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Abstract 
 
Background:  Open innovation is a recently discussed concept, which contrasts the tradi-

tional way of innovating. After several large companies have already adopted 
this approach successfully, the academic debate continues about possible ap-
plication of this concept for SMEs. Moreover, current literature highlights 
the importance of intermediated networks to support open innovation 
among these SMEs. 

  
Purpose:   This study determines in what way intermediaries act as facilitators for open 

innovation in SME networks. The literature suggests several different func-
tions that intermediaries execute, without being clear about the connection 
to open innovation. Therefore, we critically examined Science Park Jönkö-
ping as a potential facilitator for open innovation. 

 
Method:  We conducted a single-case study on Science Park Jönköping’s SME network 

and collected qualitative data through in-depth interviews. The analysis of the 
data includes interpretations of the codes of the interviews as well as aggre-
gations of these codes in an inductive way. 

 
Conclusion:  Our study differentiates between two service levels Science Park Jönköping 

provides. Regarding the in-house environment, we conclude that intermedi-
aries facilitate open innovation among SMEs through providing a supportive 
environment based on geographical proximity. As far as the networking pro-
jects are concerned, we conclude that regional intermediaries might be 
hindered to facilitate open innovation among SMEs due to the characteristic 
of their networks. 
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1 Introduction 

1.1 The concept of open innovation 

Since Chesbrough (2003) introduced the term open innovation, researchers have paid atten-

tion to the concept and numerous articles were published since then, utilising quantitative 

and qualitative data (Vahter, Love, & Roper, 2015; West, Salter, Vanhaverbeke, & 

Chesbrough, 2014). Tranekjer and Søndergaard (2013) and West et al. (2014) cited 

Chesbrough (2003) who defined the model as “the use of purposive inflows and outflows of 

knowledge to accelerate internal innovation, and expand the markets for external use of in-

novation, respectively” (Chesbrough, 2003, p. 1). Nonetheless, the definition of open 

innovation is continuously evolving (West et al., 2014). In the most recent definition of 

Chesbrough and Bogers (2014) open innovation is described as “a distributed innovation 

process based on purposively managed knowledge flows across organizational boundaries, 

using pecuniary and non-pecuniary mechanisms in line with the organization’s business 

model" (Chesbrough & Bogers, 2014, p. 17). 

According to West et al. (2014) and Vahter et al. (2015), earlier studies such as Cohen and 

Levinthal (1989), Powell (1998) and Freeman (1991) have already considered that cooperat-

ing with external partners is an important factor in firms’ innovation processes. Vahter et al. 

(2015) state that the concept is a summary of earlier ideas about the role of external partners, 

which gives many practitioners a “new language to speak about the nature of R&D” (West 

et al., 2014, p. 805). It has been suggested as the new paradigm for innovation management 

(Chesbrough, 2003; Gassmann, 2006), that motivates business leaders to generate and com-

mercialise innovation through external engagement (West et al., 2014). It is also being 

adapted by many industries as a business strategy (Gassmann, Enkel, & Chesbrough, 2010; 

West et al., 2014).  

Open innovation, with its inbound and outbound flows, pursues the strategy to open up the 

innovation process and to perform innovations through the connection of knowledge that 

lies outside their own boundaries and internal R&D (Chesbrough, 2003). This exchange 

across firm boundaries can take place for example with suppliers, customers as well as re-

search organizations and universities and the exchange of information takes place. According 

to Ahn et al. (2016) and Laursen and Salter (2006) there is another relationship between open 

innovation and the firm performance. However, several studies claim that it is not always an 

improvement depending on the modality and the context in which the opening takes place 

(Verbano, Crema, & Venturini, 2015). The majority, for example, Chesbrough and Bogers 

(2014) as well as Huang, Lai, Lin and Chen (2013) promote open innovation compared to 

closed innovation, which can be seen as the traditional way of innovating (Powell, Koput, & 

Smith-Doerr, 1996). In closed innovation, you keep the innovation process within the or-

ganisation and neither does the exchange of knowledge nor any collaboration take place. 

That also means that a firm needs to generate, develop and market ideas on their own 

(Chesbrough, 2003). Nevertheless, there are still firms that are recommended to use closed 

innovation to have more control over the innovation processes. On the other hand, open 
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innovation exceeds closed innovation especially when the complexity level of the innovation 

is low (Almirall & Casadesus-Masanell, 2010; Manzini, Lazzarotti, & Pellegrini, 2017). 

As already indicated, the model has two intertwined dimensions, namely inbound and out-

bound open innovation. Inbound open innovation is the practice where you get access to 

the knowledge of others through for example in-licensing. Chen, Chen and Vanhaverbeke 

(2011) state that inbound open innovation is getting increasingly important for firms as they 

strengthen their innovations through the complementation of resources. Outbound open 

innovation is the practice where firms transfer their knowledge to external partners for ex-

ample out-licensing (Chesbrough & Crowther, 2006). In contrast to inbound open 

innovation, there are not many articles that focus on outbound open innovation (Tranekjer 

& Knudsen, 2012). However, outbound open innovation plays a significant role and obvi-

ously inbound activity needs to have an outbound firm, that transfers the knowledge and 

ideas to the receiver firm (Ahn et al., 2016). Following this Gassmann et al. (2010) proposes 

a third dimension in addition to the original two ways of knowledge flow, known as a coupled 

process. The idea here is to suggest firms to use inbound open innovation to increase the 

level of innovation, while also using outbound open innovation to effectively commercialise 

their technology or knowledge. To couple the two dimensions, companies should cooperate 

with others in networks (Bigliardi & Galati, 2016). 

1.2 Research problem 

As mentioned, during the last decade, there have been several contributions addressing var-

ious approaches within the field of open innovation. Previous studies primarily focused on 

the influence of open innovation in large firms. Companies like Procter & Gamble 

(Chesbrough, 2003), IBM (Chesbrough & Crowther, 2006) and Lego (Antorini, Muniz A. 

M., & Askildsen, 2012) implemented open innovation practices successfully and have also 

achieved positive outcomes. In the wake of these positive results, most papers stated that 

open innovation is a key element of the innovation process for every large firm. Thus, open 

innovation gained not only relevance in academics, but among practitioners as well.  

In the contrary, less was published regarding open innovation in small and medium-sized 

enterprises (SMEs) (Bigliardi & Galati, 2016; Wynarczyk, Piperopoulos, & McAdam, 2013). 

The competitive challenges and strategies faced by SMEs differ from those of large compa-

nies. Within the group of SMEs, variance can occur according to SME size (Teirlinck & 

Spithoven, 2013; van de Vrande, Jong, Vanhaverbeke, & Rochemont, 2009). Furthermore, 

Spithoven, Vanhaverbeke and Roijakkers (2013) have indicated that a few studies address 

how the advantages of the use of open innovation differ between SMEs and large firms. 

Therefore, several indicators confirm the importance of further research analysing establish-

ments of different sizes, and not solely on large firms. We agree with this literature, because 

of two supplementary indicators. First, SMEs play an essential role in today’s global econ-

omy. For example in Europe, SMEs represent 99 % of all businesses (European 

Commission, 2017) and provide 85 % of all new jobs (European Commission, 2015). Sec-

ond, Lee, Park, Yoon, & Park (2010) give strong indications on how open innovation could 

be a possibility for SMEs to survive and compete. 
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An essential part of opening up innovation is connecting to external partners as Ahn et al. 

