
1 

 

DEGREE PROJECT IN THE FIELD OF TECHNOLOGY 
MECHANICAL ENGINEERING 
AND THE MAIN FIELD OF STUDY 
INDUSTRIAL MANAGEMENT, 
SECOND CYCLE, 30 CREDITS 

STOCKHOLM, SWEDEN 2019 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Managing Culture in Core 

Facilities 

A case study at Karolinska Institutet in Stockholm 

 

DAVID JUHLIN-DANNFELT 

MARCUS SANDMARK 

 

 

 
KTH ROYAL INSTITUTE OF TECHNOLOGY 

SCHOOL OF INDUSTRIAL ENGINEERING AND MANAGEMENT 



2 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 

www.kth.se 

http://www.kth.se/


3 

 

 

 

 

Managing Culture in Core Facilities 

A case study at Karolinska Institutet in Stockholm 
 

By 
 

David Juhlin-Dannfelt 
Marcus Sandmark 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Master of Science Thesis TRITA-ITM-EX 2019:306 

KTH Industrial Engineering and Management 



4 

 

Industrial Management 

SE-100 44  STOCKHOLM  
 

 
 

 
 

 Master of Science Thesis TRITA-ITM-EX 2019:306 

 

Managing Culture in Core Facilities 

A case study at Karolinska Institutet in Stockholm 

   
  David Juhlin-Dannfelt 

Marcus Sandmark 

Approved 

 

Examiner 

Johann Packendorff 

Supervisor 

Erika Lokatt 

 Commissioner 

Karolinska Institutet 

Contact person 

Stefan Eriksson 

 

Abstract 
 

This thesis looks to investigate cultural effects on research organizations work with core facilities 

and how to adhere to the cultural setting in a core facility. Previous literature on core facilities 

have ignored culture as a concept and literature on organizational culture have little empirical 

material regarding core facilities. Through a qualitative study this thesis aims to fill some of the 

gaps. An overview of literature is presented and frameworks to categorize and conducting deeper 

analysis are chosen. Empirical material was collected from Karolinska Institutet in Stockholm 

which has an ongoing work with addressing issues of change and developing their CFs. The 

analysis shows that culture can be a cause for value misalignments, inefficient practices and create 

barriers for collaborations. Further it shows that an organization's need to have clear definitions, 

create structures which are sufficient for the culture, work with evaluation and more. As a final 

contribution the thesis suggests that venturing into areas such as knowledge management could be 

relevant for further studies 
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Sammanfattning 
 

Denna uppsats undersöker kulturella effekter som uppstår i forskningsorganisationers arbete 

med core faciliteter och hur de kan tillägna sig den rådande kulturella miljön. Tidigare 

litteratur på området core faciliteter utesluter kultur som koncept och litteratur inom 

organisationskultur har begränsat empiriskt material gällande core faciliteter. Genom en 

kvalitativ studie ämnar denna uppsats att fylla i några av nämnda luckor. En överblick av 

rådande litteratur presenteras och ett ramverk för att utföra en analys har valts. Empiriskt 

material has insamlats från Karolinska Institutet i Stockholm där de har pågående arbete med 

att tillmötesgå utmaningar inom och utveckla sina core faciliteter. Analysen visar att kultur 

kan vara orsaken till felriktade värderingar, ineffektiva metoder och barriärer för 

kommunikation. Vidare visas att en organisation behöver ha tydliga definitioner, skapa 

strukturer som är linje med sin kultur samt jobba med uppföljning och utvärdering. Som ett 

avslutande bidrag visar studien även på ett annat teoretiskt område där vidare undersökningar 

skulle vara relevant, nämligen knowledge management.  

 

 

Nyckelord: Kultur, Organisationskultur, Core-facilitet, Kultur i Core-faciliteter, ledning av 

Core-faciliteter 
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1. Introduction 

Karolinska Institutet (KI) are in a position where their core facilities (CF) are growing in 

number as well as importance.  These CFs serve as pools of either physical or knowledge based 

resources which can be used by other researchers. Currently there are over 60 CFs and to cope 

with this KI has a steering group called the Infrastructure Council (IC), which evaluates and 

decides which CF is eligible for funding based on a requirement-specification. With the 

growing importance of the CFs, requirements have also increased to make sure that funds are 

spent with efficiency and to make sure that the CFs are delivering what they are intended to do. 

This task delivers a new set of challenges as structures around CFs is an issue never dealt with 

in this manner before.   

  

Where CFs previous have been able to exist more like an extension of single research 

laboratory’s a clearer definition for the purpose and requirements for existing as a CF have been 

created to prevent that. Furthermore, requirements on traceability and annual reports are getting 

pushed onto CF directors in order to properly evaluate the CFs.  

 

In this process, members from the IC have noticed challenges regarding how to structure the 

organization around these CFs in order to run them in an efficient way. They have also raised 

questions regarding sustainability, financing and overall needs of the facilities. However, while 

working with these challenges, questions are asked solely regarding structural, physical and 

economic issues but forgetting questions regarding behavior and culture. By ignoring cultural 

affect upon an organization they neglect potential resistances, tensions and behaviors which can 

follow with the transition.  

 

1.1. Background 

The skills, priorities and behaviors that exist and are developed within an organization are to a 

big extent encoded in the culture. When changes in the environment occur there can be a 

resistance and some difficulties to adapt to this change. The change proposes an alternative to 

the existing cultural setting. As professionals are used to work with high autonomy there are 

high risks for resistances towards changes in structure and practices which they have not 

decided on themselves (Zell, 2003). The CFs are a big structural change to researchers as using 

a CFs instead of doing the work themselves requires changes in practice. Where researchers 

usually have done their work themselves, they now have to buy a service from someone else 
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thus forcing the researcher to put trust into someone else than themselves. This calls for a big 

change in the individual researcher’s practices thus opposing possible tensions as it is not a 

decision taken by the researchers but rather taken by the organization. Furthermore it’s possible 

to look upon the CF as an unfamiliar unit which requires change in the organizations traditional 

practices thus serves as a challenge to the organization as well. These types of challenges can 

occur in many other types of organizations where demand for new activities or units is met by 

organizational adaptation. This adaptation can be in the form of new units or new practices 

which are disruptive and not in line with the current ones.  

  

Research Institutes (RI) has been around since the beginning of the 1900s (Reingold, 1981). 

With the development of these over the century there are many aspects that are subject to this 

change. In the light of new research methods, new technology and other political factors the 

adaptation of culture to reach alignment within the organization in the management of CF is a 

challenge. The shared set of values, attitudes, goals and practices are what constitute a culture 

(Webster Inc., 2003). These are re-shaped by the present but are at the same time anchored in 

history and the way things have been done previously.  

 

A CF is a pool of resources that are used to assist researchers in conducting experimentation 

and investigations within their field. It usually consists of physical space, equipment, personnel, 

technical and process knowledge (Farber & Weiss, 2011). The CF can be either virtual or more 

equipment intensive where the virtual one can consist of a network of people, knowledge and 

processes but simultaneously utilizing other CFs that are more hardware oriented. The resources 

of the CF is offered to both external and internal clients. The external clients could for example 

be other RIs or companies that do not host the equipment’s themselves or don’t have the 

expertise of a certain process yet need access to it. The internal clients are researchers within 

the same institute that is hosting the facility.  

 

Most CFs are being set up in institutions that are conducting engineering or medical research 

and thus carry their own set of cultural values. Historically laboratory equipment has not been 

as expensive as the levels it has reached today (Hockberger et.al., 2018). The complexity of the 

equipment is also increasing. Investments in lab equipment would previously be made on a 

more on demand basis and used for specific projects housed at the convenience of the specific 

research team using it. However this is not possible with today's standards. Therefore the CF 

model started to grow, it has an aim to make the service available to a broader user-base than 
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the initiating research team. The aim is also for the equipment to be located in more central 

facilities to further enable this. The format of running a CF reminds of a business (Farber & 

Weiss, 2011). This format creates a new set of tasks and issues that are far from the 

technicalities of conducting research which lie at the core of RIs. 

 

Running a successful CF demands both competence in the technical field as well as managerial 

or business knowledge. A CF is usually run either by a Scientific Director (SD) or a SD in 

combination with a Facility manager (FM) where the SD is responsible for the scientific 

development of the CF and the FM is in charge of the daily operations and contact with 

customers. This is to ease the administrative burdens that are ongoing yet maintaining high 

scientific standards. When these combination skill sets are needed new types of roles emerge. 

These are called hybrid roles which effectively describe positions that combine two different 

characteristics into one. These are often brought forward through technological advances. 

Digitalization of industries such as health care is challenging for medical researchers that need 

to be tech savvy and understand allot more about handling computers as well as medical skills. 

Likewise within CFs when a servitization of science occurs the understanding of management 

and business is becoming increasingly important. As different cultures are present in different 

distinguished groups of expertise this creates a challenge in itself.  

 

1.2. Problem formulation 

As CFs are growing and becoming an increasingly more important part of a research 

organization, new thinking and strategies should develop accordingly. However, new units 

might differ from the rest of an organization in a cultural context thus creating tensions and 

challenges. These cultural differences must be handled and understood from the management 

in order to reach maximum efficiency for these units within their surroundings.   

 

1.3. Contribution 

Literature regarding CFs have started to investigate possible frameworks and best practices to 

reach as high efficiency as possible. However, the cultural aspect and possible subcultures are 

not taken into account in these discussions. On the other hand, organizational culture is a widely 

covered subject both in the meaning of culture, subculture and to some extent implications of 

culture. In this case there is little research regarding the cultural impact on organizations who 

are in the beginning of their use of CFs thus lacking the empirical material. Therefore this thesis 
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can contribute with empirical material regarding the impact of culture and subculture on an 

organization. 

 

1.4. Purpose 

To investigate the effects of culture on the management of research facilities and how these can 

be approached.  

 

1.5. Research questions 

RQ1: How can culture affect a research organizations work with CFs? 

RQ2: What can a research organization do to adhere to the cultural setting in the CF 

context?  

