correspondence with theory of Prisoner’s dilemma for which an explanation is 

found in section 3.2.1, in which all actors aim to maximize the individual payoff (Poundstone, 

1992, p. 118-120). Essentially, putting the prisoner’s dilemma in context to grant applications, 

it would imply that scientists as a collective unit might be better off collaborating to achieve 

an overall reduction of the amount of filed proposals. Further linked with what is explained by 

Poundstone (1992, p. 118-120), a decrease in filed applications by one single actor implies 

that person would be worse off, while the other researchers better off. Consequently in order 

not to experience a situation of such character, all collectively acts in correspondence with 

individual preferences and thus appear stuck in the Prisoner’s dilemma. 

 

Professor F’s statement about not ignoring smaller grants can be interpreted with the 

entrepreneurial concept that large firms ignore small opportunities, as they are insignificant 

relative to their size (Wickham, 2006, p. 430). In the same way, in line with the characteristics 

defining the Big-fish-small-pond-effect (see section 3.1.2), individuals identified as big fishes 

appears more eager to pursue the larger grants, as the major funds often are required to 

finance their research. This creates an opportunity for the small fishes to apply for smaller 

grants, from which their reputation can be enhanced and thus chances to obtain future larger 

grants. It further creates a possibility for scientists to, in an easier manner, achieve different 

career perks explained by Collier (1996), to which a great reputation is associated. 

 

Bourne & Barbour (2011, p. 21-22) explains for integrity and fair play as constituent parts of 

importance for the establishment of scientist reputation, which in this case appears to be 

highly relevant. In order to increase publications and citations, which according to this 

particular theory are major contributors, scientists need financial means. Although continual 

submissions are crucial for acquisition of the fund necessary for individual scientists to pursue 

research, it is perceived that the reputation aspect to a certain extent might be affected 

negatively. The inference that can be drawn here is that when applying for funds in such 

incidence and changing “profile” to match grant requirements, the level of research integrity 

diminishes, which in turn exposes scientists to a risk of losing identity. This in turn confirms 

the link between individual actions and external behavioral observers, and their role in 

reputation establishment (Wong & Boh, 2010, p. 129-131).  
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The ways in which individual reputation value can be created thus appears to be in conflict 

with the necessary procedures, by which scientist financially can sustain his/her career. 

Consequently the degree to which scientists with one in comparison lower reputation value 

are exposed to this particular risk, appears to be higher as they must rely on smaller grants 

from a variety of financiers. 

 

6.1.2 - Differentiation in the application process - Know your audience 

 

The system in which applications are filed, evaluated, and subsequently granted appears to 

have common denominators with a regular product market. In line with an increase in 

competition on a regular product market, the need for companies to establish a competitive 

advantage intensifies. If an applicant is to be viewed as a company, and the reviewer in turn as 

“customer”, it provides an opportunity to analyze the phenomenon from new perspectives. 

Based on informant experiences, the process by which applications are evaluated appears to 

reflect a market on which competing products (applications) have insufficient elements in 

order to attract customer attention. This procedure can metaphorically be compared with 

entrepreneurs presenting a pitch of their business plan for investors in order to raise capital for 

its execution.  

The process can be interpreted using the communication process explained for in section 

3.2.3. A sender encodes images into symbols through a proposal transposed in accordance 

with anticipated criteria by which it is to be assessed (Kotler et al., 2008, p. 699). Based on 

the answers provided, the application is evaluated in two steps, hence this model appears to be 

widely applicable in the prior. This first selection phase appears to be based on more general 

criteria by which focus should be centered around attracting attention and developing an 

interest. If applicants are aware of the individual preferences of the reviewer, and thus the 

factors by which he/she will base the evaluation, a research proposal can be created as a 

“message” with the intention to include elements in correspondence.  This is subsequently 

communicated or transmitted (Kotler et al., 2008, p. 699) as a grant application, and if 

decoded as intended, these criteria can be stimulated and consequently result in a higher 

probability of getting a second and more thorough evaluation. If successful, the researcher by 

which a proposal is submitted thus can increase the own reputation value perceived by whom 

the application is evaluated; in line with Kotler & Keller’s (2006, p. 123) reasoning (see 

section 3.2.3). Consequently this is considered critical for the overall success rate. The 

quantity of applications, the reviewer’s mood and individual experience with the applicant in 

question can all collectively constitute potential sources of noise (Kotler et al., 2008, p. 699). 

These sources from which the message can be distorted should consequently receive 

particular attention when designing the message in order to minimize the risk of not being 

displayed.  

The degree to which scientist develop clearly communicated unique selling points, through 

which they effectively can be differentiated, often appears to be perceived as inadequate 

among the respondents. By knowing the background and equivalent characteristics of the 

reviewer (target segment), one can to a certain extent assume the criteria by which the 

proposal is to be evaluated and integrate appropriate communicative tools. This empirical data 

goes in line with the importance argued by Kotler & Keller (2006, p. 539) (see section 3.2.3) 

to identify the target audience to which the message should be aimed, and clarify the desired 

responses in combination with channels through which to transmit it. Although innovation 
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and academic weight stands out as demanded criteria, no inferences can be drawn about what 

this actually means as it derives to highly subjective interpretations.  