(2016) suggested. Birkinshaw, Bessant and Delbridge (2007) explained within their article, 

how difficult it can be to find the right partner to establish new relationships with customers, 

suppliers and other partners. But after the three challenging steps of finding, forming and 

performing are completed, Birkinshaw et al. (2007) state that “such networks can be an im-

portant source of new insights, competencies, and relationships for the firm” (Birkinshaw et 

al., 2007, p. 69) and are “powerful positive resources for incremental innovation” (Birkin-

shaw et al., 2007, p. 68). However, it is less known how SMEs can use the relationships 

within their network (Brunswicker & van de Vrande, 2014) and Spithoven, Clarysse and 

Knockaert (2010) for example call for further research on factors like absorptive capacity at 

a network level. To help SMEs, it seems like a “visible hand” is needed to coordinate inno-

vation processes in open networks (Katzy, Turgut, Holzmann, & Sailer, 2013). 

For example, intermediaries that enable open innovation on a network or regional level could 

act as connectors between multiple parties (Howells, 2006; Lee et al., 2010; Spithoven et al., 

2010). Katzy et al. (2013) add that a public importance has emerged to support SMEs with 

limited resources through innovation intermediaries like technology transfer offices, business 

incubators, entrepreneurship centres, science parks and development agencies. Moreover, 

Lee et al. (2010) already highlighted the necessity of intermediaries in combination with a 

network model. Further agreement comes from Comacchio, Bonesso and Pizzi (2012) who 

were engaged in understanding the role of Technology Transfer Centres (TTCs), as a type of 

intermediary, within the innovation system. The authors van Lente, Hekkert, Smits and van 

Waveren (2003) even noted, already more than a decade ago, the emergence of a new type 

of intermediary that is called systemic intermediary and functions on a system or a network 

level. Even though an increasing interest exists, further research is required to understand 

the different functions of intermediaries regarding innovation due to the scarcity of the ex-

isting literature (Comacchio et al., 2012). 

1.3 Research purpose and question 

The current literature discusses open innovation, SMEs, networking, and intermediaries sep-

arately and there is lack of understanding when combining them. Subsequently, our research 

aimed to contribute to the existing literature by exploring this combination and to suggest 

future research within the subject under concern. 

The purpose of our study was to determine in what way intermediaries act as facilitators for 

open innovation in SME networks. The literature suggests several different functions inter-

mediaries execute, without being clear about the connection to open innovation. Therefore, 

we critically examined Science Park Jönköping as a potential facilitator of open innovation. 

Addressing our research purpose, we formulated our research question: 

How do intermediaries facilitate open innovation while supporting SMEs to over-

come their challenges? 

During our investigation, we concentrated on the experiences from three perspectives. First, 

we examined the role of Science Park Jönköping as the initiator and manager of the SME 

network within the region of Jönköping, Sweden. Second, we developed more understanding 
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of the SMEs as part of the network, whilst we listen to the experiences from representatives 

of those firms. Third, to finally gain deeper insight into Science Park Jönköping’s SME pro-

jects, we interviewed participating students from Jönköping University. 

1.4 Thesis structure 

In addition to this chapter, the thesis begins (Chapter 2) with a theoretical analysis of open 

innovation in SMEs in terms of challenges discussed in the literature. Additionally, we pro-

vide existing knowledge about collaboration within SMEs with a focus on networking as well 

as the role of science parks as regional intermediaries in this context.  

Chapter 3 is concerned with the methodology. We elaborate our research approach and study 

design followed by a detailed description of the data collection strategy, where we included 

the choice of the participants and the design of the interviews. Finally, we elaborated how 

we performed the data analysis and discussed which quality and ethical aspects were relevant 

for our research. 

Chapter 4 presents our empirical results concerning SME challenges within the network of 

Science Park Jönköping. To apprehend its context, it also provides the case description about 

Science Park Jönköping. 

Chapter 5 analyses and discusses the empirical results. We started by analysing the functions 

of Science Park Jönköping regarding intermediaries in general. Afterwards we addressed Sci-

ence Park Jönköping as a facilitator of open innovation by analysing and discussing its 

support for SME challenges. 

Chapter 6 presents the main findings of the thesis, outlining the limitations of our study and 

finally, gives suggestions for future research and practical implications. 
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2 Literature review 

______________________________________________________________________ 

As the initial step to study the existing literature on open innovation in SME, networking as well as inter-

mediaries, we conducted a systematic search in the Web of Science database, which is presented comprehensibly 

in Appendix A. To complement our literature review, we further used a snowball approach to consult addi-

tional relevant literature. 

______________________________________________________________________ 

2.1 Open innovation in SMEs 

Studies showed that not only large firms but also SMEs have clearly opened up their inno-

vation activities in the last years (Dufour & Son, 2015; Lee et al., 2010; van de Vrande et al., 

2009). SMEs are characterised by a staff headcount of less than 250 and a turnover less than 

50 M€ (European Commission, 2017). Most of the existing studies in this area focused on 

very specific industries (van de Vrande et al., 2009), like open source software (Henkel, 2006), 

or the pharmaceutical industry (Allarakhia & Walsh, 2011). 

Ahn et al. (2016) suggest that SMEs, in comparison to large enterprises, are likely to be more 

open, because their limited resources make them more dependent on external partners or 

information, what could be a reason for the above-mentioned trend. So on the one side, the 

main motives for SMEs to use open innovation is to complement their limited resources and 

often little technological assets (Dahlander & Gann, 2010; Spithoven et al., 2013; Valentim, 

Lisboa, & Franco, 2016; van de Vrande et al., 2009). On the other side, Spithoven et al. 

(2013) as well as Teirlinck and Spithoven (2013) suggest that the lack of resources is a barrier 

for SMEs to actively apply open innovation activities. 

Spithoven et al. (2013) further found that SMEs are more dependent on open innovation in 

comparison to their large counterparts and have a higher intensity in open innovation prac-

tices. According to van de Vrande et al. (2009) the literature suggests that besides sharing 

risks and costs, the motivation to enlarge the social networks is also one reason to engage in 

collaborations. Particularly when it comes to branding, production and marketing young ven-

tures may benefit a lot from collaboration with large firms (Hogenhuis, van den Hende, E. 

A., & Hultink E. J., 2016). Katzy et al. (2013) agree with Hogenhuis et al. (2016) and added 

that some scholars highlighted the importance of collaborating in SME networks to create 

higher innovation performance. Parida, Westerberg and Frishammar (2012) state that SMEs 

benefit more from open innovation activities than large firms because of less bureaucracy, a 

positive attitude towards risk taking and the ability to adapt to market changes. 

Spithoven et al. (2013) also found that SMEs are more likely to launch new products or 

services if they collaborate with external partners. In contrast to large firms, SMEs use dif-

ferent open innovation activities simultaneously during that process (Spithoven et al., 2013). 

SMEs should further consider patenting activities, less in order to protect the innovations 

from imitators, but more to commercialize product innovations to generate additional reve-

nue streams (Andries & Faems, 2013). Parida et al. (2012) examined four different inbound 
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open innovation activities (technology scouting, vertical and horizontal technology collabo-

ration and technology sourcing) and showed that inbound open innovation can have a 

positive effect on the innovation performance of a SME, as it is a way to overcome the 

liability of smallness. To give a SME an open innovation activity to start with, Parida et al. 

(2012) recommend technology scouting, because it is rather easy to implement and is linked 

to incremental innovation rather than to radical innovation performance. More chances gen-

erated by implementing open innovation activities are reduced R&D expense, increased 

profitability (Chesbrough & Schwartz, 2007), access to new markets and to the partner’s 

resource at a low cost (Chesbrough, 2003). 