 

1.6. Delimitations 

The thesis seeks to raise awareness about cultural impacts that CFs might have on an 

organization. However, it is not the aim to define the whole culture of the case organization 

since that work demands more investigations and deeper analysis. Furthermore the thesis is 

focusing on a managerial perspective within CFs thus non-managerial and assisting roles were 

excluded. The context of the study was limited to a large research institute (RI) located in the 

Stockholm area and only focusing on CFs connected to this institute. Therefore no other types 

of research facilities or research labs are taken into consideration. 
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2. Literature review 

In this chapter we present the researched literature which leads to a theoretical framework. 

 

 

2.1. Managing Core facilities 

To run a successful CF, Turpen et al. (2016) identifies the need of a strong organization behind 

the CF. Directly this includes the SD and the FM but Turpen et al. (2016) also points out the 

need for a committed faculty advisory board together with central support from the 

organization. From a CF manager perspective some of the most common challenges involve 

gaining funds, working to much with administration and not getting actual work done according 

to iLabs benchmark 2016 (Agilent.com, 2019). These challenges is also supported by Lilley et 

al. (2011) together with maintaining equipment, staff and more.  

 

To help with the listed problems Lilley et al. (2011) states that most of the areas can benefit 

from creating standards and making benchmarking so that CF can compare their methods with 

others. However, the lack of these standards, frameworks and benchmarking is a problem on 

its own thus creating a need for research and investigations which enables such standards and 

frameworks to take form. Furthermore Lilley et al. (2011) argues that the economic climate 

demands CF to act more business like where evaluations and action plans according to the 

results of the evaluations are set in place.  

 

Meder et al. (2016) discusses the problem with increasing turnover rates in technical solutions 

which creates difficulties for researchers to keep up financially. This also increases the need for 

careful and well planned investment strategies (Meder et al. 2016). To cope with the turnover 

problem Meder et al. (2016) suggest that the CF should not rely on always having the newest 

technology but rather finding other solutions and collaborations to stay competitive. 

Furthermore Meder et al. (2016) argues that one of the key elements for a successful and 

sustainable CF is a service oriented staff and scientists which takes pride in creating the best 

opportunities for other researchers to achieve great results. However, structures to achieve this 

is not clear.  

 

2.2. Hybrid roles 

With funds being one of the main challenges of managing culture, finding ways to minimize 

costs have been necessary. One way of doing so have been by minimizing the staff which 
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requires efficient solutions to handle the work with less staff. This optimization have taken the 

course to the introduction of the hybrid role within the CFs. The hybrid role is a role where a 

professional engages in a managerial role, often managing other professionals (MCGIVERN et 

al. 2015).  A common area for this within the healthcare sector is the combination of doctors 

and managers where a professional physician undertakes the role as a manager or an executive 

for a hospital (MCGIVERN et al. 2015). In CFs this can be either as a SD or as a FM, where 

the SD has the superior scientific knowledge with the final responsibility. The FM is responsible 

for the daily operations and usually customer related tasks within the CF. Both of these roles 

have employees with a high degree of technical and scientific knowledge coupled with 

managerial skills which often are developed on their own. 

 

One of the drivers for the hybrid role is efficiency within the healthcare organization (Kippist 

and Fitzgerald, 2009), but does not necessarily achieve the goals. Literature shows that reasons 

for failure lies in numerous different areas. One is a lack of support from the organization 

(MCGIVERN et al. 2015) (Kuhlmann, et al. 2016). Support shows to be a wide range from 

training in managerial tasks, advisory roles, and social support (MCGIVERN et al. 2015), 

(Kuhlmann, et al, 2016), (Spehar et al, 2015). The lack in support functions does not only lead 

inefficiency but can also create a negative view upon the hybrid role from the physicians 

(Spehar et al, 2015). Not only can these inefficiencies create problems for the hybrid manager 

but also for the rest of the organization. Where managers find tasks to time consuming to be 

able to complete them, this work have to be undertaken by the rest of the staff. At times the 

hybrid manager postpones their managerial tasks in favor for clinical work which postpones 

decision making that is crucial for the rest of the team to be able to continue their work (Kippist 

and Fitzgerald, 2009). It is also shown that the hybrid managers do put their role as a 

professional in favor of being a manager (Kippist and Fitzgerald, 2009) (Numerato, 2011). This 

can lead to situations where managers not only favors their clinical work but also uses their 

strengths in their role as physicians/researchers to manage problems instead of using managerial 

knowledge to handle the situation (Kuhlmann et al. 2016). Furthermore, the view of 

professionalism as more desirable than management leads to fewer people wanting to undertake 

the role which further leads to a situation where managers actually are unwilling to undertake 

the role but are forced to do so (MCGIVERN et al. 2015). These observations can very well be 

explained by culture and more precise by a professions culture.  
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Kuhlmann, et al, (2016) argues that just installing the structures in an organization does not 

necessarily lead to changes in other levels of the organization. As an example, changes in the 

structure that promotes the hybrid roles does not necessarily change the willingness to 

undertake these roles. Just changing a structure without offering the correct tools for managers 

can lead to organizational tensions (Kippist and Fitzgerald, 2009) and in such cases justify 

(Kippist and Fitzgerald, 2009) final conclusion that the hybrid role might not be the right way 

for the healthcare industry. However (Spehar et al. 2015) argues that need fulfillment are 

important factors in hybrid management. This means that for the hybrid managers to be able to 

work efficiently, the organization must fulfill the needs from hybrid managers to enable 

efficiency. These needs could be as mentioned before, support functions both regarding systems 

and training but also in needs of formal and informal groups for hybrid managers to exchange 

experiences with each other. So in contrast to Kippist and Fitzgerald (2009) who questions if 

the hybrid role is well suited for healthcare, Spehar et al. (2015) claims that the success lies in 

the execution from the organization. 

 

(MCGIVERN et al. 2015) found that especially young physicians tend to avoid the hybrid roles 

due to a lesser view on self-fulfillment in the managerial area. Furthermore, Numerato (2011) 

argues that there seems to be a need for cultural changes to avoid resistances from professionals 

towards managers. However, where Numerato (2011) argues for cultural change, value 

alignment might be a more beneficial concept to use. Since culture is based on underlying 

assumptions they are usually well rooted in individuals and thus being difficult to change. 

Furthermore, blaming the culture of professional implies that the professionals are the problem. 

Value alignment on the other hand gives a two part solution where the two parts can work 

together. Instead of demanding change from one side, value alignment focusing on how both 

parts can work towards the same goal. In time this solution could lead to a change in culture 

due to long term collaborations and understandings between management and professionals. 

This could in time also change the willingness to take on the hybrid role.     

 

2.2. Culture 

 

2.2.1. Definitions of Culture 

The term culture is not an easy concept to uniformly define. It has been debated within the 

world of anthropology during the whole 19th century with no real consensus as how to define 

the term. In the 1950’s the American anthropologists Kroeber & Kluckhohn compiled a list of 
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165 definitions after critically reviewing the existing concepts and definition available 

(Spencer-Oatey, 2012). This shows that in order to understand culture simply trying to find one 

definition isn't enough but rather through looking at many definitions and explanations create 

of picture of what it is. Following are a selection of a few definitions chosen in order to shed 

some light on and begin to understand what culture is in its most basic etymological form: 

 

“Culture is the collective programming of the mind which distinguishes the members of one 

group or category of people from another.” (Hofstede, 1994) 

 

“The set of attitudes, values, beliefs, and behaviors shared by a group of people, but different 

for each individual, communicated from one generation to the next.” (Matsumoto, 1996) 

 

“The set of shared attitudes, values, goals, and practices that characterizes an institution or 

organization” (Webster Inc., 2003) 

 

From this it's possible to draw a conclusion that a common factor in definitions is that they talk 

about distinguishing one group from another group based on a set of criteria’s such as values, 

behaviors or attitudes. They touch upon a sense of belonging but also as Matsumoto (1996) 

something that can be interpreted differently on an individual level. 

 

2.2.2. Not personality or human nature 

To further the understanding of what culture is, attempts to differentiate culture from other 

concepts can help. Firstly culture can be distinguished from the concept of human nature. 

Human nature is something that all individuals share regardless of group or which organization 

or background they have (Hofstede, 1994). Examples of this is the ability to feel emotion, 

express one self, the ability to observe the environment and talk to other humans about this. 

The human nature is something that is believed to be purely inherited. Furthermore culture can 

also be distinguished from personality as this is something highly unique and individual. 

Personality is unique for every human being and it is shaped by a combination of both inherited 



18 

 

and acquired factors. Culture lies in between these factors as something that is purely acquired 

and learned by the interaction within a group or organization. 

Figure 1. Three levels of uniqueness in human mental programing, Adapted from Hofstede (1994) 

 

2.2.3. The social group 

The belonging to a culture can be analogous with to belonging to a group. The whole society 

of a country can be considered a large group or an organization a smaller one. A culture can be 

shared within a group consisting of as little as two individuals. There is however not a cultural 

group consisting of one single individual Ferraro (1998). There are many different constructed 

groups within society and an individual usually belongs to many different groups at the same 

time some of which change over time. Following are examples of different social groups that 

contain a culture: 

● Nation 

● Region/Ethnicity 

● Religion 

● Gender 

● Generation 

● Role category: parent/child, Teacher/student 

● Organizations: workplaces 

(Hofstede, 1994) 

 

2.2.4. Organizational culture 

As already established by Hofstede (1994), people can belong to many cultures at the same time 

such as different professions, nationalities and more. KI being an international institution with 
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many professions and nationalities can therefore reflect different cultures depending on where 

the investigation is taking place. Even though outlying factors such as societal norms does have 

an impact on organizational culture, this will not be in the main scope of the thesis however, it 

will still be considered. 

 

There are mainly two perspectives in which organizational culture is viewed upon. The first 

one is the social anchor perspective which identifying culture as institutional claims available 

to members about central enduring and distinctive properties of their organization. The second 

is the social constructionist perspective which identifies culture as collectively shared beliefs 

and understandings about central and relatively permanent features of an organization (Ravasi 

and Schultz, 2006). Fundamental differences between these two perspectives are that the social 

anchor perspective look upon culture as something self-given, meaning that the organization 

defines and delivers the understandings to its employees. The social constructionists however, 

believe that culture is the shared understandings of the members in the organization. So rather 

than accepting the sense making that the organization delivers a culture, they form central 

understandings from features in the organization (Ravasi and Schultz, 2006). 