As earlier mentioned, what appears clear is that differentiation concerns the means by which 

the proposal as such is made appealing for the particular context to which it is relevant, and 

not the scientist’s ability to re-brand him/herself in order to comply with certain requirements. 

6.1.3 - Collaborative set-ups - The value of networking 

 

For cases in which networking constitute particular criteria to which applicants must comply 

in order to candidate for grant funding, this behavior is seen simply as a necessary strategic 

tool to acquire monetary means. In contrast to mandatory requirements, scientists appear to 

strategically involve themselves in collaborative activities with an intention to create, 

maintain and/or increase individual reputation. There is reason to believe that this particular 

behavior subtly can symbolize an underlying intention to benefit from the track record of 

others, in combination with an enhanced value of the actual research being conducted. A 

regular “Matthew effect” is partly explained as “the benefits a representative of a group 

constellation, over time, will be ascribed credit from the external environment for scientific 

discoveries made by someone else in that group” (Olry & Haines, 2012, p. 115). As a 

strategic tool, this can imply that the intention serving as an engine for such behavior can 

either be found in group leaders trying to reinforce and/or increase the individual reputation, 

or for less re-known scientists to exploit the advantages of others.  

 

The intention with networking among researchers, if deliberate and strategically chosen, 

appears to correspond well to the theory of synergy (Gupta & Roos, 2001, p. 298) explained 

for in section 3.2.2. Collaborative set-ups seem to allow otherwise independent scientists or 

groups of researchers to benefit from taking collective action in order to maximize the total 

outcome. The role of such knowledge integration for individual reputation value can thus be 

explained by the synergy metaphor 2 + 2 = 5 developed by Ansoff (1965; 1988). Networking 

consequently is to symbolize and represent the sum of individual capacities put together to 

achieve a stronger collective outcome (Ansoff, 1965; 1988). This would in turn imply that 

collective results can be achieved of such nature scientists alone are unable to. Further the 

effects on individual reputation would in an equivalent manner increase in proportion to this 

higher value. On the other hand, Professor C rejects the potential benefits of what Benecke et 

al., (2007, p. 9) defines as complex organizations (see section 3.2.2), and in contrary means 

that the complexity in itself contributes to an environment in which it is rather difficult to be 

efficient. Based on this perspective, more actors appear to imply more opinions and thus less 

space within which the individual scientists are free to take action.   

The replies acquired indicate that the degree to which networking is perceived to be of 

importance deviates to some extent between the respondents in the segment active 

researchers. Younger scientists had one in comparison higher propensity to have a more 

positive attitude towards the phenomenon, whereas opposite tendencies could be identified 

among older. The reason for this is believed to be derived to a transition within the academic 

society, from a previously more individualist approach to one in which a network oriented 

nature is required for financial survival.  

 

Essential to the context is the social aspect and the ability for the individual scientist to 

establish, maintain and develop both horizontal- and vertical level networks in order to 

enhance the reputation value. The former is concerned with scientists within the own 

institution or field of research, whereas the latter mentioned refers to interaction with 

financiers, politicians and equivalently important actors. If such personal networks 

successfully can be established, it would naturally imply a situation in which those who 
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allocate resources have in depth knowledge about the capacity and individual ability to 

deliver; reputation can be built (Wong & Boh, 2010, p. 129-131; Thérèse, 2011, p. 40). 

Consequently, this knowledge/reputation can increase the chances of an application being 

selected in the first evaluation phase as it might reduce the perceived risk for those investing.  

 

 

By, as argued by Professor F, invest smaller grants in order to attend conferences and with 

that equivalent events, a network consisting of influential allies can be established. Such 

investment can, in line with the argument seen in section 3.1.1 (vertical networking) increase 

the probability of acquiring external funding (Thérèse, 2011, p. 40). 

 

This effect would create what power in the distribution process, which in turn can help 

establishing a better reputation and thus be allocated a larger portion of existing funds (Viner 

et al., 2004, p. 451-452) . 

 

6.1.4 – Private industry collaboration 

 

It can be understood that the informants unanimously agree that the degree to which 

collaborative set-ups between faculties and the private industry are exploited differs 

significantly between fields of research. Manifestation of this particular phenomenon appears 

to be wider within fields from which commercialization or cooperative development of hard 

entrepreneurial (Philpott et al., 2011, p. 162) activities can result. The soft spectra of academic 

entrepreneurship (Philpott et al., 2011 p. 162) involving networking activities between 

educational entities and the private industry, from which traditional publications result, 

appears to be more suitable but yet of insignificant nature within the field of social science. 

The opportunity for social science researchers to adopt, as explained by Szelényi & Goldberg 

(2011, p. 778), competitive market values and thus treat knowledge as a market good to 

acquire funds, is seen as a less used method.  

