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THEMES IN RECENT RESEARCH ON AEC PROJECT COLLABORATION 

Christopher Monson,1 Carrie Sturts Dossick,2 and Gina Neff3 

ABSTRACT 
Recent research in architecture, engineering, and construction (AEC) project 

collaboration links AEC content issues with theoretical foundations in sociology, 
communication, and organization science. This has important potential for how research might 
better understand collaborative AEC work. Through a select review of recent papers from major 
construction and design journals, we mapped eight content themes in AEC Project Collaboration: 
social foundations, communication practices, organizational studies and management, 
technology, knowledge and learning, leadership and power, identity, and integration measures. 
From the interrelationships existing between these themes, we demonstrate how the mapping can 
outline the thematic content relationships of an existing AEC study as well as be used as a 
projective tool to generate relationships for new studies. Using this generative capacity of the 
mapped themes, a number of focus areas are proposed that help direct future research efforts.  
 
KEYWORDS: collaboration, integrated project delivery, research 

INTRODUCTION 
Collaborative practice methods are becoming increasingly central to the architectural, 

engineering, and construction (AEC) industry. AEC integrated project delivery is dependent 
upon a rich, wide-ranging, and continually developing set of commonalities in working methods, 
communication strategies, management processes, and organizational structures that make it 
possible for individuals and firms to collaborate. The complexity of these issues has put 
particular demands on AEC research. Increasingly, the study of AEC project collaboration draws 
upon multiple disciplinary perspectives to provide theories and methods.  

A problem that arises from this synthesis of AEC collaboration issues and the theoretical 
lenses from other disciplines is how to construct an understanding of the interrelationships that 
might be emerging between them. Scholars are now making connections between AEC 
collaboration and its theoretical grounding in sociology, communication, and organization 
science among other realms. This paper is an attempt to outline and map emerging themes in the 
work on project collaboration in an effort to identify potential research gaps, show connections 
and distinctions within the literature, and suggest areas of fruitful disciplinary interactions across 
the themes to inspire future empirical research. Such an assessment of the recent scholarship can 
show us how larger theoretical foundations are being incorporated and highlight the ways that 
they can be advanced. Looking across our field’s literature on project collaboration allows us to 
sketch a structure of the theoretical relationships within our field and point to places that could 
benefit from additional theorizing. Finally, such an exercise allows researchers to construct a 
more comprehensive approach to AEC theories by building bridges between the distinct pieces 
that scholars have imported from other disciplines.  

Though the industry effects we see today are new, AEC integrated project collaboration 
came into significance over a generation ago. It is now twenty years since the first industry and 
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government reports focused on the problems of the construction industry where better 
interdisciplinary collaboration emerged in the search for solutions (CII, 1991; Egan, 1998; 
Latham, 1994). In that same decade, the Design Build Institute of America officially defined the 
term “design-build” (1994), and the first comparative studies of integrated practice delivery were 
completed (Bennett et al., 1996; Konchar & Sanvido, 1998; Molenaar et al., 1999; Pocock, 
1996). While early research on AEC integrated practice focused on structural impediments like 
organizational boundaries and contractual arrangements, scholars who observed collaborative 
teams at work began to make connections between AEC and sociology, organizational theory, 
and practice theory (Bresnen, 2007; Chinowsky & Taylor, 2012; Cicmil et al., 2006; Styhre et 
al., 2004). The burgeoning use of building information modeling (BIM) was recognized as a 
force in integrated practice, both in the ways that it helps interdisciplinary collaboration as well 
as a hinders it (Dossick & Neff, 2010; 2011). The collaboration and communication activities 
central to AEC integrated practice have also begun to be seen as their own significant venue for 
inquiry (CURT, 2004; Dainty et al., 2007).  

To clarify the topic for this study, we call the shared issues across collaborative methods 
of work, communication, management, and organization that occur in AEC industry projects 
AEC Project Collaboration. We propose this phrase as a way to collectively refer to multiple 
theories and content realms involved in the study of contemporary forms of AEC integrated 
project collaboration. The term collaboration is simply defined as “working together” 
(Webster’s, 1994: 273). Project can be defined as coordinated activities delimited by a unique 
task, team, and duration of time (Lundin & Söderholm, 1995). Taken together, project 
collaboration references the actions, methods, habits, and established customs that emerge from 
working together for a fixed duration. As AEC Project Collaboration is focused on the actual 
activities of human participants in the act of designing and constructing buildings, it is described 
by a wide variety of theoretical constructs. At the micro level, these include psychological issues 
of human action, cognition, identity, and authority that define and guide individual and group 
interactions. Many of these issues are grounded in theories of communication. At the meso and 
macro level, theoretical constructs include the sociological issues of organizations and 
institutions that shape firms, disciplines, professions, and the marketplace.  