 

Many frameworks regarding organizational culture such as Denison, Handy, Cameron and 

Quinn describes culture from the view of components or categories which can be seen as a 

social anchor perspective due to the absolute definitions they tend to use. These categories are 

usually limited in some area (Taylor, 2014) as an organization rarely fit perfectly into one of 

the categories but rather within multiple categories (Quinn, 1991). Furthermore Taylor (2014) 

explains that while many frameworks can describe aspects of a culture and usually strive to 

explain the general culture of the whole organization, they lack in explanations regarding the 

existence of silos or subcultures. The problem for the social anchors is that the subculture differs 

from the rest of the organization thus undermining the culture being thought from the 

organization. If a subculture undermines the culture, then the social anchors perspective of 

pushing down culture displays as flawed in some aspects. Due to the mentioned difficulties in 

the social anchor perspective this thesis will take more of a social constructionist’s perspective 

where the shared understandings from members will be evaluated through Schein's model, the 

three levels of culture. However, while the perspective of the social anchors may be flawed 

their models of categorizing culture can still be of use. Instead of defining culture through 

categories, these models can serve as initiators for where to look further and explaining parts 



20 

 

of cultural behaviors. Thereby, even if taking the perspective of social constructionists, a model 

for categorizing culture will still be used as a tool in the analysis. 

 

2.2.5. Three Levels of Culture 

According to Schein (2010) organizational culture is something very complex and difficult to 

decipher. When observing people, certain patterns and behaviors will be identified and possibly 

explained as a part of the culture. However, Schein (2010) argues that this could easily be a so 

called artifact meaning a result of what Schein (2010) calls underlying assumptions and 

therefore only a manifestation of the culture.  

 

As argued above in chapter 3.2.4. analyzing culture can be far more complex and difficult than 

fitting it into predetermined categories. However Schein’s model are up for critique in a sense 

of lacking explanations for dynamics in organizational culture. Hatch (1993) argues that while 

Schein’s model in many areas is good it does not consider how the different levels can affect 

each other. Where Schein argues that underlying assumptions manifest through artefacts Hatch 

(1993) argues that the artefact themselves affect the underlying assumption, thereby over time 

changing the assumptions. While Schein (2010) do describe some dynamics Hatch (1993) 

model offers a more complex model with more concerns towards dynamical changes and 

multiple perspectives. However, when analyzing organizational culture at a single point where 

dynamics are not accounted for, as in this thesis, Schein’s model offers a clear and powerful 

method of analyzing the current culture. 

 

Schein’s model consists of three levels, Artifacts, espoused beliefs and values and finally basic 

underlying assumptions which are shown in figure 2. 
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Figure 2 The three levels of culture (Schein, 2010) 

 

As the figure show, the first level Artifacts are what can be observed when entering an 

organization. This includes language used between employees, how people dress and the way 

people behave against each other. Schein (2010) claims that artifacts usually are very easy to 

observe but also very hard to decipher when not knowing the underlying assumptions behind 

these behaviors.  

 

The second level, Espoused beliefs and values shows what is communicated from members of 

the culture. This can be seen as values and goals that the organization aspire to reach but haven’t 

necessarily reached yet. Therefore what is communicated isn’t necessarily aligned with the 

culture but rather an indication on where the organization and its members strive to be in the 

future.  

 

The final level is the basic underlying assumptions which is what Schein (2010) describes as 

the essence of culture. These are values which are undeniable throughout a large mass of the 

group but usually also unconscious or taken for granted. Values or behaviors like these have 

often grown over time and formed from constant positive reinforcements towards outcomes of 

the behavior. When positive outcomes are experienced enough times from a certain behavior it 

gradually becomes more and more of a truth for the people within the organization until it 
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finally becomes a basic assumption that no one questions and thus becoming a part of the 

culture. 

 

2.2.6 Categorizing culture 

As argued before, there are uses for the categorization models if aware of their limitations. 

Depending on what values or parts of the culture is being investigated there are different models 

which describes cultures from different perspectives. O'Reilly, Chatman and Caldwell (1991) 

believes that the culture can be observed through values which are reinforced within the 

organization. In their model there are eight observed categories: innovation, supportiveness, 

stability, respect for people, outcome orientation, attention to detail, team orientation and finally 

aggressiveness. 

 

Denison (1990) is instead using a model where he’s defining four dimensions followed by three 

sub dimensions 

 

● Mission - Strategic Direction and Intent, Goals and Objectives, Vision 

● Adaptability - Creating Change, Customer Focus, Organizational Learning 

● Involvement - Empowerment, Team Orientation, Capability Development 

● Consistency - Core Values, Agreement, Coordination/Integration 

 

Handy (1993) claims that there are four different cultures that an organization can follow which 

are: 

● Power culture  

● Role culture 

● Task culture  

● Person culture 

Where the power culture describes a few people in the organization with all the power and how 

the rest of employees need to follow. The role culture is focusing more on giving individuals 

roles and responsibility depending on qualifications and from there the individual can then 

make the most out of the role given. In the task culture small teams are formalized to solve 

specific tasks which puts a lot of pressure on each individual to perform. The last culture, the 

person culture is a culture where individuals see themselves as larger than the organization. 

This culture usually has a low level of loyalty and attachment and can in the long run be 

damaging for the organization.  
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According to Cameron and Quinn (2006) cultures can be categorized into four culture types, 

hierarchy, market, clan and adhocracy. These are in some ways similar to the cultural types of 

Handy. However the model of Cameron and Quinn also offers explanations of a dynamic 

change through the development of organizations thus making it into a suitable model for this 

thesis. According to the model there is a common way in which an organizational culture 

develops with time, usually by starting of as an adhocracy and later on developing towards clan 

or market cultures (Cameron and Quinn, 2006). However this development does not need to 

occur in every organization, instead some organizations stay in the adhocracy culture due to the 

exploring nature of the organization. For the case study the model of Cameron and Quinn will 

be used for the most part due to its rather simplistic yet describing categories.  

 

Each of the categories do have different drivers and structures and can work with various 

efficiency depending on the setting they are placed in. Worth noting is that the general culture 

does not have to match with each individual leader within the organization. However, to gain 

full efficiency from the staff, a leadership that align with the general culture is beneficial. More 

so the general culture of the organization does not have to match with every single department 

in the organization. It is likely, especially in larger organizations, that some departments differ 

from the rest and forming a subculture which stands out from the mother organization.    

 

The four categories are divided and sorted depending on their level of flexibility and focus see 

fig 3 

 

Figure 3. Culture types (Cameron and Quinn, 2006) 
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As shown in figure 3 the Hierarchy category has a focus on internal processes and obtaining 

control through a strong leadership with values in efficiency, timeliness and consistency (figure 

4). This culture looks to be dependable and likes a high level of predictability so that the 

operations can run as smooth as possible.  The market category is similar to the hierarchy in 

terms of stability and control but differs in its external focus and result orientation. The market 

culture is usually consisting of highly competitive people who through achieving goals and 

targets obtains their goal of high market shares and a good reputation (figure 4). The clan culture 

does have an internal focus but differs from the hierarchy and market culture by being more 

flexible. This culture values commitment and development in its organization (figure 4) which 

means that it strive to always improving by developing its structures and practices. In contrast 

to the market and hierarchy cultures which have strong leadership, the clan culture is focusing 

more on teamwork and counting on the staff to deliver valuable insights on the work and how 

to improve. The adhocracy is a fast changing culture. Where the other three cultures improve 

and change with some caution the adhocracy values risk taking and innovation (figure, 4). The 

belief is that and when being successful with innovations then new revenue is created. These 

characteristics is often seen in startup companies since the best practices haven't been developed 

yet thus creating needs for adaptability and fast changing processes.  

 

 

Figure 4, Competing values of leadership. (Cameron and Quinn, 2006) 
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2.2.7. Values Alignment 

According to Henderson & Thompson (2003) values are the invisible thread that constitute a 

culture. In order to ensure organizational commitment within a culture it is central that there is 

an alignment between the values of the organization and the values of the individual within it. 

An alignment of such sort creates a natural connection between people throughout the 

organization. Organizations that are aware of this and strive to be value aligned do everything 

in their power in order to foster values that are aligned with the individuals. This can be done 

by adapting the values of the organization in order to match those of the people working within 

it or by trying to foster within the individuals the values that are set by the organization on a 

strategic level. In value aligned organizations people are passionate about what they do, find 

meaning in their work and are clear what they stand for thus creating a working environment 

that brings out the best in everyone (Henderson and Thompson, 2003). Values alignment is 

ongoing process that needs constant work in order to create this fit between the organization 

and the individuals. To do this the organization must first clarify the strategic values that are 

going to be essential for the success of the group as a whole. There must then be supportive 

process that bring about the alignment within the group of people that together manifest the 

organization (Senge et al., 1994). Building alignment within the organization is about enabling 

the group’s capacity to act in new ways, enhancing coordination and synergy with a sense of 

unity. Each person knows the hearts and minds of the others. 

 

2.2.8. Using culture during change processes 

When organizational change is occurring as in the case at KI with their CFs there is a risk of 

creating tensions due to new and unfamiliar ways of working. If new structures are introduced 

in the way of working with CFs without taking the organizational culture into consideration, 

the risk of creating value misalignments increases. Furthermore, as already described in 

chapter 2.2.3, culture can differ between professions and roles within an organization. With 

different cultures follows different needs to enable an effective work method and therefore it 

is important to be aware of these differences during change processes. However, while culture 

as a whole can be difficult to grasp, underlying assumptions serves as parts of the culture and 

can help to explain certain behaviors within one group. If being aware of and understanding 

these underlying assumptions it can highlight areas where possible tensions will occur. With 

this knowledge the organization can then evaluate when the organization should adjust 

implemented methods to align with the culture and when the members within the culture 

needs to adapt to new methods.  
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3. Method 

In this chapter the chosen methods will be explained 

 

3.1. Research Design 

A way to define Research design is by discussing how to structure a research, what material to 

collect and which methods to use in order to explain a certain phenomenon (Blomkvist & 

Hallin, 2014). One of the distinctions in the method can be the choice of using a qualitative or 

quantitative method. For this paper a qualitative method was chosen as the most fitting. 