 

The results indicate that opinions regarding the benefits of networking activities with the 

private industry differs among the respondents, although it is agreed by most of them to 

potentially be a valuable source of capital. The opinions on which this has its ground appears 

to reflect on the one hand experiences of the degree to which such collaborations have been 

considered historically successful, and on the other attitudes toward the capital source as such. 

The findings thus partially seem to correspond to what is argued by Szelényi & Goldberg 

(2011, p. 779-780), that University-industry networking acknowledge new ways for 

individual scientist/institutional recognition and to constitute a valuable funding source. 

Although certain attitudes seem to exist, consequently resulting in a tendency to view private-

industry funds in a negative manner. If researchers/institutions within social science are well 

aware of the potential advantages with such collaboration, or if the set-up in itself is generally 

considered inefficient for its purpose cannot be distinguished here, thus no inferences can be 

drawn. The transfer of knowledge from which to produce economic and social value 

(Cantaragiu, 2012, p. 687), thus seems to be perceived as inefficient and time consuming, 

hence sometimes an unattractive option. 

 

The phenomenon academic capitalism, or academic entrepreneurship as such, appear based on 

the answers given, in relation to other with Sweden comparable countries constitute a smaller 

part of the educational system, hence the results relative to the theoretical benefits 

significantly differ. Countries with one compared to Sweden different fundamental structure 
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for the procurement of capital processes within Universities might have other incentives to 

sell its services to the private industry. For this statement, we have no academic ground, but it 

seems plausible as the Swedish Universities are not privately owned and profit oriented. 

 

This leads us to a set of questions of quite worrying nature, from which potentially positive 

consequences can result. Are there possibilities to achieve economic growth within the field 

of social science from collaborations with the private industry that are not yet fully taken 

advantage of? If so, are these opportunities not exploited as a result of the previously 

mentioned prejudices toward such collaborative set-ups? Further, does it imply that 

opportunities exists within the private industry from which to attain monetary means that are 

yet to be exploited? If this is true, would it constitute a valuable alternative for those scientists 

unable to acquire funds from traditional sources? 

 

6.1.5 - Spiral pattern - Must deliver 

The process through which scientists acquire funding appears to be of particularly complex 

nature, as every influencing parameter in the process to a certain extent requires the other in 

order to work properly. Based on the empirical evidence found, scientific reputation is to a 

very distinct degree required in order to acquire funding, but in contrast particularly hard to 

establish without initially being granted funds. What can be seen here is thus a chicken-and-

egg-scenario in which researchers struggle with starting the process from either side of the 

coin.  

 

Based on what has been provided by the informants it is interpreted as once one dimension of 

the circular behavior is established, it seems that each surrounding element can serve as an 

amplifier for the others, consequently resulting in a feedback loop. This confirms the 

existence of a “Matthew effect” (Gillett, 1991. p. 260) within academia, by which as 

previously explained for in section 3.1.4, those who are rich gets even richer. 

 

The emphasis put on the individual ability to “deliver” and the channels through which this 

particular capacity is communicated appear of essential nature for fund acquisition. These 

findings correspond with what Wong & Boh (2010, p. 129-131) describes (presented in 

section 3.1.1) as trustworthiness and the importance of such possession for reputation 

establishment. The degree to which an applicant has been previously socially visible 

(publications, citations and seminars) have influence on the perceived level of prominence 

associated with the scientist. Based on the empirical findings, favorization as a result of the 

degree to which an applicant is believed to be trustworthy is a fact. This in turn confirms that 

an established social network reinforces a prominent reputation by transferring positive 

expectations of a particular behavior (Wong & Boh (2010, p. 131) to the assessment 

committee. These findings further confirm the potential correlation between networking, 

reputation and an increased probability of acquiring external funding (Thérèse, 2011, p. 40). 

 

One in comparison weaker track record on the contrary appears to have a tendency to place 

researchers who are in the middle of their careers in what we would call a grey zone, in which 

one’s career development is clearly inhibited. Consequently, their future financial prospects 

are inhibited as a result of no longer appealing competitive in the eyes of the reviewers. The 

capacity to deliver research results is assessed to be highly unclear, consequently resulting in 

substantially diminished probability of getting selected for a second evaluation and finally 

being granted funds. Further, this confirms the existence of a negative feedback loop 

(opposite Matthew effect), one from which the probability of acquiring funds decrease in 
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correspondence with a less successful track record. This particular phenomenon in turn affect 

the individual reputation, which can be explained by part of the citation stated by Bourne & 

Barbour, namely: 

 

“The more you have the more you can acquire. It is also very easy to lose, and once gone, 

nearly impossible to recover” (Bourne & Barbour, 2011, p. 21). 