The objective of this paper is to use a select review of recent research literature in AEC 
project collaboration to map content themes that inclusively link architecture, engineering, and 
construction practice issues with theoretical foundations in sociology, communication, and 
organization science. From this mapping, propositions about future AEC research in project 
collaboration can be made. The paper is organized as follows. First, we define the select 
literature review and analysis process of recent AEC project collaboration research that forms the 
basis of this study. Then we introduce the eight major content themes discovered and briefly 
discuss the selected core papers. Finally, we interpret the interrelationships between the content 
themes to illuminate a number of focus areas that could direct and broaden future project 
collaboration research in AEC. 

SCOPE OF LITERATURE REVIEW 
Since the advent of “the practice turn” in organizational and project management research 

(Schatzki et al, 2001), scholars have begun to study AEC collaborative practices by broadening 
the social content of project organization research (Chinowsky, 2011; Cicmil et al., 2006; Levitt, 
2012). Given that this shift is relatively recent, a review of select literature offered a way to 
define the connections between “related topic areas” in AEC project collaboration and “identif[y] 
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central issues” (Cooper, 2010: 4). We chose to look for studies that showed evidence of shifts or 
changes that would signal that scholars were beginning to focus efforts around particular kinds of 
content. Since the topic of AEC Project Collaboration is broadly conceived across multiple 
disciplinary domains, we began by searching first through construction and design journals and 
allowed the core papers to forge the links to other disciplinary realms through their citations.  

We reviewed eight major construction journals: Construction Management and 
Economics; Journal of Construction Engineering and Management; Engineering Project 
Organization Journal; Building Research & Information; Journal of Management in 
Engineering; International Journal of Project Management; Engineering, Construction and 
Architectural Management; and Architectural Engineering and Design Management. Articles 
from the inception of each journal through the latest 2014 issue were searched for four terms 
(“integrated,” “collaboration,” “communication,” and “relational.”) separately. In sum, over 
eight hundred journal articles were reviewed for inclusion. The selection assessment process for 
papers involved two criteria frames. The first frame was whether or not the paper directly studied 
project collaboration across least two disciplines of AEC. This could be accomplished through 
empirical study, theoretical development, or both. If the paper didn’t directly study AEC 
collaboration, it was assessed for whether or not its focus had a significant impact on 
collaboration between at least two disciplines of AEC. If either of those two criteria frames were 
met, the paper was selected for further review. Twenty-six papers from five journals were 
selected for further review as “core papers” covering the years 2003 to 2014. Reviewing the 
complete set of selected core papers, we identified themes and assembled groups of papers into a 
map of relationships of theoretical foundations and content realms. From this interpretive map, 
patterns were explored to propose ways to connect themes to develop and guide future AEC 
project collaboration research. 

AEC PROJECT COLLABORATION THEMES 
Analyzing the core papers, we found eight sets of topical and theoretical themes that 

contribute to AEC Project Collaboration. Across the papers, themes offered access to study the 
emerging conceptual foundation and structure for project collaboration in AEC (Figure 1). We 
propose that the selected core papers begin to suggest how AEC Project Collaborations as a field 
of research might be shaped through themes and relationships (Table 1). 

The first three of these themes are the grounding disciplines of “social foundations,” 
“communication practices,” and “organizational studies and management.” In some way, all of 
the core papers either worked with one or more of these three realms or built on top of them 
within the content of their own particular investigation. Other AEC themes include “technology,” 
“knowledge and learning,” “leadership and power,” “identity,” and “integration measures.” To 
this set, we added “projects” as a general topic of interest across AEC as well as “construction 
and design” as disciplinary content areas. 

DESCRIPTION OF THEMES AND CORE PAPERS 
 We begin the description of the AEC Project Collaboration themes by focusing on the 
first three grounding themes: “social foundations,” “communication practices,” and 
“organizational studies and management.” Aspects of one—or sometimes more—of these 
thematic areas were brought into the AEC context in all of the core papers either through the 
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Figure 1. Map of Grounding and AEC Themes in AEC Project Collaboration research. 