Qualitative methods prioritizes words over numbers, closeness to the problem, the 

understanding of context and soft data over hard data (Blomkvist & Hallin, 2014). Denzin & 

Lincoln (2005) describe qualitative research as observing things in their natural setting and 

interpreting phenomena in terms of the meaning people give to them. As the purpose of this 

paper was to research the nature of cultural phenomena in a quite narrow context this was 

deemed as a fitting method.  

 

Another distinction in the method was between an inductive or deductive approach. The 

inductive approach is where one bases the research in an empirical context and moves into 

exploration of theories in a later stage. The deductive method does the opposite and takes its 

onset in theory and uses empirical material to verify this. A combination of the two is called 

abductive reasoning. This method is more elaborative and combines both theory and the 

empirical setting in an iterative manner (Alvesson & Sköldberg, 2009). This can be seen in 

figure 5 below. 

 

Figure 5, showing the abductive method 
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The research in this paper uses an iterative approach was used and therefore the method could 

be described as abductive. There was some back and forth between gathering information about 

the case and conducting research in theory in order to frame the problem and formulate non 

trivial research questions (RQ). Also some reframing of theory was done once a clearer picture 

of the empiric’s arised. Following are the approximate steps used in this research to illustrate 

the abductive nature of method that was used: 

 

1. Research idea, proposal from industry [Practice] 

2. Own research of problem in theory [Theory] 

3. Initial interviews with key involved initiators to clarify  [Practice] 

4. Formulation of RQs and choice of theories [Theory] 

5. Further gathering of empirical material [Practice] 

6. Reframing theory to fit with found empirical material [Theory] 

 

A more holistic view of the whole research process can be seen in figure 6. The empirical setting 

for this was uncovered through a problem present in industry. This was then used in order to 

formulate a research problem, purpose and questions. In order to build our own understanding 

of the area and to prepare for the gathering of empirical material we did a literature review and 

worked on a theoretical framework. To gather empirical material we used semi structured 

interviews. Having a good previous literature review was imperative for formulating good 

interview questions, this process is further explained in chapter 3.2. The iterative nature as 

previously described can also be seen in figure 6, as the parts of formulation, literature and 

empirics are interconnected in a non-linear way.  
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Figure 6, Overview of the research design 

 

The writing process started from the beginning and has been a central part of the research and 

the qualitative method. Note taking, diary and report writing has been applied throughout as a 

way to keep track of thoughts and create a structure to the scientific process and all the 

observations made. 

 

3.2. Literature review methodology 

When conducting a literature review several different sources where used. Some overlap with 

regards to the content of the literature and theories was found. It was challenging to initially 

limit oneself to the specific area of one’s topic. Several neighboring areas where also ventured 

into as a way to get an overview and width.  

 

Neighboring areas to that of organizational culture where found to be the concepts of 

organizational structure, scientific management and knowledge management (KM). 

 

When searching for relevant literature several different databases where used. One of the 

primary sources of literature was KTH Primo; a search engine for many types of academic 

literature such as articles and books in both digital and physical form. This tool is an umbrella 

search engine that has a subscription and access to over 120 other databases (kthb.se, 2019). 

Google Scholar is another similar tool used to get access to mostly online academic content. 

Many digital sources were used, in some cases with regards to specific authors and books the 

physical book was acquired; or borrowed using the library resources of the student or public 
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library. Reference lists of interesting articles were used as stepping stones to venture deeper 

into a certain subject.  

 

Initial search words: Core facility, Culture, Organization, Knowledge management 

 

Refined search words: Core facility management, Organizational culture, Organizational 

structure, Values alignment, Organizational culture & leadership, Categorization of Culture 

 

3.3. Gathering Empirics 

The empirics collected for this report was mainly done by using primary sources. These sources 

were identified as people working in the day to day operations within CF as well as in strategic 

positions within administration see table 1 below for more specific overview. All of the 

interviewees come from different CF except in the case of interviewee 1 & interviewee 17. So 

in total 15 unique CFs within the organization where sampled.  

 

FM=facility manager, SD = scientific director IC = infrastructure council, PL = project leader 

 

Table 1. List of interviews 

Interviewee [nr] Reference code Role Interviewer Length of 

recording [min] 

Interviewee 1 i1 IC David, Marcus 53,54 

Interviewee 2 i2 FM David, Marcus 41 

Interviewee 3 i3 SD Marcus 21 

Interviewee 4 i4 FM David 49 

Interviewee 5 i5 FM Marcus 26 

Interviewee 6 i6 FM David, Marcus 24 

Interviewee 7 i7 SD David, Marcus 36 

Interviewee 8 i8 SD David, Marcus 34 
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Interviewee 9 i9 FM David, Marcus 53 

Interviewee 10 i10 FM Marcus 25 

Interviewee 11 i11 FM David, Marcus 32 

Interviewee 12 i12 SD David, Marcus 33 

Interviewee 13 i13 FM David, Marcus 25 

Interviewee 14 i14 SD David 34 

Interviewee 15 i15 PL Marcus 29 

Interviewee 16 i16 FM David 25 

Interviewee 17 i17 IC David, Marcus 52 

 

 

To collect and gather empirical material from these sources we used semi structured interviews. 

This interview technique allowed us to structure and prepare our questions thoroughly before 

each interview yet not limiting us to yes/no questions giving the interviewees freedom to 

express themselves and elaborate further in each area. Probing and some follow up questions 

where given on the go in order to fully exhaust a certain topic. The same format and questions 

was used for all interviews which facilitated a coherence between all of the sources. Some minor 

tweaks were made in order to grasp more specific details of a certain role. The interviews were 

recorded and this material was later transcribed and coded which will be further explained in 

chapter 3.4. Some interviews where in an informal setting and conducted in more of a meeting 

format and also not recorded, however some notes from these where taken. An example of this 

was a meeting with a network group which were under construction. This network group aimed 

to gather as many CF managers as possible to discuss topics involving CF and how they would 

like to work in the future. 

 

Previous meetings at the industry case discussing the research and our own literature review 

helped us to formulate the topics and corresponding questions. We identified three areas within 

in which our questions where conceptualized. A few example questions for each category is 

presented. The full list of interview questions can be found in Appendix A. 
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● View on management 

○ What are the biggest challenges as a SD? 

○ Do you share experience and knowledge with other SD in similar roles? 

 

● Culture within the RI 

○ What makes KI a good workplace? 

○ What are the goals/purpose for you as a researcher? 

 

● Culture within the CF 

○ What are the goals/purpose in the CF? 

○ How strong is your customer focus? 

 

The questions where created with the concept of MECE in mind. MECE stands for mutually 

exclusive and collectively exhaustive. This means that in order to fully get saturation and 

exhaust an area in the minimal amount of questions having questions that are mutually exclusive 

is key (Blomkvist & Hallin, 2014). The overlap in questions where therefor minimized thus 

rendering an effective interview situation. Nonetheless it was also sometimes the case that in 

one question answers to several other question were satisfied. These question where therefore 

left in order to create a good flow in the interview and let the interviewee expand and elaborate.  

The recordings were done using a mobile phone and notes were also taken throughout the 

interview. The interviews were conducted by the authors in pair or solo by one of the authors 

as was most convenient for the scheduling. A detailed list of all the interview questions can be 

found in Appendix A.  

 

3.4. Qualitative analysis 

The first step of processing the collected empirical material was done by transcribing it. This 

means turning it from an audio recording into written form (Bailye, 2008). We used our audio 

recordings which were turned it into digital text documents. This enabled the empirical material 

to be sorted in structured ways for closer inspection. The empirical material was then sorted 

and analyzed from two perspectives.  

 

The first perspective was focusing on the answers to the interview questions asked. The 

questions and the answers were arranged in a table so that they could easily be observed and 



32 

 

compared to each other. By doing so it became clear in which questions the interviewees 

answered with a consensus and were they had different opinions. Furthermore, it was possible 

to see if answers where is some way role dependent e.g. if SD did answer differently than FM 

and thus indicating differences between higher research heavy roles from more operating 

management roles.  

 

Secondly the empirical material was structured along different codes. These codes were 

extracted from the text using the process called coding. There are three main ways along which 

codes can arise, it is either in vivo, open or constructed (Cope, 2009). The in vivo codes are 

words that are directly found in the text expressed by the subject. The open coding is a way to 

create codes based on ideas that arise while reading the text and a phrase or sentence that reflects 

a certain topic that is turned into a code. The final way which is constructed codes, are codes 

that are defined early on in the process, usually in combination with the RQs and early analysis 

of the material (Cope, 2009). In this report the coding was mainly done by using the constructed 

codes. After getting initial ideas about the collected material in combination with the RQs a 

code structure was created. Some open coding was applied throughout as some new insights 

and perspectives where gained along the way.  Following are a few examples of the codes used 

in this process: 

 

● Collaboration 

● Hierarchy 

● Culture 

● Customer focus 

● Economics 

 

As the abductive approach was used there needed to be some openness letting the material speak 

freely, but at the same time not deviate too much from the main topic and purpose of the report. 

Thus the combination of constructed and open coding was used. The codes and corresponding 

extracts for these was aggregated in an excel document. The collection of all used codes can be 

found in Appendix B. 

 

3.5. Analysis Framework 

The thesis will be using two frameworks to analyze the organizational culture. First the 

framework of Cameron and Quinn (2006) to help with identifying various cultures/subcultures 
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and highlighting fundamental differences between these. As a second step the framework of 

Schein (2010) will be used to analyze the organizational culture. With this framework artefacts, 

espoused values and underlying assumptions will be identified from the empirical material 

collected.  

 

3.6. Scientific implications 

To ensure high quality work and to adhere to academic standards a few guiding tools and 

concepts were utilized. They are presented in this chapter. First of these where reliability, next 

validity and finally credibility.  