 

Once the individual reputation has been established in a negative manner, the system will 

remember and subsequently deteriorate it by evaluating future potential performance based on 

previous accomplishments. The attributes ascribed to an individual by other people will thus 

change, hence have impact on the associable reputation value (Raub & Weesie, 1990). What 

appears to be problematic is thus when and how to initially acquire this reputation. The 

critical stage seems to be identified early in the process within which the “Matthew effect” is 

still neutral, and where the scientist must either publish or in an equivalent manner kickstart it.  

The Big-fish-little-pond-effect (Lazega et al., 2008, p. 161-162) is to a certain extent 

applicable and can thus partly explain the reputational effect of the scientist’s role and how to 

benefit from the environment in which to operate. In Sweden, the institutional 

characteristics  seems  to have rather limited influence on individual reputation, but the 

research environment on the other hand is distinguished as particularly essential in context. 

 

Consequently, being a scientist with an ability to deliver despite the size of the pond (Lazega 

et al., 2008, p. 166-167) appears highly important in order to start a positive Matthew effect. 

In fact, in accordance with the implicit rules of the system, the only way to attain the title big 

fish is to be able to deliver, otherwise one would have experienced a stage tangent to 

stagnation. Smaller fishes with an inability to deliver seem on the other hand to have a higher 

tendency to experience an opposite scenario.  

 

The above reflection leaves us with the conclusion regarding the Big-fish-little-pond effect 

that the theory outlined by Lazega et al., (2008) needs to be partly revised. According to our 

research the optimal position in which to be as a scientist is not a big fish in a big pond like 

earlier research suggest, but rather being a big fish disregarding the size of the pond. Below is 

an altered version of figure 1 presented in section 3.1.2 to better explain the current situation 

for contemporary researchers. 

 

 
Figure 5. Big-fish-little-pond (altered) - Model depicted by the authors 
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6.2 - learning outcomes 

 

The degree to which our accumulated understanding of the topic of investigation has 

developed is considered highly noticeable. The time spent reading and analyzing material has 

made it apparent not only to be of particular importance, but the many dimensions in which it 

can be influenced.  

 

We have got the impression that the respondents have shown particular interest in the subject, 

which has been reflected in a perceived enthusiasm when talking about own experiences. This 

in turn is assumed to have contributed to higher authenticity.   

 

We have through this study been able to acknowledge particular ways in which contemporary 

scientists can establish a reputation, as well as strategic considerations to incorporate in order 

to increase the probability of being granted research funds. The results of this thesis have not 

only helped us reaching a conclusion in direct connection to the research purpose, but 

identifying new particularly interesting gaps for future research which are presented in section  

8.3. 
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7. CONSIDERATIONS 

7.1 Theoretical shortcomings 

 

In this section we aim to explain for the experienced flaws in parts of our theoretical 

framework, together with the impact it might have had on the ability to make correct 

interpretations of the empirical data.  

7.1.1 Reputation 

 

As described in the theoretical framework (section 3.1), the concept of reputation is by its 

nature very abstract, transcending to almost every topic examined, making it hard to separate 

it from other parameters affecting the researchers probability of acquiring funds. Although the 

respondents unanimously agree upon the absolute importance of reputation, the degree to 

which scientists are actually dependent on such parameter could just vaguely be presented.  

 

Based on the questions asked, an assessment could thus not be done of the actual degree to 

which reputation in isolation, relative to other parameters in one evaluation process, have 

influence on the scientist possibility of being granted funds on that particular occasion. 

Reputation as such, besides the platform built up by publications and citations, appears to 

vary with the reviewer and his/her subjective opinion toward the applicant. In order to get 

deeper insights of its actual weight and how this changes from time to time based on historical 

outcomes, a longitudinal study of one group in combination with integration of numerical 

variables would have been preferred. 

7.1.2 “Big-fish-little-pond effect” 

 

The original Big-fish-little-pond effect refers, as stated in the theory section, to how students 

selectively excludes educational institutions whose characteristics potentially would alter the 

degree of self-concept. The general aim has been to make use of this particular theory in order 

to understand how contemporary scientists strategically can take advantage of the individual 

track-record. This in combination with the attributes characterizing the institutional entities in 

which they operate.  

 

This particular theory is relative to the others of particularly ethically sensitive nature, which 

in turn made it hard to fully investigate it. For the individual respondent, questions about this 

would imply an acknowledgement of the respondents own relative status and thus potentially 

cause discomfort. Without violating the ethical standpoints, the underlying reasons behind the 

choice of research location could not be answered by the questions raised. In an equal manner 

the degree of honesty in such answer was assumed to jeopardize the trustworthiness of this 

study, hence questions of such character was excluded from the interview guides. 

Consequently complete inferences in line with this particular theory could not be drawn, but 

comparisons between reality and each respective generalized profile presented could be made, 

which in turn gave valuable insights. 
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7.2 Methodological considerations 

 

After having conducted the research it has been realized that the degree of pre-understanding 

to a certain extent was lower than previously expected. An abductive method has thus been a 

natural way to regressively interpret the collected empirical data based on perspectives for 

which no pre-established thoughts or knowledge existed. Although by initially having a 

theoretical framework, a certain bias might have been present as it naturally narrowed the 

frames within which we as researchers were able to raise questions and interpret the data.  