2.1.1 Challenges to implement open innovation for SMEs 

Although SMEs have several motives to implement open innovation and resulting chances 

if they succeed, studies in the past have identified many challenges these firms can face. The 

most obvious issues are related to the lack of internal human and financial resources 

(Chesbrough, 2003; van de Vrande et al., 2009; Verbano et al., 2015). Because of the resource 

shortage, external exchange through learning progress can be seen as a vital competence for 

continuous innovation (Goduscheit & Knudsen, 2015). 

Furthermore, in both directions, outbound and inbound, SMEs need to have managerial 

competencies to deal with the in- and out-flow of knowledge (Verbano et al., 2015). Enkel, 

Gassmann and Chesbrough (2009) reassure the difficulties SMEs have with the managerial 

complexities. There might arise issues regarding the concept of absorptive capacity, which is 

“the ability of a firm to recognise the value of new, external information, assimilate it, and 

apply it to commercial ends” (Cohen W.M. & Levinthal, 1990, p. 128). According to Valen-

tim et al. (2016) firms, where “people hold knowledge, and so the capabilities, training and 

experience of human capital” (Valentim et al., 2016, p. 722), embody the basis of absorptive 

capacity. 

To be able to absorb external knowledge SMEs have to start finding the right partners. Ver-

bano et al. (2015) state that selection processes can lead to difficulties. Having a look at the 

relationship between partners after they found each other, brings forward the next challenge, 

which is rooted in possible cultural differences (van de Vrande et al., 2009). Overcoming 

such organizational and cultural issues is one of the key managerial challenges to implement 

open innovation (Chesbrough & Crowther, 2006; van de Vrande et al., 2009). Partners have 

to be clear what they plan to achieve with the collaboration with another firm (Sisodiya, 

Johnson, & Grégoire, 2013). However, if SMEs are successful in finding partners, Chen et 

al. (2011) argue that innovation performance decreases with too many external relationships. 

In line with that, Sisodiya et al. (2013) explain higher success with the firm’s ability to main-

tain and develop external connections. That means SMEs struggle with managing the 

identification of too many ideas with their available resources (Parida et al., 2012). 

Besides the challenges within the above stated inbound open innovation activities, also major 

challenges within outbound activities exist. In contrast to absorptive capacity, firms need 

desorptive capacity in that case (Lichtenthaler & Lichtenthaler, 2010). A core assumption of 

Lichtenthaler and Lichtenthaler (2010) is that prior market knowledge is needed to be able 
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to transfer technology and knowledge. Lack of this knowledge explains the difficulties that 

arise while implementing “active technology transfer strategies” (Lichtenthaler & Lichten-

thaler, 2010, pp. 166-167). Another common strategy, which firms use as open innovation 

practise is out-licencing (Bianchi, Campodall'Orto, Frattini, & Vercesi, 2010). Related to this 

strategy Brunswicker and van de Vrande (2014) see the identification of potential opportu-

nities as challenging for SMEs. Moreover, intellectual property rights issues are present 

especially for unexperienced SMEs (Goduscheit & Knudsen, 2015). 

2.1.2 Collaborations 

Chesbrough (2003) and Chen et al. (2011) say that large firms in both developed and devel-

oping countries need different partners to innovate. To find the appropriate partner is 

difficult, but particularly important (Egbetokun, 2015; Vahter et al., 2015). 

SMEs benefit from partners in the supply chain as they are then more likely to be prepared 

to absorb market related and applied knowledge (Spithoven et al., 2013), whereas for small 

firms this relationship is specifically important (Vahter et al., 2015). Laursen and Salter 

(2006), who focused on finding the right number of partners within their study, state that 

companies overall prefer to collaborate with suppliers in their open innovation activities. 

Enkel et al. (2009) and Theyel (2013) disagree and suggest that customers as the most im-

portant open innovation partner. However, Theyel (2013) further connects the two 

statements and recommends firms to use “technology development collaborations with their 

suppliers to improve their products, and product development collaborations with their cus-

tomers to improve their processes” (Theyel, 2013, p.270). Moreover, Tranekjer 

and Søndergaard (2013) suggest that customers are the preferable partner when aiming for 

decreased project costs, whereas suppliers should be preferred when higher market perfor-

mance is desired. 

Parida et al. (2012) agree with Tranekjer and Søndergaard (2013) that the choice of partner 

is further dependent on the preference of the firm to foster either radical or incremental 

innovation, whereas the authors recommend customers for radical and novel innovations. 

Furthermore, each partner’s size, types of skills and resources must be taken into considera-

tion when searching the right partner (Powell et al., 1996). These external partnerships 

include not only market relations but also technological linkages, such as research organisa-

tions and universities, which can be also important for SMEs (Chen et al., 2011). Besides, in 

some projects it can be even positive to collaborate with competitors (Spithoven et al., 2013).  

The literature does not only investigate partner selection strategies, but also differentiates 

between collaborations in different stages of an innovation process. SME collaborations in 

new product development in the manufacturing sector or at bio-pharmaceutical firms for 

example can have a positive influence on the firm’s innovation performance (Bianchi et al., 

2011; Pullen, Weerd-Nederhof, Groen, & Fisscher, 2012). Regarding new product develop-

ment several scholars emphasise the importance of networking activities to improve the 

innovation performance (Pullen et al., 2012), which we will further examine in the following 

section. Suh and Kim (2014) in contrary found that non-collaborative innovation is more 

efficient in the service sector, which has important consequences for service SMEs. Gans 
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and Stern (2003) and Lee et al. (2010) emphasise the importance of the commercialisation 

phase once the product is invented, which is often a problem for SMEs. The authors high-

lighted collaborations as the solution to overcome that resource problem. Theyel (2013) 

agrees and adds that firms that already use open innovation for new product or technology 

development, would also rather complement their knowledge regarding manufacturing and 

commercialisation with open innovation activities subsequently. Overall, the majority of the 

literature concentrate on the front end of innovation, but leaves out the process of commer-

cialisation (West & Bogers, 2014). 

Furthermore, Lee et al. (2010) summarised different kinds of collaborations in open innova-

tion classified by the relationship between the firms, namely customer-provider, strategic 

alliance and inter-firm alliance. First, a customer-provider relationship gives firms the possi-

bility to quickly extend the firm’s own capabilities, for example by acquiring technology from 

other firms for example in the form of in-licensing. Second, firms who share a goal, built a 

strong R&D partnership and exchange knowledge are strategic alliances. The third mode is 

inter-firm alliance or network model, which can occur within formal and informal networks. 

2.2 The nature of networks 

Among others, Albors-Garrigós, Etxebarria, Hervas-Oliver and Epelde (2011), Bianchi, Cav-

aliere, Chiaroni, Frattini and Chiesa, (2011), Chen et al. (2011), Huang, Rice and Martin 

(2015) and Lee et al. (2010) pointed out that networks or clusters are playing an important 

role in the innovation process and support open innovation among SMEs. By nature, “every 

company has a network of relationships, ranging from its supply chain to its distribution 

system and its customers” (Chesbrough & Schwartz, 2007, p. 59).  

A network or inter-firm alliance is defined by Knoke and Kuklinski (1983) as a specific type 

of relationship linking a set of persons, objects or events. Egbetokun (2015) understands 

networks as set of relationships with other actors such as customers, suppliers, research or-

ganisations and competitors. In this thesis, we take the definition of van de Vrande et al. 