 

Reliability is a measure of consistency of the empirical material collection process and credible 

the results of the study are (Blomkvist & Hallin, 2014). There is internal and external reliability 

where the internal one measures consistency of all the measurements and occasion where 

empirical material is collected (Eriksson & Kovalainen, 2011). The external one measures how 

well the conclusions of the study could be reapplied across other contexts, this is also called 

generalizability. To achieve reliability we have tried to stay as objective as possible in 

interviews and also trying to be consistent in each interview. Also there was in many of the 

interviews dual interviewers to further strengthen this. However, since being a qualitative study 

it is difficult to reach full reliability, there is no external measuring tool and the gathered 

material is always subject to interpretation. Also since the empirical material is based on 

interviews and the interviewees are susceptible to new information, their answers could change 

if interviewed again in the same format. Thereby the proposed underlying assumptions (Schein, 

2010) falls under our own interpretation from the gathered material and need further 

investigation. Documenting and following a thorough method was done to help ensure this 

consistency. The same preset and semi structured questions framework was also used in all the 

interview in order to ensure this. The external reliability of our conclusions might be somewhat 

limited due to only studying the phenomenon within one limited case scenario at one RI. A 

greater generalizability would have been reached if the scope and the time period of the study 

was expanded so that it could include more empirical material gathered from a wider set of 

organizations. However, while some of the conclusions are context specific such as specific 

solutions. Some of them can be more generalizable as they discuss a broader perspective which 

is likely to happen if culture is ignored.   
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Validity means that the collected empirical material is accurately representing that which it is 

intended to (Alvesson & Sköldberg, 2009). As the purpose of the study was to analyze cultural 

effects on research organizations the literature was chosen with the intent to find a suitable 

model to analyze organizational culture. Different perspective on the subject was considered 

and evaluated leading us down to follow one of them. The empirics were gathered from a 

research organization through semi structured interviews which provided enough material to 

continue with an analysis according to the chosen framework. Working with an abductive 

method the research purpose and problem was also subject to some adjustments throughout the 

process as the collection of empirical material shed new light on the problem that was studied. 

This was done in order to ensure a higher degree of validity and so the theoretical framing of 

the report would match the collected empirics. Since it only was some minor changes to the 

RQs and not to the interview questions asked or the type of roles interviewed this did not change 

the reliability. 

 

Credibility is another factor important to consider in research. It represents the confidence that 

can be placed in the truth of the research findings. Credibility establishes whether the research 

findings represent plausible information drawn from the participants’ original empirical 

material and is a correct interpretation of the participants’ original views (Korstjens & Albine 

Moser, 2018). In this area the question of who the authors are comes in to relevance. In our case 

some credibility can be drawn from the authors own educational background as it matches in 

part the hybrid role situation and the borderland between technical knowledge and managerial 

knowledge as studied in this report. The authors have both a bachelor's degree in mechanical 

engineering and this thesis concludes a two years masters program in Industrial management. 

This is very similar to the roles of the interviewees coming from a science or technical 

background yet crossing into management. This enabled us to in a more authentic and credible 

way present the results and insights gained from the study.  
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4. Empirical Results 

In this chapter we will present a summary of the empirical material  

 

The interviews showed that out of the respondents there were five who actively conducted 

research at the time being and most of the respondents had a Ph.D. or higher level degrees. 

Furthermore some have a technical background in engineering supplemented with biomedical 

education, some are from the biomedical field or other natural science fields from the start. 

There is also a difference in the degree of experience from industry. When comparing CFs to 

industry there seems to be an appreciation of the larger amount of freedom in the work as 

opposed to industry. In industry people work more in silos and stick to their tasks. The 

environment here contains more freedom and is more interdisciplinary collaborative. There is 

more knowledge exchange across fields, still only within science though. This is appreciated 

by most. However some upsides in clear goals is mentioned to be better in industry.  

 

There is an even distribution of respondents who are satisfied with the central involvement in 

terms of definitions and goal and those who are not. Notable though, is that from the group 

which is satisfied many had very clear definitions when taking on their role which haven't been 

the case for the rest of the respondents. Regarding central involvement in the day to day 

activities every respondent have claimed that there is no central involvement at all and that is 

something they all are satisfied with.  

 

There is a collaborative environment both within and also among CFs. In the starting phases of 

a new CF or when starting a new role there is a lot of questions and insecurity. When asked 

about directives when starting in the role, the majority answered that there were little to no 

directives. Four answered that it was clear and three answered that there weren't clear directives 

but they had observed the role before and therefore understood. Most handle this through their 

own networking skills. FMs and SDs tend to exchange experiences with other FMs and SDs in 

informal ways. Notable though is that staff pursuing the academic career tend to rely less on 

knowledge sharing on an active basis. The non-academic pursuer tend to have more continuous 

meetings and contacts with other FMs. They create informal contacts with others more senior 

positions or people in the same positions as themselves. However this is not the case for 

everyone. Even for those who have a network there is often a feeling of reinventing the wheel. 

There are also divided opinions about increased central support as a solution in this issue with 
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some preferring the informal settings and individual networking. While other call for a greater 

involvement in knowledge sharing activities and directives. There has also been mentions of 

cooperation working poorly between the RI and the hospital which lie geographically very close 

but are part of two separate mother organizations. 

 

Challenges expressed from the interviewees, was mostly regarding administrative and 

managerial tasks such as price models for customers, getting funds, marketing, hiring and 

handling staff and legal questions. No distinct differences could be found between the once 

striving for the academic career and the once pursuing the CF career. To handle these challenges 

only two felt that they got the support needed from the organization. Furthermore it showed 

that in general FMs turn to their SD with questions and SDs don't turn to anyone special. If the 

SD don’t have the answer to questions the FM will look around wherever they can find an 

answer. 

 

Indications point to that there are differences between CFs in the form of their culture. They all 

possess deep technical knowledge and seem to find parts of their identity in this. Some 

respondent mentioned a sense of hierarchy where scientific knowledge is at the top. This was 

presented both in the CF and in KI as a whole. There are also indications of some differences 

between research fields, such as biology being higher than chemistry. One of the interviewees 

mention an existing general opinion that clinical research is not real research. 

 

Allot of work is put into prioritizing between CFs as to which are going to be funded for the 

next three year period. This process is starting to become more and more rigorous within KI. 

However once the funds have been handed out there is little else done to follow up, support or 

guide the CFs in their operations. The autonomy however is much appreciated within the 

scientific and technical field where most of the competence lies. The lack of support is mainly 

based in knowledge about non-scientific expertise.  

 

In order to reach sustainability and maintaining a longer term perspective better cooperation 

and support seems to be called for. Among things that could be improved both at KI and within 

the specific role was better central coordination, structure and clarity with expectations. 

However two of the researchers raised concerns regarding more funds going to administration 

and overhead costs instead of actual research.  
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When asked about personal goals there was a clear distinction between researchers and non-

researchers. The researchers wants to pursue the academic career and reach a high level if they 

haven't already done so. The non-researchers have more knowledge based goals and to spread 

that knowledge to the health care sector in a more practical manner.  

 

For those who are involved in the CF part time and have research on the side seem to a large 

extent to enjoy this. This is the case with both SD and FM. It creates a variation in their daily 

work and there enjoy a variation in tasks. The work with research seemed to be more individual 

where no one else had impact on the research. Even though research is the main passion of 

those pursuing it, it can sometimes be a bit tiresome and monotonous. Then the break to work 

operationally or strategically in a CF is an appreciated thing. Also the ability to help others 

research and reach goals of their own is rewarding. On the contrary CF staff mostly work in 

teams with individual aspects in the work. Also the researchers do work more collaboratively 

when working with their CF than on their research. Few think that managerial aspects interrupt 

with other work, the only two thinking so are SDs. 

 

The work in the CFs is diverse in the technical sense but is nearly all the time driven with a 

customer focus. They describe themselves as a service to other researchers. Innovations and 

improvements differed from CF to CF, some in a need to have basis and some more with 

improvements in their DNA. The common way to reach goals is through excellence in 

knowledge and technology. Most CF also describe themselves as flat organizations where the 

manager only interferes if necessary.   

 

The task that a CF has is held in high regard. They are proud of their mission and find it very 

important. There is also a strong customer focus across the board. The customers of the CF are 

very often in mind when improving processes´, both in terms of speed and quality. In order to 

facilitate this there is a high implementation of the newest technology. This is to serve 

customers but also to preserve the institute’s reputations as one of the leading RIs of Europe. 

Sometimes this cutting edge and advanced technology seems to be so advanced and ahead of 

the demand of customers. Mentioning’s of have to constantly remind and educate users in the 

huge amount of excess value that they can actually get out of the equipment. Is some cases also 

a disappointment in the lack of interest in factors other than price and lead times? There is 

however a very close collaboration with the customers, and their feedback is thoroughly 

collected. It also seems to a certain degree that the FM are closer to the customers than the SD. 
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The FM usually have a more operational role and involved and present in the labs. The SD are 

more involved in strategic issues concerning technology and research. 

 

It is stated that research results are harder to measure and quantify. It can lead to publications 

but sometimes not so much further. But the functions within the CFs are measurable, they 

contribute to research but are not measured on research results but on utilization. It is however 

a bit unclear within the CFs by what factors it is measured from the central management. It 

might get funding one year based on a good application, but what is it measured on and how 

can it work to reach sustainability. These are common questions battling. 
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5. Analysis 

In this chapter we will present and discuss the empirical findings in regards to categorizing 

culture and the three levels of culture. In Categorizing culture differences between research 

work and CF work will be compared and analyzed using the categories from Cameron and 

Quinn. In the Three levels of culture the analysis will be based on artefacts, espoused values 

and underlying assumptions.  

 

5.1. Categorizing culture 

 

5.1.1 Two cultural groups  

The interviews showed that out of 15 respondents there were five who actively conducted 

research at the time being. Most of the respondents had a Ph.D. or higher level degrees. If 

combining the active researchers, who also claimed that they were pursuing or already achieved 

an academic career (i6,i8,i9,i12), with the SD they made up for seven out of fifteen respondents. 

These employees can be considered having a stronger connection to research than the CF thus 

in a stronger manner representing the research part of KI. Therefore it will be possible to 

compare the answers between the researchers and the other FMs, which will be called Core-

group in the comparison, in some questions to find if there is any differences in culture between 

CF and the rest of KI.  