 

However if a completely inductive approach would have been employed, using unstructured 

interviews, the answers would likely be more focused toward the individual institution and 

thus be harder for us to infer in a generalized manner.  

 

The questions used were, although to a limited extent, adjusted to the individual to whom the 

interview was aimed. As some of the respondents are prevalently active in from each other 

different, but for the field relevant positions, this allowed for a wider scope within which 

answers could be given and subsequently interpreted. As their background is found in top 

academic positions the basis on which their insights has been built is of equivalent nature. 

Although their individual answers would have been different from each other anyway, their 

background has ensured that a consistently high level of trustworthiness could be held.    

 

In order to avoid being leading during interviews and thus give rise to bias by affecting the 

direction in which the conversation went, questions of very neutral nature were raised. 

Although, it was clearly noticeable that to questions perceived as too neutral, the respondents 

asked for a more detailed specification which in turn lead us into the concerned topic. With 

regard of the rather broad nature, this was highly understandable but might have excluded the 

first thing that came to their mind, and thus created a certain degree of bias. 

7.2.1 Respondent selection - A source of bias? 

 

The participant respondents are all successful researchers, hence the results are from the 

beginning of potentially skewed nature. To involve researchers of both segments would have 

created a more fruitful balance, and a wider scope of opinion. On the other hand it would have 

implied ethical complications to involve someone classified, relative to the others as 

unsuccessful. This both in terms of the harm associated with acknowledging them throughout 

the thesis as less successful, and for the degree of trustworthiness in the answers.  

 

Further, the research question to which we aimed to find an answer is stated “what measures 

scientists can take in order to affect their reputation”, hence the perspective of successful 

researchers appeal more valuable. As a majority of the interviewed respondents are involved 

positions from which to review others, involving less successful researchers would for the 

purpose of this study have provided less valuable results.  

7.3 Ethical and societal discussion 

  

The societal relevance has become clearer as part of the existing hierarchical system seems to 

contain inhibiting elements preventing certain scientists from conducting research. This 

naturally raises the ethical question if research can be seen as more or less important within its 

field, and if it is ethically correct to exclude scientists based on this particular assessment.  
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Although from an efficiency perspective the point of view of the reviewer to evaluate based 

on previous results is clearly understandable, but should the system be designed in a way that 

does not give second chances, i.e. are historical results really a true determinant for the ability 

to achieve future success?    

 

With regard of the small amount of grants being allocated in relation to the magnitude of filed 

applications, such system gives rise not only to an elite group to whom a clear majority of 

available funds go, but a career block for a large quantity of contemporary researchers. 

 

If earlier discussion regarding prisoner’s dilemma in fact is true, does that imply that those 

excluded from the system constitute the majority to which such effect derives, as big fishes 

starts off with better odds? If so, is it scientists of the non-elite group, i.e. with monetary 

boundaries of already limited nature who collectively diminish their own chances of acquiring 

funds? This discussion is in fact highly speculative, but considered highly relevant and of 

essential value for the practical as well as theoretical development in the academic society.   
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8. CONCLUSION, RECOMMENDATION AND FUTURE RESEARCH 

8.1 Conclusion 

 

Following section will, based on the empirical findings for the study, for the field of business 

and administration, and in line with the research purpose, provide for a conclusion for the 

research question “What measures can scientists take to positively affect their reputation, and 

thus increase the chances of acquiring grants?”.  

 

The conclusions drawn are based on findings deriving from highly subjective opinions and 

individual academic preferences, hence the degree to which universal applicability pervade 

the results cannot be of definite nature. Between the respondents’ differences in individual 

experiences naturally come with a set of attitudes and believe systems associable with certain 

elements for which this study directed attention.  Consequently this must be seen in context, 

and thus taken into consideration when interpreting the results. 

 

Reputation value has been found to be a major determinant influencing the individual ability 

to acquire research funding. However research funds have been found to constitute a critical 

determinant for the establishment of a reputation as such. A chicken-and-egg scenario thus 

exists from which the conclusion can be drawn that scientists must, early in their careers, try 

to establish a reputation through alternative activities.  

 

Networking 
Inferences have been drawn from which we can conclude networking activities as a crucial 

ingredient in order for scientists to enhance individual reputation. It has been discovered that 

multi-level collaborative set-ups can be established in order improve the preconditions for the 

establishment of a successful reputation. By horizontally involve scientists with beforehand 

established track records in collaborations, synergy effects can be attained from which the 

collective capabilities gives rise to one in comparison stronger outcome. Vertical networks 

can be established in order to gain power in the distribution process, simply by making sure 

that decision makers are aware of your capacity. 

 

It can be concluded that the institution in which to operate and its characteristics is of less 

importance when applying for grants, but the research field as such constitute an important 

influencing parameter.   