(2009) as a base, who defined external networking as “drawing on or collaborating with ex-

ternal network partners to support innovation processes, for example for external knowledge 

or human capital” (van de Vrande et al., 2009, p. 428). With this definition van de Vrande 

(2009) means both, formal relationships with several partners as well as simple, informal 

contacts with other actors. The informal relationships are favourable ones for SMEs as they 

often do not require high investments (van de Vrande et al., 2009), especially when you think 

of relatively small communication costs nowadays (Vrgovic, Vidicki, Glassman, & Walton, 

2014).  

The ideal network reach high innovation performance as characterised by high goal and 

complementary resources as well as fairness, reliability and trust (Pullen et al., 2012). Suh and 

Kim (2014) state that networks are rather complex, because even though firms form rela-

tionships and share resources, they are sometimes not efficient due to absence of a common 

goal. Narula (2004) and Huang et al. (2015) emphasises the importance of networking espe-

cially for SMEs to catch up with their large counterparts.  
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SMEs can use interfirm networks, on the one hand in new product development processes 

(Edwards, Delbridge, & Munday, 2005) and on the other hand in the commercialisation stage 

(Lee et al., 2010). Especially in expanding and complex industries, networks can be the ena-

bler for innovation (Powell et al., 1996). Networks can help SMEs to adapt to market changes 

fast and offer flexibility and access to information and knowledge (Dittrich & Duysters, 

2007). In general, it is more likely to find the right partner for new innovations if there are 

multiple potential partners in a network (Katzy et al., 2013; Sisodiya et al., 2013). As a re-

quirement, the firm’s cultural and organisational structure must enable to create a network 

and to make use of it; therefore, it is the job of the managers to build trust-based and collab-

orative cultures in organisations (Gallego, Rubalcaba, & Suárez, 2013).  

Finally, networks need to be effectively managed, especially when they are large. These net-

works can be managed either through a “hub” firm, a network board (Brunswicker & van de 

Vrande, 2014), network leaders (McAdam, McAdam, Dunn, & McCall, 2014) or through an 

intermediated network to foster collaborations and innovations (Lee et al., 2010).  

2.3 Science parks: The regional intermediaries for SMEs 

Katzy et al. (2013) say that the setting of innovation only works with the necessary interme-

diaries, which enable interaction and partner-matching. With this said, it is obvious that 

several authors are investigating the role and functions of intermediaries (Howells, 2006; 

Lopez-Vega & Vanhaverbeke, 2009). Lee et al. (2010) describe the connection between the 

above described networking and intermediaries within their intermediated network model, 

which refers to the open innovation concept and the intermediaries’ role of managing net-

works. This model takes into consideration that some of the SMEs’ challenges like partner 

selection can be addressed by intermediaries that manage their networking activities. “An 

intermediary can help SMEs maximise their chances of innovation and increase their likeli-

hood of success in developing new products and services” (Lee et al., 2010, p. 293). In fact, 

there is a wide spread agreement in the literature that there is a “visible hand” (Katzy et al., 

2013, p. 298) who coordinates innovation processes in open networks, mostly connected to 

innovation intermediaries (Katzy et al., 2013). In addition, Katzy et al. (2013) identified that 

all industry partners in their study also called for something like ‘intermediaries’ close to the 

definition of Howells (2006). 

In the mentioned article, Howells (2006) defined innovation intermediaries as “an organiza-

tion or body that acts as an agent or broker on any aspect of the innovation process between 

two or more parties. Such intermediary activities include: helping to provide information 

about potential collaborators, brokering transactions between two or more parties; acting as 

mediator, or go-between, bodies or organisation that are already collaborating; and helping 

find advice, funding and support for the innovation outcomes of such collaborations” (How-

ells, 2006, p. 720). This results in three capabilities, intermediaries developed, (1) identifying 

collaboration partners/matchmaking, (2) innovation process management and (3) making 

innovation valuations visible in deals between innovation suppliers and customers (Katzy et 

al., 2013).  

Moreover, Spithoven et al. (2010) realised during their study of technology research centres 

that also other forms of technology intermediaries emerge in Europe, for example collective 
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forms which are co-financed by industry and the public sector. That shows that the large 

variety of different intermediaries calls for further distinction between the different types. 

Addressing this large variety, Lopez-Vega and Vanhaverbeke (2009) suggested a more de-

tailed differentiation of innovation intermediaries based on the broad definition of (Howells, 

2006). Lopez-Vega and Vanhaverbeke (2009) identified two dimensions for the study of in-

novation intermediaries, namely the source of ideas or paths used (internal or external) and 

the system architecture which is needed for value creation (services or infrastructure). This 

typology helps to better understand the role, intermediaries play in innovation in general as 

well as their capabilities to enable open innovation. 

Katzy et al. (2013) display another differentiation of intermediaries that occurred in their 

latest development. On the one hand, older ones like science parks that operate in more local 

or regional SME networks (Lee et al., 2010) and have merely a non-profit structure. On the 

other hand, younger appearances like NineSigma or Innocentive which commercialized the 

activities of former intermediaries and earn money by exchanging knowledge and technolo-

gies between their customers and suppliers (Katzy et al., 2013). These companies invested in 

developing the above mentioned three capabilities from Lee et al. (2010) and created a new 

business model out of that (Katzy et al., 2013). 

However, especially for resource-limited SMEs it is very important to provide public support 

through technology transfer offices or entrepreneurship centres like science parks (Katzy et 

al., 2013). Those services from younger intermediaries are probably too expensive for SMEs 

which often have a lack of financial resources (Chesbrough, 2003; van de Vrande et al., 2009; 

Verbano et al., 2015). To support these SMEs, the International Association of Science Parks 

(IASP, 2017) explains that specialised experts run science parks with a focus on supporting 

the regional business community to increase wealth. Correspondingly, the Swedish Incuba-

tors and Science Parks (SISP, 2017) agree that SMEs are the usual companies working 

together with science parks even though larger corporations show increased interest in the 

environment science parks provide.  
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3 Methodology 

______________________________________________________________________ 

This chapter begins with the description of the qualitative research approach and the instrumental case study 

as our research design. Afterwards we present our data collection strategy, which covers the choice of the 

interviewees and the design of the interviews. We further argue for our data analysis strategy before we conclude 

the chapter with considerations regarding quality of the research and ethics. 

______________________________________________________________________ 

3.1 Qualitative research approach 

There are two main views about how to conduct research in social science: positivism and 

social constructionism (Easterby-Smith, Thorpe, & Jackson, 2015). The idea of positivism is 

that reality is objective and causalities can be explained through measurements and numbers. 

Moreover, human interest is irrelevant and the researcher has to be independent from the 

research objective (Easterby-Smith et al., 2015). In contrast, we decided on using a construc-

tionist view, since this gives us according to Easterby-Smith et al. (2015) the chance as 

researchers to be part of the observation and increase the general understanding of a specific 

phenomenon. Constructionism declares that the reality is a social construct of people (Searle, 

1995). Constructionism offered us the deep insight we intended to investigate in this re-

search. Our findings are based on different experiences people develop in various situations 

as Easterby-Smith et al. (2015) suggest. Accordingly, we wanted to find out what people are 

thinking and feeling. 

To answer our research question with the above-mentioned view we used a qualitative re-

search approach. Stake (2010) lists four main characteristics of qualitative research: 

interpretive, experiential, situational and personalistic (emphasizes individual personality). 