 
 
Table 1. Core papers organized by AEC Project Collaboration themes. 
 

Core “social foundations” studies 
Author(s) Year Title 
Cicmil, S., & 
Marshall, D. 

2005 Insights into collaboration at the project level: Complexity, social 
interaction and procurement mechanisms.  

Hartmann & 
Bresnen 

2011 The emergence of partnering in construction practice: An activity theory 
perspective.  

Scott 2012 The institutional environment of global project organizations. 
Askland, H. H., 
Gajendran, T., & 
Brewer, G. 

2013 Project organizations as organizational fields: Expanding the level of 
analysis through Pierre Bourdieu’s theory of practice. 

Marshall, N. 2014 Thinking, saying and doing in collaborative projects: What can we learn 
from theories of practice? 

 

Core “communication practices” studies  
Gorse, C. A., & 
Emmitt, S. 

2007 Communication behavior during management and design team meetings: 
a comparison of group interaction.  

Gluch, P., & 
Raisanen, C. 

2009 Interactional perspective on environmental communication in 
construction projects. 

Boudeau 2013 Design team meetings and the coordination of expertise: The roof garden 
of a hospital. 

Cheung, S. O., Yiu, 
T. W., & Lam, M. C. 

2013 Interweaving trust and communication with project performance. 

Senescu, R. R., 
Aranda-Mena, G., 
& Haymaker, J. R. 

2013 Relationships between project complexity and communication.  
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Core “organizational studies and management” studies 
Xue, X., Shen, Q., 
& Ren, Z.  

2010 Critical review of collaborative working in construction projects: Business 
environment and human behaviors.  

Mollaoglu-
Korkmaz, S., 
Miller, V. D., & 
Sun, W. 

2013 Assessing key dimensions to effective innovation implementation in 
interorganizational project teams: An Integrated Project Delivery case.  

Erdogan, B., 
Anumba, 
C.,Bouchlaghem, 
D., Nielsen, Y. 

2014 Collaboration environments for construction: Management of 
organizational changes.  

 

Core “identity” studies 
Gluch 2009 Unfolding roles and identities of professionals in construction projects: 

Exploring the informality of practices.  
Kovacic, I., & 
Filzmoser, M. 

2014 Key success factors of collaborative planning processes.  

 

Core “integration measures” studies 
Che Ibrahim, C., 
Khairil I., 
Costello, S. B., & 
Wilkinson, S. 

2013 Development of a conceptual team integration performance index for 
alliance projects.  

Kovacic, I., & 
Sreckovic, M. 

2013 Designing the planning process for sustainable buildings: From experiment 
towards implementation.  

 

Core “knowledge and learning” studies 
Fong, P. S. W. 2003 Knowledge creation in multidisciplinary project teams: an empirical study 

of the processes and their dynamic interrelationships.  
Taylor, J. E., 
Levitt, R., & 
Villarroel, J. A.  

2009 Simulating learning dynamics in project networks.  

Pemsel, S., & 
Widén, K. 

2011 Bridging boundaries between organizations in construction. 

Javernick-Will, A 2012 Motivating knowledge sharing in engineering and construction 
organizations: Power of social motivations.  

 

Core “leadership and power” studies 
Sage, D. J., & 
Dainty, A. 

2012 Understanding power within project work: The neglected role of material 
and embodied registers. 

Zerjav, V., 
Hartmann, T., &  
van Amstel, F. M. C. 

2014 A leadership-as-practice perspective on design in architecture, engineering 
and construction projects: Interaction analysis of a collaborative 
workshop. 

 

Core “technology” studies 
Dossick, C. S., & 
Neff, G.  

2010 Organizational divisions in BIM-enabled commercial construction.  

Harty, C., & 
Whyte, J. 

2010 Emerging hybrid practices in construction design work: Role of mixed 
media.  

Dossick, C. S., & 
Neff, G.  

2011 Messy talk and clean technology: Communication, problem-solving and 
collaboration using Building Information Modelling.  
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incorporation of these theory traditions, application of analytic categories and particular units of 
analysis, or by methodologic operationalization of key variables using schemes translated from 
these content areas. These first three grounding themes provide much of the basic conceptual 
foundation for the other five AEC themes which often build from them.  