 

5.1.2 Central involvement 

While discussing central involvement in the beginning of the CFs existence or in the beginning 

at a role as a manager at a CF and if this was a good or bad thing it became clear that there were 

hardly any involvement at al from a central point (i3,i6,i8,i10,i12,i14,i15,i16). Out of those who 

said yes they explained that they got a good description from their SD or former employee at 

the role thus not being a true central directive but more of a CF directive. According to eight of 

the respondents this was something that they experienced as a bad thing or had remarks on how 

to improve it. What is notable is that out of the seven respondents who thought that the lack of 

central involvement was good (i3,i5,i8,i9,i11,i13,i15) was that four of them (i5,i9,i11,i13) had 

stated that they had clear directives when started. When further asking questions to the 

researchers if anyone but them had any form of impact on their research the answer in all of the 

interviews was no (i3,i6,i7,i8,i9). Furthermore when explaining a sense of “I can do it on my 

own” mentality within the researcher group to a member of IC who also is a researcher the 

response was. 
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 “Haha yes that mentality really exist, it is very strong here” (Interviewee 1).  

 

These answers implies that there is a difference in the level of involvement from external parts 

that is desired. Where the employees within the CF called for more involvement explicitly in 

managerial, strategic and business related topics the researchers did not call for any involvement 

at all within their research.  

 

5.1.3 Differences in Career paths 

Comparing career goals between the researchers and the Core-group it came clear that for many 

of the researchers it was the goal to reach as far as possible within the academia or that they 

already had reached them (i6,i8,i9,i12). The Core-group on the other hand did not have very 

unified answers to their career goals. In contrast to the researchers the Core-group displayed 

goals towards increased knowledge in their field and getting the knowledge out to the public 

instead of reaching any certain position. From one of the interviews with a researcher it also 

became clear that pursuing a high level within the academia could be highly competitive. 

 

“The very last goal is to become professor which is of course is very very tough. Especially at 

KI because there is very strong competition” (Interviewee 9) 

 

“It’s a competitive business which is pretty tough to be in” (Interviewee 17) 

 

During an event with many of the CF at KI a discussion regarding the choice to work at a CF 

came up whereby one CF manager replied that it was nice that the CFs didn't have any 

competitors thus being a more relaxed atmosphere. However during one interview it showed 

that there are some duplicates of CF in KI 

 

“Here we have CF who are competitors, different prices on the same equipment and that is 

insane according to me” (Interviewee 11) 

 

This indicates that there are differences in what the two groups strive for and also that the 

climate in the academic path might be more competitive. The Core-group career paths could 

possibly be equally competitive however, it can be argued that the top positions within the 

academia is fewer than if looking outside the academia thus offering more opportunities for the 



41 

 

staff willing to look outside the academia. It can also be argued that the attitude towards 

competition is more negative in comparison with the researchers. 

 

In regards of the competition between CFs it seems that it is situational. Where competition 

may occur between similar CF, many of the CFs instead have a very collaborative environment 

between themselves.  

 

“We collaborate a lot with the ____ CF and also have a close collaboration with the ____ 

registry” (Interviewee 8) 

 

Existing collaborations between CFs combined with the networking event, where around 30 CF 

attended, argues for a willingness to help each other instead of competing with each other. 

When asking the IC about competing CF they claimed that there are some CFs with similar 

practices which are impossible to merge together. However if new facilities would apply for 

funds it would be hard if a similar CF already exists. 

 

“No, I don't believe new CFs which do similar things as already existing ones would get funds. 

This is something we worked with during the last call for funds i.e. giving feedback that you 

won't get funds because it is too similar to another one.” (Interviewee 1) 

 

As the statement say, even if there exist some competing CFs this is not something that is 

desired from a central perspective.   

 

5.1.4 Knowledge sharing and value alignment 

One notion expressed from various sources concerned having to reinvent processes again and 

again even though others probably had done so before. Therefore it was interesting to discover 

how the managers were working with knowledge sharing. Out of the fifteen interviews only 

three answered that they did not share experiences with other SDs or FMs and out of these two 

belonged to the Researcher group. Even more interesting was that the Researchers tended to 

change experiences on a less regular basis that the Core-group which could be an indication 

that the Core-group is more collaborative by nature than the Researches. Where the Core-group 

had regular formal and informal meetings (i2,i5,i10,i11,i15) the Researchers tended to do it 

more on a need to know basis.   
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Further discoveries that was made was that nearly all the challenges or areas where aid was 

called for belonged to managerial tasks (i2,i4,i7,i9,i10,i11,i13,i15) and all respondents said they 

were happy with no interfering in day to day tasks and technical matters from a central location.  

 

When discussing infrastructure and what it is with the IC it was apparent that infrastructure was 

mainly funding’s, instruments and physical locations. When asking what is infrastructure the 

answer was 

 

“It is everything from services, instruments and locations to support research” (Interviewee 

17) 

 

When following up if it have to be to support research directly or if it could be support towards 

CF the reply was 

 

“To support core facilities, they are supposed to stand on their own legs and they should have 

a structure and competence among the employees running the core facility that they in fact can 

support others in first hand” (Interviewee 17) 

 

As a final finding the interviews showed that all the CF were born from a grass root level. Either 

the institution or a research group identified a need for a CF and from there on SD got the task 

to form one in their liking.  

   

5.1.5 Summary 

Summarizing the findings from four of the themes where the largest contrasts could be 

identified it can be argued that the CF belong to a clan/adhocracy culture where the rest of KI 

or at least the researchers belong to a market/adhocracy culture. The CF collaboration within 

and between CF definitely aligns with a friendly team oriented culture where development is a 

key factor. Furthermore the indications that the Core-group emphasized development within 

their field rather than high positions and their way of on a regular basis meet and exchange 

knowledge all indicates that there is a compatibility with the clan culture. However the way CF 

works as grass root organizations and the unwillingness of having central involvement in 

technical questions speaks for an adhocracy culture. Combining the two cultures gives us a 

culture as displayed in figure 7. 
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Figure 7, Core facility culture 

 

The researchers on the other hand tended to be more self-driven and competitive thus indicating 

a market culture. Where the CF strive for development the researchers strived for high positions 

and arguably the high reputation that follows. Supporting this is the knowledge sharing which 

seemed to occur on a need to know basis which further supports the claim that the researchers 

were more individually driven. The adhocracy tendencies in the CFs might very well be 

following from the Researchers group since they in all the cases are part of the initiation of the 

CF. No matter of being the initiator or getting the task from the institution the SD have in most 

cases developing the CF from scratch like a startup and therefore arguably bringing some traits 

reminding of adhocracy with them. Combining these two culture types would create a culture 

type as displayed in figure 8. 
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Figure 8, Researcher culture 

 

Looking at both the culture types in a combined model (figure 9) similarities can be identified 

in the adhocracy culture where the individual parts are in clan or market. The differences in 

culture can likely be explained by different tasks and set ups for the roles where the researchers 

need to compete more to show they have the cutting edge research. As the CFs do not 

necessarily compete with other similar CFs they can focus more on development and 

collaborate to find the best solutions hence manifest as a clan culture. The similarities on the 

other hand can likely be explained by a shared profession as both roles consists of research 

professionals. This group can be connected with the adhocracy attributes such as autonomy and 

abilities for innovation. 
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Figure 9, both cultures 

 

What can be gained from these results are that a difference between cultures have been 

identified within KI as figure 9 shows. The CFs can be identified as subcultures to the 

organizational culture and are likely explained by differences in tasks in different roles. 

However, the results from analyzing the empirical material with the model of Cameron and 

Quinn (2006) showed some uncertainties in which culture type the CF and the rest of KI 

belonged to. This resulting in a hybrid between two culture types with tendencies in a few areas 

to be a third hence highlighting the weaknesses of attempting to categorize culture with such a 

model.  

 

5.2. The three levels of culture 
 

5.2.1 Artifacts 

During the fifteen interviews combined with other meetings and time spent within the walls of 

KI it was notices that there existed a very casual atmosphere. The interviews were conducted 

in a rather informal manner with a few of them held in an open space where other employees 

could walk around. As the interviews went on there were strong indications that that the 

managers all had a strong interest for the science and technique in favor of management. This 

was displayed through the answers given to questions in different topics. When discussing 

managerial aspects the questions were often shorter in comparison with questions regarding the 
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scientific areas. When talking about science the answers often became long and descriptive and 

it became clear that there existed a pride over what they were doing.  

 

What could also be found out was that none of the interviewees claimed to have any formal 

managerial training nor actively seeking to get one. A few of the respondent came from the 

industry with similar roles to what they had today but it never came clear if there were any 

management training at that point. Furthermore it could be observed during the network 

meeting that the managers were willing to provide topics which the future network should work 

with. However, when trying to decide on who would lead this work it took a long time before 

anyone volunteered and when so that was only on the premise of leading the next meeting to 

get the ball running.  

 

When talking about knowledge sharing and support most FMs explained that they did not feel 

that there was any central support to get with expressed challenges. Instead they tended to go 

to their SD or someone in a similar position as themselves. The SDs solved problems in a similar 

manner but then between other SDs or asking staff in the institution.   

 

One topic that was discussed was the goals and purpose of the CF and the answer to the purpose 

was unanimously that they existed as a support for researchers to do their research. The goals 

were more varied in terms of getting the techniques out to the medicine practitioners (i14), 

developing leading methods (i11) or to be sustainable (i6). When further asked how they tried 

to achieve these goals and purpose the answers varied between visibility (i9), having the best 

equipment, knowledge and processes (i5,i7,i11,i12,i13) or prices (i6).  

  

5.2.2 Espoused values 

There is a general consensus around what the main task of a CF is. However the starting point 

for how it ends up as a successful CF seems to be different from case to case. It can either be 

started at a grassroots level where a smaller group of scientist find a need for certain methods 

or equipment’s within their field and start a CF around this. In other cases which is less common 

it is started as a need identified centrally which is turned into a startup project. When asked 

about the goals and task of the CF replies given by most was that it should be a service to clients 

from the whole RI and external clients in the form of other institutes and industry. This is in 

line with the goals of what CF are per definition in different literature (Turpen et al. 2016), 
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(Lilley et al. 2011) (Meder et al. 2016). Following are a few quotes that describe how the CFs 

in general view their mission:   

  

“This is an infrastructure for all KI researchers as well as external clients we would like.”  