Related to that, we interpreted the meaning of gathered data in the field from multiple per-

spectives. This approach is often called triangulation (Easterby-Smith et al., 2015). Baxter, P. 

and Jack, S. (2008) explain that triangulation “ensures that the issue is not explored through 

one lens, but rather a variety of lenses which allows for multiple facets of the phenomenon 

to be revealed and understood” (Baxter, P. and Jack, S., 2008, p. 544). Additionally, it is 

important to be able to describe situations in a unique context. Therefore, to be involved in 

the research personally through a close collaboration between the researcher and the inter-

view participant is of relevance (Crabtree & Miller, 1999). In quantitative research it is 

common to define concepts and collect data from a large number of samples to explain 

hypotheses (Easterby-Smith et al., 2015). In contrast, we were interested in primarily con-

ducting qualitative face-to-face interviews with representatives of different institutions or 

companies that were of interest. Consequently, instead of finding causes or correlations in 

the data, we compared findings and increased the understanding of Science Park Jönköping’s 

role in their SME network through triangulation. To fulfil that purpose, we conducted a case 

study. 
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3.2 Choice of the research design: Instrumental case study 

There are many definitions and purposes of case studies, whereas the essence is that qualita-

tive case study “looks in depth at one, or a small number of, organizations, events or 

individuals, generally over time” (Easterby-Smith et al., 2015, p. 89). It offers the researchers 

to explore a phenomenon within its context (Baxter & Jack, 2008). We chose this method 

because we wanted to investigate the SME network facilitated by Science Park Jönköping. 

This could not be done ignoring the context of the SME network, which was in our case the 

connection to Science Park Jönköping. What makes the facilities of Science Park Jönköping 

unique, is that they include beside the offices for Science Park Jönköping’s employees, rent-

able offices for SMEs and differentiate themselves from other science parks through their 

work with SMEs. Thus, without having the connection to Science Park Jönköping as the 

context it would not have been possible for us to understand the network, which consists of 

in-house SMEs and external SMEs. The case, which is “in effect [the] … unit of [our] anal-

ysis” (Miles, Huberman, & Saldaña, 2014, p. 28), was therefore Science Park Jönköping’s 

network of SMEs. 

The possibility of gathering from a variety of data sources with the qualitative case study 

method ensures that the topic of interest gets understood in all its facets (Baxter, P. and Jack, 

S., 2008). We collected primary data from different perspectives as conducted interviews with 

employees of Science Park Jönköping, individual participants of networking projects as well 

as representatives from firms of Science Park Jönköping’s network (Chapter 3.3). 

Within the literature about case studies, there are two main concepts in discussion. To iden-

tify the type of study we wanted to conduct, we familiarized ourselves with the two 

approaches. Both authors, Stake (1995) and Yin (2013) agree on Baxter, P. and Jack, S. (2008) 

that the phenomenon should be explored in depth within its real-life context to reveal the 

essence. In contrary, the two authors’ opinions differ from each other when it comes to the 

methods they apply. Yin (2013) is concerned with the validity of the case study from a posi-

tivist point of view. In contrast, Stake (2008) is concerned “with providing a rich picture of 

life and behaviour in organizations or groups” (Easterby-Smith et al., 2015, p. 90). The author 

further states that a “case study is defined by interest in an individual case, not by the methods 

of inquiry used” (Stake, 2008, p. 443), which goes hand in hand with the constructionist 

epistemology. Yin (2013) suggests propositions as a guideline for the research process, 

whereas Stake (1995) states that “issues are not simple and clean, but intricately wired to 

political, social, historical, and especially personal contexts. All these meanings are important 

in studying cases” (Stake, 1995, p. 17). 

Stake (1995) differentiates between collective, intrinsic and instrumental approaches. While 

presenting the choice of our case study type, we introduce the three types. The collective 

case study of Stake (1995) is similar to the multiple case study of Yin (2013). For our research, 

we wanted to conduct a single-case study instead, because a better understanding is gained 

when studying one single-case in depth. The intrinsic case is used when the uniqueness of 

the case is of intrinsic interest. Subsequently, if the aim of the case study is to build a deeper 

understanding of a complex phenomenon without the purpose of theory building, this is the 

type to choose (Stake, 1995). As we see the network of Science Park Jönköping as typical of 
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other cases and not of very high complexity, we chose the instrumental type as the most 

suitable for our study, because our aim is to gain understanding. In the instrumental case 

study researchers examine the case in depth and the case plays a supportive role in under-

standing a specific phenomenon. The outcome is either a deeper insight in an issue, to refine 

theory or provide a generalisation (Stake, 1995). We think that the outcome of this study is 

informative about the average modalities of an institution like Science Park Jönköping and 

therefore generalizable in a specific context. This gave us the opportunity to generate 

knowledge which enhances the understanding for the researchers and gives a base for further 

research. 

3.3 Data collection strategy 

We collected non-numeric qualitative data in form of interviews. This was to obtain the pri-

mary and original data, that provided information related to our research question. We agree 

on Stake (2010, p. 95), who states the purpose for qualitative interviews include, “obtaining 

unique information or interpretation held by the person interviewed” and “finding out about 

‘a thing’ that the researchers were unable to observe themselves”. This approach underlined 

our aim to explore in-depth a specific topic or experience (Charmaz, 2014). We also planned 

to collect secondary data, for our case through textual material about Science Park Jönköping 

in general and about specific events, programmes and projects that currently exist. Unfortu-

nately, Science Park Jönköping’s employees were not able to provide such material. 

Consequently, we investigated general information about Science Park Jönköping through 

our interviews and summarised our finding within Chapter 4.1. 

3.3.1 Choice of the interview participants 

The next step was to choose the interview participants. To be in line with the above-men-

tioned triangulation approach, we divided our participants into three groups: (1) employees 

of Science Park Jönköping, (2) individual participants in events or programmes organised by 

Science Park Jönköping and (3) companies that are part of the SME network mediated by 

Science Park Jönköping. 

The main challenge for the sampling process was the accessibility to the network. Creswell 

(2007) suggests approaching a “gatekeeper”, who is an individual that has special insights or 

is a member of a group. We contacted an employee from Science Park Jönköping who acted 

as such a “gatekeeper” for the SME network we wanted to study. Through this person, we 

received contact details for additional Science Park employees, as well as the contact infor-

mation for individual participants or companies that participated in events or programmes. 

We also received contact details for companies that have offices in Science Park Jönköping’s 

building. We got in touch with these companies via phone or email to outline the purpose 

of our study and asked for suitable potential interviewees. Each participant had to fulfil at 

least one of the following requirements: (1) being the founder or owner of the company,  

(2) being the responsible person for networking projects connected with Science Park Jön-

köping, (3) being the responsible person for networking or innovation or (4) being a former 

participant in a SME networking project of Science Park Jönköping. 
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In this way, we ensured that the interviewee can contribute relevant information to our re-

search. During the first interviews, we used a “snowball sampling” strategy. This means that 

the “selected participants recruit or recommend other participants from among their ac-

quaintances” (Easterby-Smith et al., 2015, p. 138). This approach allowed us to enter the 

network of Science Park Jönköping and provided a diverse sample of companies. Table 3.1 

shows an overview of all conducted interviews. Furthermore, prior to every interview each 

participant received an informed consent (Appendix B) via email or in person. The document 

included information about data protection and confidentiality to guarantee the necessary 

safety protection for all interviewees (Easterby-Smith et al., 2015).  

In the following Table 3.1, we present our interview participants. It includes the type of 

participant, a brief description on the interviewees’ background, the interview duration as 

well as the alias name. The latter one is used in our thesis for the sake of clarity and simplicity. 