The “Social Foundations” Theme 
Sociology is one of the grounding disciplines used by scholars for conceptualizing and 

theorizing AEC project collaboration. Among the core papers, Cicmil and Marshall (2005) 
provide an example of a grounded theory exploration of a case study. In their analysis, they 
propose a conceptualization of the issues involved in management complexity that addresses the 
interventions, knowledge, and skill sets that a practitioner would want if she was dealing with 
such a project. Hartman and Bresnen (2011) apply cultural-historical activity theory to 
partnering, which allows the topic to be usefully analyzed as a “contextually embedded and 
socially constructed practice which may be transposed onto historically and institutionally grown 
ways of working” (2011: 42). Nick Marshall’s 2014 study is a well referenced consideration of 
the sociology of practice and the problem of seeing practical action as a function of knowledge 
and cognition as much as it might be explained by other epistemological traditions that see action 
and knowledge irreducibly intertwined (like phronesis or “practical wisdom”; see Flyvberg, 
2001).  

We found that the depth of engagement with social concepts in these core studies 
achieved a balance between AEC topical content and the explanatory power of social theory. 
Where theories outside of AEC were used to establish propositions about observed effects or 
provide a structure for data analysis, they were almost invariably explained within a context of 
AEC content so that the theoretical applications could be accessed by readers less familiar with 
them. In this way, the researchers have resituated these theories within an AEC setting which 
provides new opportunities for other AEC scholars to employ them. In addition, studies in the 
social foundations core group were often seen to use references from the second two grounding 
themes—communication practices and organizational studies and management.  

The “Communication Practices” Theme  
Communication theory was frequently cited across the entire group of core papers in the 

eight different themes. Among the core papers, communication issues often acted as a point of 
entry into AEC project collaboration research. 

Contemporary research in AEC communication practices leverages the traditions of 
communication theory as it can be applied to a broad range of phenomena in AEC. For example, 
Gorse and Emmitt (2007) offer a good introduction to communication issues in AEC. We found 
that their research was one of the first to focus on integrated project team communication by 
studying “how construction participants interact in live projects” (Gorse & Emmitt, 2007: 1195). 
This multiple case study paper used Bales (1950) interaction process analysis (IPA) to code and 
interpret communication in project meetings. Gluch and Raisanen (2009) used a multiple case 
study design to examine the interrelationship between verbal communication and social context 
in construction. The study developed from how communication practices interacted through 
various socio-cultural theories including Jame Wertsch’s mediated action theory, Lave and 
Wenger’s situated action theory, and Scollon’s mediated discourse theory. Cheung, Yiu, and 
Lam (2013) examined mediation models that improve information flows across integrated teams 
via management practices.  
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The “Organizational Studies and Management” Theme 
Most closely related to the business and management literature, the organizational studies 

and management theme engages scholarship from organization studies at large and the more 
practical business applications of management within AEC. For example, in the context of 
collaborative work in construction projects, Xue, Shen, and Ren (2010) define collaborative 
working as the “working together of project stakeholders of different organizations to effectively 
and efficiently accomplish a product” (2010: 196-97). Their study mapped the development of 
collaborative working research across academic journals in construction, and they challenge 
AEC scholars to do more work on the behavior of individuals involving communication issues 
like trust, tension, and conflict. Mollaoglu-Korkmaz, Miller, and Sun (2013) used a social 
network analysis of the institution of integrated project delivery across a collaborative AEC team 
to test organizational innovation implementation theory. Erdogan, Anumba, Bouchlaghem, and 
Nielsen (2014) addressed the problems of organizational change management by developing a 
structural process framework called “MOCHA” that directs change implementation across an 
organization.  Though only a very limited number of contemporary organizational studies have 
dealt with project collaboration in AEC, the breadth of the organizational field is such that there 
are many more angles to organization practice and management yet to be examined in the 
context of AEC projects. Given the centrality of organizations and institutions to AEC practice 
research, it is important that there are more studies using the available concepts in organization 
studies.  