(Interviewee 6) 

  

“To give researchers the understanding of the huge potential there is with the technology we 

provide in this field” (Interviewee 5) 

  

"It is mostly that we are communicating with our researchers and users of the CF what they 

want to have, this is essential, we are dependent on them, without them we could close down." 

(Interviewee 3) 

  

Since this is stated as the official mission and backed up by many of the respondents it indicates 

consensus. It reflects something that is not hard to say or agree upon as the ideal or norm which 

Schein (2011) describes as an espoused value.  

 

When discussing what the interviewees liked about working at KI the most common answer 

was that the science and close connection to researchers were one of the best things working at 

KI (i2,i4,i7,i9,i10,i14). When more specifically discussing their role as a hybrid manager the 

answers were mainly positive or at least that the managerial part wasn't obstructing any other 

work (i2,i6,i10). Some did also fill in that when they accepted the role it was clear what it meant 

in terms of hybridization and that this was an important part of the job which needed to be there. 

In some cases the replies did not show the same enthusiasm for the managerial part. However, 

even in the cases where management were not considered as the best aspect in their role there 

were still a understanding that this was an important aspect of the work which needed to be 

done.  

 

“I think it is absolutely necessary (hybrid role). If you don’t keep with the field you don’t stay 

up to date with current research and technology. You also need to have a good feeling for 

administration, need to have a good feel for leading people and also a good scientist in a way. 

You need to be good at both.”  (Interviewee 3) 
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As described in chapter 5.1 it was stated from the IC that the CF are supposed to stand on their 

own legs and acquire the competence needed to do so. However, CF managers appreciated 

autonomy when it came to their technique and how to handle things within their expertise. On 

the contrary, the CF managers expressed a willingness to collaborate or have more directives 

from a central location regarding managerial topics like pricing, legal support, long term goals 

and marketing (i2,i6,i7,i10,i11,i12).  

 

As explained in artefacts, the atmosphere at KI was very informal. That employees seems to 

like informality became even clearer when they communicate that they preferred informal 

meetings during events of sharing knowledge: 

 

“Informal meetings work perfectly, it does not need to be organized from another location, we 

can handle that just fine” (Interviewee 2)  

 

However in one cases there were thoughts about the need of having some formal meetings as 

well: 

 

“It could also be good with a formal form, like a network maybe” (Interviewee 10) 

 

Regardless of the form it seems that the preferred way to exchange knowledge is through 

meeting colleagues face to face preferably with an informal structure like lunch or while 

running past people in the corridor.  

 

5.2.3 Underlying assumptions 

 

Science is more important than management  

As the espoused value regarding hybrid roles and management were positive and that managers 

liked their position it could be argued that the management position is valuable. However, while 

this most certainly is true, the artefact shows that the science arguably is valued even more. The 

observation that few volunteered to take on the work with the network group and that nearly all 

interviewees spoke more elaborately about scientific topics indicates that this is what they 

prefer when compared to management. On a further notice, one SD who was asked about 

improvement on KI answered 
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“A lot of money goes to administration, such a big university have a tendency to grow, many 

other departments and units which serve only as support functions wants more funding which 

leads to researchers getting less for their research.” (Interviewee 12) 

 

This indicates that no matter how important one task can be, the core of KI is still always the 

science thus indicating the underlying assumption that the Science is more important than 

management. 

 

Managerial training is of low importance  

With understandings that few or none of the CF managers have or seeks formal managerial 

training as shown in the artefacts and the notion that science is what is highly valued at KI as 

shown above. It can further be argued that there is an underlying assumption that managerial 

training is not of as importance as the science, nor as desired. This thought can to some extent 

be supported by interviewee 9 who, when asked if managerial training directed towards CF 

would be interesting, said:  

 

“It may help, but to be honest I think that sometimes we get to much lost in courses and this 

kind of things. And I just think that some people are better in coordinating and managing and 

other are not and it’s also a bit personal.” (Interviewee 9) 

 

It was then explained that if there were a course interviewee 9 would go to it but still believed 

that management was something that came natural to people.   

 

The citation could arguably highlight an underlying assumption that managerial training is of 

low importance since management skills are believed to be personal skills rather than something 

which is learned. Why only one interviewee expressed this, can be explained by the fact that 

questions on managerial training weren't a part of the interview. Therefore we argue that the 

artefact of non or few managers having formal training combined with the espoused value of 

science being the reason of being at KI, and finally the fact that none of the interviewees 

expressed that managerial training was something that could help in their roles as managers, 

even though managerial issues were the main theme of challenges, strongly indicates that 

managerial training is not of high importance in a CF. 
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Barriers for knowledge exchange across technical borders 

There are many examples of collaboration as stated previously in this report. Within the 

research setting the cooperation is widespread. The following statements further exemplify this: 

  

“We have a sister organization in _____ that have a _____. They are very similar to us, we 

have a lot of collaborations and cooperation’s” (Interviewee 5) 

  

“We have a close collaboration with the _____facility in _____, these are good friends of 

mine.”(Interviewee 3) 

  

“We cooperate allot with ____ and also have a close collaboration with ____” (Interviewee 7) 

 

All of the above are statements related to cooperation with other facilities or departments that 

are within the same field. These statements are connected to espoused values of being a 

collaborative environment. There is at the same time however a feeling of working in one’s 

own bubble when it comes to tasks related to economic nature within CFs (i1,i3,i4,i5,i9,i14). 

There are cooperation’s within one's technical fields both within management and science. 

However when they interact across technical borders the tendency to discuss management is 

considered very low. Also the contacts points for these meeting are limited as the following 

statements show (i10,i7): 

  

“When it comes to KI as a whole it is quite hierarchically run with the institutions, it is hard to 

get a “we” feeling. As a CF you are not really part of KI because it is the scientists that count” 

(Interviewee 10) 

  

“Most CFs are very diverse. Even if we have a lot in common related to management our 

technical fields are so diverse we seldom meet.” (Interviewee 7) 

 

One seems to be somewhat isolated staying within one's own research field even though many 

common issues can be found across scientific borders. This is somewhat strengthened by the 

fact that all the different CFs are being run in their own institutions. Even though there might 

be a need for more collaborations among CFs of different technical nature there are underlying 

assumptions in the culture that hinder this. 
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Tacit knowledge is enough 

Not once while talking about knowledge sharing was it expressed that knowledge could be 

searched for or gained through documentations or databases provided by KI or anyone else. 

Neither was this once expressed that it would be an improvement to their work. Instead the 

artefacts show that knowledge is shared through person to person through personal networks. 

The preferred format of these meetings, as explained in espoused values, was informal meetings 

and on that basis we argue that one basic assumption is that tacit knowledge is enough and that 

it is not necessary to codify this. Not only can the underlying assumption be supported both 

from the artefact and from the espoused value but also from the expressed experience of often 

having to invent the wheel. With codified knowledge available this would most certainly not 

be the case. 

 

Not fully accepted as service 

Inputs have been indicating that the format of the CF hasn't been fully adopted or accepted as 

the norm. The CF is still something that is new and in traditional research the service and client 

focus has not been so strong. One interviewee with one of the longest experiences within 

research and managing CFs that we interviewed states: 

  

"One sees that many CFs start as bottoms up and there are people that are really passionate 

about it. What is difficult for many however is to let it grow into something is outside of their 

own sphere” (Interviewee 8) 

  

Another one states: 

  

“There is still some tendencies when setting up new core facilities that “I want to set up my lab 

based on my interest, the lab and the equipment is mine as it is to serve my research purposes” 

(Interviewee 1) 

  

So there seem to be some disparity between the ideal, what one wants to be or maybe aspires 

to be and what the underlying cultural is founded upon. Even though this has been noted by the 

IC and a list of requirements have been created, it is still exists to some degree under the surface. 
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This could be an indication of underlying values and assumptions that are still present within 

the culture of traditional scientists.  

 

CF and research teams have the same needs 

As both the artefact and espoused values suggest, one underlying assumption from a perspective 

outside the CFs seem to be that CFs have the same needs as any ordinary research team. The 

artefact showing that there is little to no support for the CF managers to get and if that is not 

the case then it is ill promoted that there is support to get. The espoused value is that a CF 

should stand on own legs however, this is poorly aligned with what the CFs express as needs. 

Regardless of the actual needs the statement from the IC combined with the lack of offered 

support argues for the underlying assumption that a CF and research team have the same needs.  

 

 

5.2.4 Summary 

 
Figur 10. Summary of the three levels of culture 
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Each one of the underlying assumptions identified (figure 10) are imbedded and occur due to 

culture. Even though it isn't possible to say that the assumptions are the culture on their own it 

is possible to trace them back to a culture in terms of being a collective set of thoughts within 

a group (Hofstede, 1994). By establishing that the underlying assumptions occur due to culture 

it can thereby also be argued that the effects the underlying assumptions have on the 

organization are due to culture.  
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6. Discussion 

The chapter will discuss implications and meanings of the findings and compare them to the 

literature. 

 

6.1. Assumptions 

Science is more important than management 

The first underlying assumption that science is more important than management is of no 

surprise. KI is a university with its core in research hence science will always be the core of the 

organization. However in contrast to the claims of (MCGIVERN et al. 2015) that professionals 

don't want to undertake the role as a manager i.e. hybrid roles, the managers at KI seemed to 

do so. Only when compared with science the management role fell short. Differences from the 

literature could have different explanations were the first one is cultural differences between 

nationalities. Most of the investigated case studies are from the USA or Great Britain thus 

arguably having a different national culture like argued by Hofstede (1994). Swedish culture 

tend to be more “lagom” which can roughly be explained as balanced and neutral. This can very 

well affect professional’s willingness to handle the hybrid role. Another possibility for 

differences from the literature is that the case studies were applied on clinical health care and 

this study is in a researcher context. Even though both belong to the health care sector 

differences between these two professions can’t be excluded. Therefore frameworks and models 

should be carefully studied and applied in a different cultural context than from which they 

originated. The finding does strengthen the importance of culture in organization studies by 

showing that different cultures respond differently to hybrid management. 