Table 3.1 Interview participants 

Interviewee Short description Duration Alias  

Science Park 
employee 

Manager of the innovation networking projects for 
SMEs (Innovation Race and Innovation Runway1) 

100 min ScPark1 

Science Park 
employee 

Experienced business coach in different networking pro-
jects for SMEs and start-ups 

75 min ScPark2 

Science Park 
employee 

Experienced business coach within different networking 
projects for SMEs and start-ups 

55 min ScPark3 

Almi2 
employee 

Various roles in the Innovation Race, Almi expert, busi-
ness coach in the Innovation Runway 

90 min ScPark4 

Jönköping 
University 

Back office participant in the Innovation Race, 
participant in the Innovation Runway  

45 min Stud1 

Jönköping 
University 

Front office participant in the Innovation Race, 
participant in the Innovation Runway 

45 min Stud2 

Company 
representative 

In-house SME, participated in the Innovation Race and 
the Innovation Runway 

80 min Comp1 

Company 
representative 

In-house SME, 
non-active network members 

55 min Comp2 

Company 
representative 

In-house SME, 
non-active network members 

50 min Comp3 

Company 
representative 

External SME, 
Participated in the Innovation Runway 

90 min Comp4 

Company 
representative 

External SME, 
Participated in the Innovation Runway 

60 min Comp5 

Company 
representative 

In-house SME, participated in the Innovation Race and 
the Innovation Runway 

70 min Comp6 

                                                             
 
1 Description provided in Chapter 4.1.2 
2 State-owned organization, that has its operations in consulting, loans and venture capital and is a 
partner of Science Park Jönköping. 
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3.3.2 Design of the interviews 

Although it is more convenient, less time-consuming and more flexible to have interviews 

via phone or internet, we agree with Easterby-Smith et al. (2015), who argue for face-to-face 

interviews. They see an advantage, because “mediated interviews lack the immediate contex-

tualization, depth and non-verbal communication” (Easterby-Smith et al., 2015, p. 135). 

Therefore, we always met our interviewees in person, even if that required some time is spent 

on travelling. This gave us the possibility to create a good atmosphere and a trustful relation-

ship between the interviewees and ourselves, which we experienced to be beneficial for the 

depth of the interview. 

In some studies, it might be beneficial to conduct interviews in writing (Easterby-Smith et 

al., 2015). However, to let the interviewees write their own answers would probably have led 

to short responses, which would have affected the data collection adversely in our study. 

Instead, we recorded (after obtaining consent) and transcribed each of our 12 interviews. In 

total, we conducted 13,5 hours of interviews, which led to 120 pages of transcripts. The 

interviews were complimented with field notes, that were taken when we observed consid-

erable behavioural change in the interviewee. 

Prior to conducting the interviews, we developed an interview guide. This is an informal list 

of topics and questions the researchers want to cover (Easterby-Smith et al., 2015). The in-

terview guide, that includes opening questions, questions around key topics relating to our 

research question and closing questions can be found in Appendix C. It further shows, that 

it differed between the two parties, namely representatives from both Science Park Jönkö-

ping and the network members. Before starting with the opening questions, we provided an 

introduction to our master thesis topic, how we developed the topic and why we are inter-

ested in conducting the research. We took a conscious decision to avoid using terminology 

such as “open innovation” or we clarified the meaning at the beginning and gave examples 

to reach a common understanding with the interviewees. As an example, the term “interme-

diary”, could not be assumed to be familiar for all interviewees, so we provided a clarification 

and definition prior to the interview questions. As the icebreaker question we mostly asked 

the interviewees to introduce themselves and their connection to Science Park Jönköping. 

Based on the topic guide and in line with our research design, we asked open questions and 

chose a semi-structured way of conducting interviews. Thus, we did not follow a specific 

order and we added questions related to the interviewee’s responses, where appropriate. 

Semi-structured interviews are appropriate according to Savin-Baden and Major (2012) when 

the researchers have only the chance to have one interview with each person, the researchers 

want to get the most out of the limited time with the interviewees and the researchers are 

interested in different perspectives on one topic. Additionally, we followed the approach of 

Stake (2010) which says that it is often easier for the interviewees to tell stories. Therefore, 

we asked open questions that where structured around the interview participant’s own expe-

riences. In line with our snowball-sampling strategy, the closing remarks included a question 

regarding recommendation for follow-up-contacts. We also focused on letting the interview 

participants feel that they were appreciated after the interview, for example in the way that 

we thanked them once again via e-mail. 
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3.4 Data analysis strategy: Grounded analysis 

According to Stake (2010) data can be classified into two types depending on where the 

interpretations come from. Either they come directly from the quotes of the interviewees or 

they come from the aggregations of codes. He “sometimes call[s] the two [types] interpretive 

data and aggregative data” (Stake, 2010, p. 81), which are both important to understand how 

things work. In line with our data collection strategy and the interview guides we focused on 

interpretative data, but also considered aggregative data in our data analysis, where appropri-

ate. When talking about one topic, we counted the amount of similar answers and considered 

this information in the interpretation of the findings. 

Yin (2013) and Stake (2008) recommend to use a database to organise the collected data to 

ensure the quality of the study. Databases help researchers to track data, so it does not get 

lost. Citavi© as our database enabled us to store and organise the data. We used a database 

as we think the advantages exceed the disadvantages (Richards & Richards, 1994), although 

we see that above all, the distance between us and the data as a major disadvantage. Our data 

in Citavi© includes the transcripts of the in-depth interviews and relevant academic literature. 

We used a repetitive process as a strategy to reach data saturation. We first identified inter-

view participants and conducted the interviews. Afterwards, we coded and categorised the 

data. We repeated this process until we felt that additional data “does not add that much 

more to the explanation” (Strauss & Corbin, 1998, p. 136) of the examined phenomenon. In 

our research, the data itself influenced our analysis. Therefore, we did not identify codes as 

the outcome of our literature review. On the contrary, we identified codes out of our inter-

pretations of the words that have been said, to make sense out of the interviewee’s 

experiences, which is in line with an inductive approach (Miles et al., 2014). Baxter, P. and 

Jack, S. (2008) state that in case studies it is of high importance that all the collected data is 

analysed together and so that the findings represent the whole data. To understand the case 

as a whole, we used a database as a place where the data can converge. After the last interview, 

we finalised the analysis by searching for patterns in the entire dataset. Table 3.2 shows our 

coding scheme which is divided in 2nd order codes, categories and themes. The 2nd order 

codes emerged from 1st order codes identified within the transcripts. Afterwards, we catego-

rised the 2nd order codes and assigned these categories to themes. 
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Table 3.2 Coding scheme of the empirical results 

2nd order codes Categories Themes 

Convenience 

Geographical proximity In-house environment Trustful community 

Meeting Point 

Business model modification 

Business plan & 
market research 

Networking projects for SMEs 

New product development 

New market 

New customer segment 

First contact 

Motivation for change 
During activity 

Follow-up 

Long-term perspective 

Funding Financial support 

Prototyping 
Technology support 

Intellectual property 

Furthermore, as we are two students that worked on that study, we both analysed the data 

and critically discussed our interpretations. That made sure that we stay honest to our raw 

data and to the interpretations we used to answer our research question. 

3.5 Quality of the research 

Traditional quality terms that are used in quantitative research are “validity” and “reliability”. 

Researchers found qualitative counterparts that were more suitable with naturalistic research 

(Creswell, 2007). In this thesis, we ensured the quality of our research by following the con-

cept of “trustworthiness” introduced by Lincoln and Guba (1985). This concept is divided 

into the following four criteria: credibility, confirmability, transferability and dependability. 