 

It was discovered that networking activities involving the private industry exists, although to a 

limited extent, but that underlying negative attitudes reflect a general reluctance for such 

involvement. Researchers in this type of collaboration often feel limited and unsatisfied with 

the process, as the scope within which to take action is limited due to organizational 

structures. In terms of building reputation through multi-level networks, this particular source 

provides opportunities for people not being able to acquire grants from traditional foundations 

to establish collaborative set-ups.  

 

Differentiation 
Having a clear research-vision can help scientists be consistent in where to apply for grants 

and uphold a high level of individual integrity. This in turn has been found to help create and 

maintain researcher identity, which in turn is linked with the reputation value.  
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Different foundations have been found to have certain focus or programs developed in order 

to stimulate segments matching specific demographics. In order to increase the chances of 

acquiring funds, it is thus important for researchers to map out local and national grants with a 

focus corresponding to their individual characteristics.  

 

Increased competition puts pressure on the individual scientist to continually apply for grants, 

and thus on the importance of being seen. The process by which grant applications are 

evaluated implicitly consists of two specific phases, one from which interesting proposals are 

selected, and a second for subsequent investigation. It has been found that attracting attention 

and provide for an easily understood description of the research proposal are necessary 

elements. Differentiation in the application process, and thus the ability for the applicant to 

effectively communicate the relative benefits of a research proposal, is found to be of 

particular importance. By being aware of the reviewers to whom the application is sent, 

certain elements can be altered in accordance with their preferences in order to appeal 

interesting. It can be concluded that this specific step is crucial for the success to reach the 

second phase in which the proposal will receive thorough attention. 

 

Essential characteristics by which applications are evaluated, have been found to derive from 

the level of perceived innovation, scientific excellence and the individual ability to deliver 

complex research efficiently. It has further been found that the group leader is evaluated as 

representative of the groups collective ability to match these particular criteria, hence of 

particular importance to involve individuals with such capacity. 

 

The existence of positive and negative spiral effects has been confirmed in the fundamental 

structure of the systems evaluation procedures. Scientists with a positive track record and an 

ability to deliver research efficiently enjoy better future prospects, whereas those known for 

an opposite inability will to a certain extent experience neglection. For the latter, this will 

have devastating impact on the possibility to acquire future funding as an unsuccessful track 

record will be remembered by the system. Consequently this will result in iterative exclusion 

in phase one of the evaluation process.     

8.1.1 Updated model 

 

The model presented in section 3.1.5 has been altered in order to correspond with the results 

found in this study. Firstly, the size of the pond was found to be irrelevant, hence it has been 

removed from the model. Secondly, the two new parameters differentiation and research 

environment have been added, as they are essential elements in reputation building and of 

major influential nature in the grant application process. Lastly, the components of 

networking have been slightly altered, where the limitation of impact from the private 

industry is marked by a parenthesis. Synergizing effects have further been added as part of 

networking incentives, as it has been found crucial to complement every component of the 

group’s abilities to achieve higher results. 
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Figure 6. Theoretical framework - Model depicted by the authors 

8.2 Recommendation 

 

Our recommendation is for scientists to be open-minded, create collaborative networks and 

socialize in different, for their research relevant contexts. We recommend scientists to identify 

and map out individual strengths and weaknesses, in order to establish networks consisting of 

complementary profiles. This would allow for exploitation of the advantages of synergy 

effects and future collaborative possibilities. We further recommend to spend more time 

developing easily communicated unique selling points in the application, and to pinpoint 

grants corresponding to the own research profile. 

8.3 Further research 

 

With regard of the increased magnitude of active researchers the subject is not only 

considered highly relevant but increasingly important for continual academic and societal 

development. Consequently we see further research within the investigated field as essential 

building blocks for future academic progress and thus the general intellectual development in 

society. Three research gaps have been identified and read as follows: 

 

1. A research gap has been identified within the degree to which big fishes and small fishes 

active in the same institution involve themselves in collaborative set-ups. The importance of 

this applied research would be to identify the propensity and what/if underlying incentives 

exist to collaborate with scientists possessing one in comparison weaker track record, i.e. 

small fishes. If the network focus for big fishes mainly derives to international recruiting and 

involvement of individuals with equivalent rank or track record, it would constitute a hinder 

for small fishes to exploit the advantages of such collaboration. If not, this would supply 

novel and less successful researchers with a strategic framework that would support their 

networking activities, thus increasing their chances to acquire initial positive reputation. 

 

2. In order for individual scientists to build strategic synergies by networking, it would be of 

particular interest to identify and map out elements characterizing an efficient research group, 



48 
 

and the benefits of such interaction. This would allow individual scientists to search for and 

involve themselves in collaborative set-ups constituted by complementing profiles, and thus 

help maximize outcomes. 