 

Managerial training is of low importance 

The second assumption that managerial training is of little value is particularly interesting due 

to most of the challenges expressed from CF manager’s concerned managerial topics. While 

(Kippist, ) and (Numerato; 2010) argues that physicians put the managerial tasks aside in favor 

of clinical work, (Kuhlmann et al. 2016) extends the argument and claims that they use their 

scientific strength instead of managerial training to solve problems. With no managerial training 

at all as in many of the cases in the CFs the only option is to use whatever strengths the managers 

do have to solve their problem. As the literature explains, using personal strengths instead of 

proven managerial tools can lead to inefficiencies within the CF and therefor risking the CF 

running in suboptimal way. Letting a CF run in a suboptimal does contradict the very purpose 
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of its existence since the inefficiencies will most likely cause for higher costs thus requiring 

more funding’s or higher prices for its customers. In a worst case scenario it could lead to a 

decision where the CF does not get more funds for its work forcing it to shut down. This would 

have even larger effects upon researchers forcing them to apply for funds for the equipment 

themselves which would be even more costly.   

 

Barriers for knowledge exchange across technical borders 

The third assumption shows that there are barriers for collaborations across technical fields. 

Where the empirics and analysis highlights that the CFs do use collaboration it also shows that 

these collaborations are limited to other CFs working with similar technologies. However as 

the empirics show many of the expressed challenges with running a CF are the same no matter 

which field, there should exist collaborations between them. By not looking over the borders of 

the own technical field potential solutions and inputs goes unseen and therefore to waste. 

Turpen et al. (2016) suggest strong support functions and advisory boards which would most 

certainly help in the situation. Lilley et al. (2011) instead argues for standardizations and better 

frameworks to find best practices. However the solution suggested by Turpen et al. (2016) calls 

for stronger centralization which the empiric’s shows should be done carefully. Where the 

empirics shows that managers tend to accept and ask for more directives in managerial areas it 

does not imply a centralization overall. When working with standardizations and frameworks 

as Lilley et al. (2011) suggest, differences in CFs need to be accounted for. The CFs does have 

different products and constellation which makes it clear that one standard or best practice 

won’t fit all.   

 

Tacit knowledge is enough 

The fourth assumption that tacit knowledge is enough suggests that the way knowledge is 

spread at KI is from person to person. This is what would be called tacit knowledge and have 

been identified as the preferred knowledge type at KI. While tacit knowledge is a good form of 

knowledge it requires the right connections to gain. This could also be recognized in the 

empirical findings as the CF managers who used their personal network seemed to do well. 

However, as many managers explained that they reinvented the wheel there might be a need for 

more explicit knowledge meaning that the knowledge gets codified and stored where others can 

gain from it. By not doing so, a lot of knowledge are in the risk of getting lost or tied up to a 

few managers instead of being shared which would be more beneficial for the CFs.  As the 

reviewed literature haven't discussed KM and knowledge in the context of CF, a literature 
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background to the topic have been excluded. However it serves as a good topic for future 

research where, exploring knowledge transfer within and between CF and finding suitable 

methods to do so. For this topic Stevens, et al. (2010) paper, Waves of Knowledge 

Management: The Flow between Explicit and Tacit Knowledge, can serve as a starting point. 

 

Not fully accepted as service 

The fifth assumption argues that the acceptance of CF as a service facility isn’t fully developed 

at the moment.  Meder et al. (2016) argues that a service oriented staff is a key for running a 

successful CF. However, as the case study indicated, the transition into an open service for all 

researchers can be troublesome as there are individuals who does not agree with the new 

definitions. Schein (2010) argues that the underlying assumptions take their form from repeated 

confirmation of success with systems. This could explain why some researchers insist of using 

the old methods. If individual researchers have learned that the old systems have been working 

in the past they will likely not see any reasons for change. Thereby it is of importance for an 

organization to consider this cultural differences in order to develop strategies which accounts 

for opposing values. The case study displayed an effective method of working with the 

resistance by installing systems which hinders unwanted values to pass through thus ensuring 

value alignment for the purpose of a CF.   

 

 CF and research teams have the same needs 

The sixth assumption suggest that there is no differences in the needs of a research group and a 

CF as expressed from the IC. However, the empirical material suggest that this is not true. A 

CF is another type of unit and with it follows different needs. Managers at the CFs have 

expressed challenges with handling price models and legal questions which follows with such 

facility. Since these questions often are the same it would make sense to offer guidance and 

clarity with these question from a central point at KI which would not be opposed by the CF 

managers according to the findings. The differences display a poor value alignment between 

KI and its CF and could cause for inefficiencies in the operations of the CF.  Henderson & 

Thompson (2003) argues that in order to work with high efficiency an organization should strive 

for value alignment. More so Turpen et al (2016) argues that to succeed with CF there is a need 

for a strong support systems and an advisory board. At least the support systems is something 

that aligns with the needs of CFs according to the empirical findings. If an advisory board is 

wanted or need have to be further investigated. Nevertheless, the analysis have shown that KI 
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have failed to recognize the needs of the CFs and if not arguing for every CF to get their own 

legal support they may want to adjust their values to align more with the CF. 

 

6.2. Suggestion for future research 

The empirical findings of this study point out many interesting issues that have shed light on 

the cultural setting as it has been framed in this report. However other areas of research fitting 

for the empirical situation have been found. One of these in particular being KM. KM relates 

to a set of practices that helps to improve the use and sharing of data and information in decision 

making (Petrides & Nodine, 2003). As we have seen there are indication of reinventing the 

wheel, working in one's own bubble unaware of the same solutions being developed in other 

areas and communication barriers. It shows that on a managerial level where many CF have a 

lot in common increased level of sharing knowledge and information with each other could be 

very beneficial. Therefore methods and practices for KM would be warranted for in a study of 

its own. 
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7. Conclusions  

In this chapter the final results of the academic process is presented. The results are conclusions 

based on the processing of empirical findings through an analysis. Guided by the purpose and 

the RQs the following set of conclusions have been found. They are presented in relation to 

each of the RQs. 

 

Concluding RQ1: How can culture affect a research organization's work with CFs? 

 

Underlying assumptions manifest themselves as artefacts in an organization and affect how 

members in the culture behave. Thereby the effects that underlying assumptions have on an 

organization are cultural effects on an organization. Through the analysis of the empirical 

material gathered it have been identified that underlying assumptions can cause for value 

misalignment within the organization. They can be the cause for inefficiencies in practices, 

create barriers for collaborations and how knowledge can be spread through the organization. 

Furthermore it have been displayed how differences in culture require from an organization that 

the cultural context are accounted for when analyzing and applying frameworks and best 

practices.   

 

Concluding RQ2: What can a research organization do to adhere to the cultural setting in the 

CF context?  

 

To adhere the cultural setting an organization can work with defining the role of the CF and 

work across the whole institute with values that facilitate this on all levels. Realize that the CF 

has distinctly other needs and carries a different culture than research and thus need to be 

addressed and approached in different way. Further it can create following up structures that go 

beyond an application at inception and then one yearly report. Find ways in which to measure 

the performance of and give concrete feedback to the CF. Seting clear goals and expectations 

from a central location could reduce stress and help the facility with a long term perspective. 

Where there are many different backgrounds, the organization needs to remember that one size 

doesn't fit all. There needs to be a degree of freedom to structure the facility according to one’s 

own means. Guidance and mentorship could be beneficial in the case where it is demanded or 

asked for. Some clear distinctions can be made as to what issues are supported and that is to 

mainly adhere to the rise of management, economics and non-technical/scientific processes.  
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Appendix A-Interview Questions 

 
Person/CF 

 

● Can you give a brief introduction of yourself and your role 

○ Background? 

○ Tasks? 

○ Do you have a OM in your CF? 

○ If OM what is your involvement in research? 

● Can you tell us how and why you became a SD/OM? 

 

View on management 

 

● When you took the role as SD/OM was there any directives on what you were expected to do? 

○ Do you feel that central involvement in your task spec. was too large or too small? 

 

● Is there any type of centralized involvement in the day to day? 

○ Do set your own goals or are there goals set for you? 

○ How do you feel about this? 

 

● What are the biggest challenges as a SD? 

○ What aid do you have to handle these? 

 

● If you need assistance or support in your role as SD/OM, where do you turn to? 

○ Centralized support or talk to colleague? 

 

● Do you share experience and knowledge with other SD in similar roles? 

○ How? 

○ if no, do you have any form of contact with other SD? 

○ if no, How would you feel about sharing experience and knowledge with other CD in similar 

roles? 

 

● Is there anything you feel that you would need to make your job as a SD/OM easier? 

 

● Do you ever feel that managerial tasks interfere with research tasks or vise versa? 

○ What are your thoughts about working with dual roles? 

○ Are there any special challenges due to this? 

 

● Do you prefer any of these tasks over the others? 

○ Are any tasks considered higher status? 
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Culture at KI 

 

● What makes KI a good workplace? 

○ Would you say that there is a strong culture? 

 

● Is there anything you find could be improved? 

 

● What are the goals/purpose for you as a researcher? 

○ How do you achieve these goals? 

○ Does anyone except you have any say about your research? 

 

● What are your future goals in your career? 

○ Are personal goals in line with what you can fulfill in your current position? 

 

● Do you work independently or collaboratively in your own research? 

○ Why? 

 

● Do you often change and innovate processes and practises in your research? 

 

 

Culture in CF 

 

● What are the goals/purpose in the CF? 

○ Are these goals yours or from KI? 

○ Do you agree with them? 

○ How do you achieve these goals? 

 

● Do you have a strong culture in your CF? 

○ How 

 

● Does the staff work independently or collaboratively? Can you give an example? 

○ Which would you say is stronger? 

 

● How much input do you have on the individual work? 

 

● Is anyone working with improvements of processes 

○ in that case who? 

 

● Do you often change and innovate processes and practises? 

 

● When creating processes, who do you have in mind? customers or the CF? 

 

● How strong is your customer focus? 

○ How prioritized are external clients? 
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Appendix B - Empirical codes 

 

Administration  

Economics  

Legal  

Goals of CF  

Support  

Challenges 

Management System 

Lacking support 

Technical Freedom  

Day to Day  

HR  

Career  

Hierarchy 

Roles  

Knowledge sharing  

Collaboration 

Improvements  

Culture  

Customer focus          
 

 