The AEC Themes: “Identity,” “Integration Measures,” “Knowledge and Learning,” 
“Leadership and Power,” and “Technology” 
 We can briefly introduce the remaining five themes to round out the analysis of the eight 
core paper themes. While space limitations prevent a more lengthy engagement, the discussion 
about research focus areas that follows is informed by these introductions.  
 “Identity” is a theme that engages the collaborative issues that are affected by the 
personal traits of the individuals comprising a team. Though only a very small number of papers 
are represented in this theme from the core papers, it seems clear that the issue of participant 
identity is a key component to be understood for effective AEC collaboration practices.  
 “Integration measures” represent the more particular focus of metrics, or “how things are 
measured.” In integrated practice collaboration and communication, two papers were selected for 
the core group where the development and application of measures conveys important 
methodological and analytical potential to other scholars in AEC project collaboration.  
 “Knowledge and learning” is the thematic realm within which some of the most 
substantive activities in AEC Project Collaboration occur. The very nature of a shared 
collaborative effort requires the co-construction of knowledge across a multiplicity of content 
domains and expertise. Key concepts in knowledge and learning are the learning organization, 
communities of practice, and knowledge management.  
 “Leadership and power” was the theme with the least support among the core papers and 
the foundational citations, but was included because—like the case of “identity”—it can be 
clearly seen that both issues hold significance for AEC project collaboration practices in terms of 
social practices, communication, and organization and management.  
 Lastly, “technology” is becoming an increasingly important aspect of AEC project 
collaboration. The computer and its capacity to model physical objects and produce data-driven 
analysis are challenging a host of traditional practices across design and construction. It is also 
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clear that the investigations into the evolving processes of BIM as a tool for collaboration has 
increased the scholarly attention given to AEC project collaboration more generally. In this 
sense, the technology theme is one of the most commonly used entries into the topic of AEC 
collaboration.  

USING THE THEMATIC MAP AS AN INTERPRETIVE TOOL 
The core papers that have been considered in this study are characterized by the 

integration of exogenous theory and multiple content themes. We believe that these kinds of 
interrelationships are central to contemporary AEC project collaboration research. Since the 
complexity of this type of research places higher demands on awareness and familiarity with a 
broader research base, there is a need to build better interpretive and analytical tools that can 
assist in these new territories of multidisciplinary study.  

The development of the AEC Project Collaboration thematic map (Figure 1) provides an 
interpretive tool that allows for potentially beneficial applications. First as a diagnostic tool, the 
diagram provides a structure where the theory and content of a particular AEC project 
collaboration study can be mapped and then compared to other similar studies. This effort would 
help identify the pattern of topic content within the particular research area in AEC Project 
Collaboration. Understanding these patterns could assist in analyzing research outcomes and in 
assessing future improvements in the research area. Second as a projective tool, the diagram 
allows for the identification of research focus areas that benefit from topic realms suggested by 
proximity and context. This works to identify potential research gaps to be filled and new 
territories for researchers to inhabit in AEC Project Collaboration. This use also allows the 
diagram to persist as a kind of working document to build a potential new field of AEC project 
collaboration research.  

As a Diagnostic Tool: “Knowledge Management” 
As an example of the thematic map used as a diagnostic tool, we took one of the core 

papers from the knowledge management theme and examined its theoretical foundations and 
AEC project collaboration content as a way of assessing the study’s pattern of interrelationships. 
The core paper reviewed was Amy Javernick-Will’s 2012 study “Motivating knowledge sharing 
in engineering and construction organizations: Power of social motivations.” Seeing how 
knowledge management initiatives in firms tended to fail, the study asked the question: Why do 
employees share knowledge with others in an organization? With knowledge sharing motivations 
as the unit of analysis, the study collected ethnographic data from engineering, contractor, and 
owner/developer organizations. The study found that social motivations were a key dimension in 
sharing knowledge between employees. These processes included mimicking leadership 
behavior, conformity to culture, peer recognition, reciprocity, and honoring commitments. 

The paper was published in the Journal of Management in Engineering. Through an 
identification and count of the paper’s citations and their applications in the study, we positioned 
the relative number of references on the thematic map as a process to see connections (Figure 2). 
The overwhelming majority of references were from the organizational literature on knowledge 
management and more general organizational science. Nineteen of the sources were on topics of 
knowledge management or published in journals focused on knowledge management research. 
Ten other sources were more generally about organizational and business topics. The study relied 
on a small number of references to literature in psychology which supported the arguments  
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Figure 2. Diagnostic map of references per AEC Project Collaboration themes. 
 

around the social influence effects in knowledge sharing. The smallest grouping of references—
five—was from papers coming from construction research. These five papers were all 
specifically oriented to issues of knowledge management in the AEC context. 