 

3. It is important to acknowledge not only the existence of a Matthew effect within academia, 

but the extent to which it can affect the individual career development. If again compared to 

the product market, will scientists like companies after exposure in a high impact 

communication channel (marketing communication) get their previous research (product line) 

reviewed to a larger extent, and thus benefit from an even stronger reputational feedback 

loop? 
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9.  TRUSTWORTHINESS 

 

9.1 Reliability 

 

The results shall collectively constitute a legitimate reflection of the reality in which the social 

phenomena takes place, thus the overall authenticity of the paper has been preserved high by 

carefully monitor sources from which reliability and validity can be affected.   

 

The term reliability is concerned with the degree to which results can be consistently 

regenerated using equivalent techniques and analysis procedures at different points in time by 

different researchers (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 156). As the individual methods, by which 

scientists aim to establish reputation are expected to vary in accordance with the external 

conditions to which they must adhere, the extent to which empirical findings can be 

regenerated is fundamentally dependent on comparable conditions. The inter-observer 

consistency (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 158-159), and thus the way in which observations from 

open-ended questions are thematically categorized, is believed to have strong influence on the 

overall reliability. Consequently, there has been a continual discussion in respect to the degree 

to which subjective judgment is reflected in the interpretations in order to minimize the actual 

impact of such influence. 

 

As earlier discussed, the level of honesty with regard of the potential risk of exposure for our 

target respondents is considered high. Although it is believed, after having evaluated 

contextual elements, that the level of honesty in the answers provided has been consistently 

high. The general informant was actively participating during the interviews, and there has 

been no reason to believe that any pressure, from which their answers were altered, was 

involved. Consequently, the information on which the analysis has been based is assessed to 

be highly valid and reliable for the purpose of legitimately represent expert opinion. 

 

The years of experience among the respondents and their individual success within the 

research field in itself constitute a source from which the reliability can be negatively 

affected. It has thus been acknowledged that these parameters may have influenced their 

opinion about how to evaluate proposals and consequently what constitute good research, and 

in the end what scientists can do to improve their individual probabilities. It is when and if 

research equivalent to this is carried out, important to have in mind that what is presented in 

this study is inferences drawn that reflects individual opinions. The informants selected for 

this particular study have extraordinary insights and extensive curriculums, and thus are 

assumed to give a correct representation of the subject in question.   

 

9.1.1 Data editing 
 

A data cleaning session (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 485) has helped eliminating language 

related problems in the transcribed material. Further as a final stage in securing authenticity in 

the material, and part of our ethical considerations, a copy of each complete transcription has 

been sent out on request. This has been done in order to get a last verification that the 

interviews have been correctly interpreted. In line with the interpretivist standpoint, and the 

general objective to gain a deeper understanding of the social role of the research subjects, the 

interviews have been conducted and transcribed in Swedish. As all involved parties are 

Swedish, misunderstandings and potential discomfort associated with second language 

communication can consequently be avoided.  
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Citations and equivalent essentialities have subsequently been translated into English when 

used in text. Our combined English knowledge is however assessed to be sufficient in order to 

make a correct reflection and thus not to affect the reliability of this study.  

9.2 Validity 

 

Validity refers to the close and consistent link between the initial research purpose and the 

empirical analysis process (Ejvegård, 2003, p. 73), i.e. that the study measures what was it 

was intentionally created to do. As an actor with years of relevant field experience, our 

supervisor Owe R. Hedström has, through his continual guidance, had an essential role in 

confirming the face validity (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 160) of this particular study. 

 

Saunders et al., (2009, p. 157) presents history as a threat to the validity, if the person to 

whom the study is directed recently has had bad experiences related to the topic in question. 

Out of ethical reasons this was not investigated when conducting the interviews as it 

potentially would have been perceived as privacy intrusion. However, based on the 

atmosphere and the answers given, it is believed that no such effect was present. As earlier 

mentioned, the respondents were unaware of the questions to be asked, hence it is assumed 

highly unlikely that they provided answers based on what they believed we wanted to hear. 

Consequently this study is assessed to represent what it was created to. 

9.3 Credibility 

 

Credibility parallels to a thesis internal validity and comprises that conduction of research 

should be executed in line with good practice, and in a way that legitimately represents the 

social world in which the investigated subjects are studied (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 395-

396). The study has been carried out consistently in line with the methodological standpoints 

presented in section 4, and the processed material subsequently sent out on request to each 

involved participant in order to validate and ensure its correct representation.  

 

With regard of the rather unexplored nature of the subject, it is believed, by contributing to 

further research, that this study have shed light on certain elements which earlier were less 

known. This builds a certain level of ontological authenticity (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 399) 

as it helps the studied actors to gain a deeper understanding of their social world. Hence, it is 

believed that one for the purpose appropriate degree of credibility has been established 

throughout this paper.  