We integrated the strategy of triangulation in our research to conduct a credible and con-

firmable study. Credibility is based on the perception that results should be convincing and 

that one can believe them. To ensure credibility, we included diverse interview participants 

like Science Park Jönköping employees, individual participants of Science Park Jönköping’s 

SME networking projects (Chapter 4.1) and representatives from companies of the SME net-

work in our data collection. 

Confirmability says that the researcher should remain neutral during the analysis and inter-

pretation of the data (Savin-Baden & Major, 2012). In our study, to ensure confirmability 

triangulation was carried out through multiple researchers. Especially in the phase of analys-

ing the results we continually and critically evaluated our interpretations to decrease the 

influence of the researcher’s personal backgrounds as Savin-Baden and Major (2012) men-

tioned. 
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Transferability means that the results of a research can be applied to a similar situation some-

where else (Savin-Baden & Major, 2012). Lincoln and Guba (1985) suggested to use a “thick 

description” of the phenomenon in detail. As our single-case is unique in its people, location 

and time we provided a detailed description, that readers have sufficient information to com-

pare cases in a similar context (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). This detailed description of the case 

is displayed in the beginning of our empirical results in Chapter 4.1. Based on our interview 

data we created an overview of the geographical setting of Science Park Jönköping and its 

service levels for the in-house SMEs as well as the external SMEs.  

Another tool that we used to guarantee good quality in our research regarding all four criteria, 

but especially for the dependability, are “external audits” like Creswell (2007) suggests. Savin-

Baden and Major (2012) explain dependability as the fact that the findings remain stable over 

time and under different conditions. External audits were undertaken in the form of “thesis 

seminars”, where a group of researchers met once a month to critically discuss each phase 

of the research strategy as well as the findings and the corresponding analysis. The research-

ers of the group had signed up to a collective confidential agreement to make sure all criteria 

that were defined in our above mentioned informed consent are fulfilled. 

3.6 Ethical considerations 

According to Miles et al. (2014) it is crucial for any research that the ethical background is 

attended before, during and after a study. They state that researchers should “raise as much 

ethical consciousness as [they] … can” (Miles et al., 2014, p. 56) to avoid ethical issues as 

much as possible. Easterby-Smith et al. (2015) differentiate between ethical considerations 

regarding the protection of research participants and protection of the integrity of the re-

search community. They cited ten key principles developed by Bell and Bryman (2007), 

which we decided to consider in our study. 

Easterby-Smith et al. (2015) agree with Miles et al. (2014) that doing no harm to the inter-

viewees and respecting the dignity of them is where all the discussion about research ethics 

especially in qualitative research starts. We presented the purpose of our study at the very 

beginning of the first contact (which was via e-mail or phone) to avoid misunderstanding, 

and to provide complete information in order to gain the trust of the individuals. If the 

respondents agreed to participate, we sent a confirmation of the interview date and time via 

e-mail and attached an informed consent form, which clarified the terms of their participa-

tion. Bell and Bryman (2007) reveals the relevance that the interviewees know that the 

researcher will meet their conditions of the participation. Therefore, we informed them that 

if there is any question they feel uncomfortable to answer, they can skip the questions and 

they are also free to withdraw the participation at any time from the research project. 

Miles et al. (2014) state the balance of giving and taking between the researcher and the 

interview participants are supposed to be balanced. We saw the lack of compensation for the 

interviewees’ contribution as one of the biggest reasons for a low response rate when it 

comes to interview inquiries. The interview participants must take the time from their usual 

tasks. We informed the interviewees about the approximate time of the interviews. From our 

side, we were mindful to stick to the suggested time of 30-60 minutes for each interview. 
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Some interviews took longer than 60 minutes, but this was due to the motivation of the 

interview participants, which we appreciated a lot.  

Moreover, we included information about how we handle the interviewees’ personal infor-

mation, which is crucial according to Creswell (2007). We always provided full confidentiality 

and privacy. The interviewees were informed beforehand that the given data is solely used 

to fulfil the purpose of the thesis. Furthermore, we informed them that the audio-tapes and 

transcripts of the interviews are stored safely and only accessible by the researchers and the 

thesis supervisor at Jönköping University. We decided to provide full anonymity of the indi-

viduals to make sure that they can speak freely. Given that Science Park Jönköping is the 

focus of our case study, we were also allowed to name them. 

The second group of principles from Easterby-Smith et al. (2015) concentrates on the pro-

tection of integrity of the research community. They state that researchers must avoid 

deception of the intention of the research and additionally declare everything that could lead 

to a conflict of interest. We provided a detailed description of the whole research process 

and a thick description of the case discussed in our study to avoid the mentioned conflicts. 

Furthermore, our elaborate descriptions provided full transparency for the reader and prove 

honesty in communicating about our research as demanded by Bell and Bryman (2007). The 

fourth principle in this group, which is in line with Miles et al. (2014), calls for avoiding 

misleading reporting of findings, that we addressed through the full and transparent report-

ing of findings, including the provision of case description, inclusion of quotations from 

interviews and providing a detailed explanation of our approach. 

Many used strategies we already introduced in Chapter 3.5 on quality criteria, like “thesis 

seminars” or triangulation in different forms are designed with a deep integration of ethical 

principles. Protection of research participants and the integrity of the research community 

were omnipresent considerations in the research process without exceptions. 
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4 Empirical results 

______________________________________________________________________ 

The following pages present our empirical results. Chapter 4.1 provides a case description, which includes 

important background knowledge about Science Park Jönköping. What follows in Chapter 4.2 are the results 

regarding our research question. Hereby, we connected the levels of service Science Park Jönköping provides to 

help SMEs to overcome their challenges and found five kinds of support. While searching for indicators on 

how Science Park Jönköping is facilitating open innovation in their SME network, we did on purpose not 

ask explicit for “open innovation”. For this reason, this terminology does not appear in the presentation of 

the empirical results. Our focus, was to analyse the indicators based on the experience of the interviewees 

without connection to specific vocabulary of the research field. 

______________________________________________________________________ 

4.1 Case description: Science Park Jönköping 

The sections below provide a description of Science Park Jönköping’s geographical setting, 

its evolution, and its service levels. As explained earlier in Chapter 3.5, this background 

knowledge is particularly important to enable researchers to understand our case context. 

Furthermore, no secondary data was used to provide this description, as there was no useful 

written material provided either online nor from the interviewees. 

4.1.1 Geographical setting 

There is one science park in each of the 13 municipalities of the county of Jönköping. Science 

Park Jönköping in the municipality of Jönköping is the head organisation for the whole 

county and a non-profit organisation, which is mostly financed by “the university, the municipality 

and the government” (ScPark2). The county of Jönköping is characterised by a high density of 

entrepreneurs and manufacturing firms, especially plastics and polymer industry (ScPark1). 

Science Park Jönköping gets company prospects from science parks of the other municipal-

ities, which say “this company is an innovative company. It is growing but it [has] … an innovation 

challenge. Then [they] … go out to see what challenges does the company have and to see if [they] … can 

provide some support to help them.” (ScPark1) However, “it’s not that much between the regions than it 

should be”, even if Science Park Jönköping is constantly working on the inter-connection be-

tween the regions (ScPark4). The struggle leads also to the questions, how big a region should 

be. “It should be not too big, not too small either.” (ScPark4) Overall, Science Park Jönköping’s aim 

is “to connect with people that are local, because all good business is local”. (ScPark4) 

4.1.2 Service levels for in-house and external SMEs 

As visualised in Figure 4.1, Science Park Jönköping provides two service levels for SMEs. 