As a Projective Tool: "Knowledge Management”  
From the results of the use of the interpretive capacities of the thematic map on the 

knowledge management core paper in Figure 2, we could begin to consider how the diagram 
might delineate a focus area that more generally advances the theme of knowledge management 
research in AEC Project Collaboration. This projective use of the diagram allows proximity and 
context to guide patterns that may find new theory and content associations. This effort is only 
valuable insofar as it works as a tool to help illuminate potential topic areas that otherwise may 
have been hidden, latent, or ignored. In other words, a projective use of the interpretive tool acts 
as a catalyst for consideration of new associations for a research study.  

As an example, we could take the suggestions from the short analysis of references in 
Figure 2 and extrapolate it across the diagram in the shape of an arc (Figure 3). This geometry 
across the diagram offers a new way of thinking about the potential connections of theory and 
content when conducting research in knowledge management in AEC Project Collaboration. 
This arc ties social foundations with organizational studies and management, the topic of 
“projects” along with “leadership and power” with the previously engaged realms of construction 
and design content and knowledge and learning. Additionally, where the Javernick-Will study 
suggested the necessity of psychology sources for knowledge management, that core paper might 
offer a critique of the current iteration of the thematic map. It may be that psychology needs a 
thematic connection to AEC project collaboration which suggests modifications to the scheme. 
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Figure 3. Projective map of “knowledge management” research as a focus area. 

 
While the concept of knowledge management is already a proven scholarly topic, 

connecting these particular themes across AEC project collaboration research would test these 
existing ideas and potentially rebuild and rebrand knowledge management for the particularities 
of AEC projects. The unique context of AEC may offer this potential focus area renewed 
strength to conceptualize knowledge management and make practical propositions for its 
improvement in industry. 

Other Projective Research Focus Areas from the Thematic Map 
Knowledge Construction  

This potential focus area connects knowledge and learning, the content of construction 
and design, social foundations, communication practices, and technology (Figure 4). As a 
collection, these address the processes and manifestations of the co-construction of knowledge 
that necessarily occurs during integrated practice activities. While any particular instance of 
knowledge construction may not involve each of these themes, the concept cannot adequately be 
engaged as research without acknowledging their sum total. The diagram might help construct 
new studies that hope to address the issue of knowledge construction by inviting associations 
across the themes that otherwise may not be investigated.  

The Social Learning Triangle  
The three themes connected by the social learning triangle are social foundations, 

knowledge and learning, and the content realm of construction and design (Figure 5). These three 
elements—social processes, cognition, and content—are the classic constituents of the social 
learning theories of constructivism. Constructivism is the gold standard for learning process in 
the education literature because of its fundamentally social nature (Bruner, 1960; Vygotsky, 
1978). This context is native to collaborative human activities—including AEC professional 
practice. It may be that connecting these three themes together with complimentary concepts 
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from education and cognitive science might establish more clarity about how knowledge and 
learning actually happen across collaborative groups. 

 

  
Figure 4. “Knowledge Construction.”   Figure 5. “The Social Learning Triangle.” 

 

The Psycho-Social Axis  
One of the missing elements in the AEC Project Collaboration themes is a focus on the 

individuals involved in the larger structures of collaboration. Drawing a line across the themes of 
communication practices, social foundations, leadership and power, and identity provides us with 
a focus region where the psychology of the individual might provide research insights (Figure 6).  

Collaboration 
Another focus area that could be developed is a more cogent exploration of what 

collaboration really is and how it works. Running across the three grounding themes of social 
foundations, communication, and organization studies and management, this focus area includes 
the elements of practice and projects (Figure 7). While there are other scholarly realms dealing 
with teamwork and shared human activities, it may be that a particular definition and historic 
construct of collaboration is necessary for AEC integrated practice research. Connecting these 
five thematic areas could provide such a focus.  

 

   
Figure 6. “The Psycho-Social Axis.”   Figure 7. “Collaboration.” 
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CONCLUSION 
This study examined current scholarship in AEC project collaboration in the effort to find 

evidence that the actions and habits from people working together—their collaboration 
practices—might emerge as a cogent research area. By establishing the characteristics of 
collaboration practices and its key contemporary scholars, AEC integrated practice research 
might be subsequently able to be defined as an organizational field. While that work remains, the 
initial contributions of this study in defining project collaboration themes and the structure of 
their interrelationships will offer future AEC integrated practice research a better guide to the 
theory and content of how topics in collaboration might be better integrated across disciplinary 
boundaries.  
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