9.4 Replicability 

 

Replicability is concerned with the ability for someone else to replicate the finding of 

conducted research (Bryman & Bell, 2011, p. 41). With regard of the degree to which the 

informants are assumed to have provided honest answers, questions of comparable 

characteristics are consequently assumed to generate equivalent findings. Although the 

environment within which contemporary scientists operate is highly dynamic, hence the 

possibility for these answers to change in accordance is assessed to be high.  
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11. Appedix 

11.1 Interview guide (Swedish) 

 

Respondent X 
 

Våra namn 

 

Vad vi pluggar 

 

Områdes intro: Vi har efter studier på Umeå universitet fått ett intresse för 

forskningsprocessen, och då framförallt kapitalanskaffningsprocessen. Vi har därmed valt att 

undersöka hur forskare gör för att öka sannolikheten att få bidrag, främst med hjälp av rykte 

eftersom det är vad artiklar säger är den viktigaste aspekten, för att sedan se om det är vissa 

egenskaper som är viktigare än andra i denna process. Vår forskningsfråga är: What measures 

do scientists take to positively affect their reputation, and thus increase the chances of 

acquiring grants? 

 

Fråga lite om respondenten, tex forskning, erfarenheter etc? 

 

Nämn att intervjun kommer spelas in och fråga ifall de vill ta del av transkriberingen efter den 

är färdig. Ta även upp att inspelningen raderas efter den blivit transkriberad. 

 

1. Hur ser er arbetsprocess gällande kapitalanskaffning ut? 
 

- Hur upplevs konkurrensläget idag jämfört med tidigare? 

- Vilka inkomstkällor är dominanta? 

- Hur påverkar specifika krav/kriterier från inkomstkällan vart man söker, sticker vissa ut?  

- Vad finns för andra alternativa lösningar att säkra kapital? 

- Hur ser du på privatindustrin som inkomstkälla?  

 

2. Vad är viktigt att tänka på när man söker anslag? 
 

- Faktorer som har större vikt än andra? 

- Vad finns för avgörande individspecifika faktorer för framgång i denna process? 

- Hur influerar institutionens egenskaper (prestige, storlek etc.) dessa möjligheter? 

 

3. Hur ser anslagsfördelningen mellan forskare ut i dagsläget? (Vid samma 

förutsättningar, upplevs det som vissa beviljas mer än andra?) 
 

- Vad ligger till grund för denna fördelning? 

- Hur påverkar den enskilde forskarens historiska framgång framtida förutsättningar? 

 

4. Hur arbetar forskare för att öka sina möjligheter att få anslag?  
 

- Hur ser du på nätverkandets roll i detta sammanhang? 

 

5. Rykte - om det inte nämns tidigare. Hur ser du på ryktet som en bidragande faktor 

till att öka sannolikheten för att få anslag 

- Hur arbetar du som forskare för att stärka ditt rykte 
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6. Avslut: Har något annat att tillägga? 
 

7. Extra frågor till specifika respondenter 
 

Under fråga 1 krav/kriterier: Finns det specifika krav/kriterier som är extra viktiga för unga 

forskare? 

Under fråga 1 konkurrens: Ses det som en konkurrensfördel att vara yngre? 

Under fråga 4 Rykte: Hur jobbar man som ung för att etablera ett rykte? 

11.2 Interview guide (English) 

 

Respondent X 

 

Our names 

 

What we study 

 

Introduction: We have after studies at Umeå University developed interest concerning the 

research process, especially the funding procedure. Thereby, we have decided to investigate 

how researchers work in order to increase the probabiltiy of acquiring grants, mainly with the 

assistance provided by reputition as it is what articles mentions as the most important aspect, 

to later see if certain attributes are of greater importance than others in this process. Our 

research question is: What measures do scientists take to positively affect their reputation, and 

thus increase the chances of acquiring grants? 

 

General questions about the respondent, for example about his/her research, experiences etc. 

 

Mention that the interview will be recorded and ask if they want to take part of the 

transcription after it is finished. Also, present that the recording will be deleted after it has 

been transcribed. 

 

1. How does the general process look by which funds are acquired?  
 

- How do you perceive the competitive environment compared to before?  

- What sources of capital are dominant? 

- How do specific requirements/critera from the fund source affect where to apply? 

- Are there any alternative options to secure capital? 

- How do you perceive the private industry as a source of income? 

 

2. What is important to think of when applying for grants? 
 

- Does some factors have more weight than others? 

- Are there any individually specific determinant for the rate of success in this process? 

- How do the institutional properties influence the possibilities? 

 

3. How does the general grant allocation between scientists look today?  
 

- What is this allocation based upon? 

- How does the individual scientist historical success affect future possibilities? 
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4. How do scientists work in order to increase their chances of getting funded? 
 

- How do you perceive the role of networking in this context? 

 

5. Reputation - if not mentioned before - How do you view scientific reputation as a 

contributing factor for increasing the chances of getting funds? 
 

- How do you as a scientist work to strengthen your reputation? 

 

6. Closing question: Do you have anything else you would like to add? 

 

7. Complementing questions for specific respondents 
 

During question 1 requirements/criteria: Are there any specific requirements/criteria that are 

of extra importance for a young scientist? 

During question 1 competition: Is it perceived to be a competitive advantage to be a young 

scientist? 

During question 4 reputation: How does a young scientist work to establish reputation? 

 

 

 

 

 

 