On the one side, it provides the in-house environment through rentable office in its building 

as well as a service package. On the other side, it conducts networking projects for both in-

house SMEs and external SMEs in the region.  
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Figure 4.1 Service levels for the SME network 

Science Park Jönköping is 

“unique in comparison to other science parks, because the core business or the business plan of science parks 

in general is to help individuals to start companies. But we have several business identities. Beside the start-

up business, we have also established companies.” (ScPark1)  

ScPark2 pointed out that a core value of their success in working with the network is the 

expertise of the business coaches. “One cool thing with all my colleagues is that we have a huge variation 

in backgrounds, so we can help out each other.” (ScPark2)  

We spoke with two representatives from companies (Comp1, Comp2), that moved to Sci-

ence Park Jönköping’s facilities as one of the first companies. At the beginning, it was an “old 

worn-out hospital. I felt like we came to a surgery, an old surgery department. At the first party we had, when 

we moved in, we were all dressed as doctors.” (Comp1) Over the years, the municipality of Jönkö-

ping, invested a lot in the renovation of the building, and the number of in-house SMEs grew 

up to 110. “400-500 people working there, I could not have imagined that.” (Comp1) They were a 

small organisation from the beginning to run the whole building. This organisation grew and 

improved its in-house environment (Figure 4.1). Nowadays, Science Park Jönköping offers 

a service package for all tenants (ScPark2). The majority of the in-house SMEs (Figure 4.1) 

take advantage of that in-house environment and use for example the weekly breakfast for 

their networking activities. In contrast, some tenants work “pretty much in isolation” (Comp2).  

Beside the in-house SMEs, Science Park Jönköping is continuous building up its network of 

external SMEs (Figure 4.1). “Well, right now we try to focus on the region” (ScPark1). ScPark4 agrees 

with ScPark1, that the best network takes place within the region of Jönköping. “It’s good 

enough with the county of Jönköping. I pretty much know where to look if there is somebody who needs a new 

rubber technology or something. Then I know where to look. But I don’t know it for other regions.” (ScPark4) 

Sometimes, when it comes to special expertise of research or academic areas, the facilitators 

would also invite experts from outside Jönköping (ScPark1).  
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We identified two networking projects (Figure 4.1) run by Science Park Jönköping, which 

are particularly important for our study, as they are conducted specifically for SMEs 

(ScPark1). Both, the in-house and the external SMEs can participate in the projects called 

Innovation Race and Innovation Runway (Figure 4.1). Besides supporting companies with 

their current innovation challenges, one interviewee highlighted “The projects are a very important 

tool for us business coaches to get to know the firms in the region and built up a bigger network.” (ScPark3) 

Each week, Science Park Jönköping’s employees spread out in the county and visit compa-

nies to see, if there are ideas they could support. “We met 50 companies last year. This year’s goal 

is to meet 99 companies.” (ScPark1) They have a weekly meeting, where they present the com-

panies and discuss, what the right strategy could be for each of them. “Should we have an 

Innovation Race, or should we have the Innovation Runway with them, what should we do?” (ScPark1) 

There, they develop an individual action plan for each company. 

Innovation Race 

The idea behind the Innovation Race is that Science Park Jönköping brings six different 

companies and several supporting people together in one process. It is a 54-hours project 

that takes place twice a year since 2013 and has been founded as a networking project for 

established SMEs. The setting for the Innovation Race takes place as follows: For the front 

office, Science Park Jönköping invites six companies to participate at each Innovation Race. 

From each company, there are two representatives present. These companies are surrounded 

by business coaches, a process leader, and other supporting people (Chapter 4.2.2). On the 

one hand, for the back office, there are individual participants (Chapter 4.2.2), that are phys-

ically at the Innovation Race. They are chosen, depending on the skills required from the 

companies participating. On the other hand, for the back-back office, there is a body of 

expertise that are on ”stand by” on the phone or by e-mail. They are warned beforehand, 

that they could get contacted at any point during the 54 hours for specific tasks (ScPark1).  

In the morning of the first day, the hosts of the Innovation Race get each company to talk 

five minutes about the issue, they want to tackle. It does not “necessarily [have to be] a presentation, 

but an explanation of the problem to everybody” (Stud1). Thus, this is where the back office as well 

as the front office, the business coaches and the companies are sitting together in one room. 

Afterwards, the six companies go into another room. There, they are tasked to come up with 

a service or a product, that combines all their products and pitch it afterwards to the whole 

audience. “They brought them together to focus on one problem, they got them on one table.” (Stud1) In 

doing that, they are stimulating the innovation and creativity. 

After that, the companies are split into two groups and start looking at listing all their chal-

lenges on a board. At that point “they look at the root cause of the problem” (Stud1) and discuss 

potential solutions between all of them, which takes about three to four hours. “Each company 

could fill one whole side of a wall. They had the problems on post-it notes and then they have solutions on 

other post-it notes.” (Stud1) At the end of the first day, the hosts bring all the project participants 

together again to discuss the findings of that day (Stud1).  

The next day they look at the stakeholders. The company representatives, together with the 

coaches, create a stakeholder mapping of each of the companies. They look at how to deal 

with the main ones and built up the business model. Thus, at that point they focus on specific 
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issues, that were identified in each business model and further create an action plan. “The 

action plan is the most important one, that the company knows what to do with the solutions” (ScPark1).  

Innovation Runway 

The second main networking project for SMEs in the county of Jönköping, that want to 

grow through innovation is the Innovation Runway. The companies that are participating in 

this project should already have an idea, which is supposed to be verified towards the market. 

Science Park Jönköping owns responsibility for the project. However, the project is an offi-

cial partnership with Almi and the Jönköping University. Thus, beside Science Park 

Jönköping’s employees that are involved, there are two people from both Almi and Jönkö-

ping University working on the planning of the project. “So, we have a complete good team working 

on the project together, that is important. So, it is a collaboration from the start. Which is good. A collabo-

ration, that works for collaboration.” (ScPark1) The University provides research expertise and 

students and Almi offers advisory services, loans and venture capital in all phases of business 

establishment and is owned by the Swedish government. These supplementary details show 

how Science Park Jönköping finances monetary support for companies. In comparison to 

the Innovation Race “the Innovation Runway is a bit easier to plan. It is easier to make an action plan 

for one company, and include a business coach and a student group. All of them can work together with the 

company for eight to ten weeks. It is a matter of resources.” (ScPark1) 

The outcome of the Innovation Runway should be a presentation, a report or an action plan 

for the companies to take the next steps. The report often includes a detailed market analysis 

like “how new is the solution on the market and why is it unique compared to what else is out there” 

(ScPark1) as well as a business plan including strength and weaknesses of the firm. And 

sometimes the delivery of the students could lead to the realisation that there is nothing new 

about the solution, “we already have 10.000 of the same out in the market, but maybe you should think 

of doing this and this instead.” (ScPark1) However, the final report is seen as a decision document 

for the firm. Comp6 stated that “there came some conclusions that was and is very, very useful and I 

am using it now. Even though, all conclusions were not useful. A part of them [are].” (Comp1) 

4.2 Science Park Jönköping’s support for the SME challenges 

Corresponding to the introduced service levels of Science Park Jönköping (Chapter 4.1.2) 

the following chapter illustrates what support Science Park Jönköping offers the SMEs in 

their network to overcome their challenges (Figure 4.2). During the coding process, it turned 

out that different type of support can be offered dependent on the service level, as repre-

sented by the arrows in Figure 4.2. On the one hand, Science Park Jönköping offers support 

by providing a place where in-house companies benefit from a common environment. On 

the other hand, Science Park Jönköping works actively with all SMEs in the regional network 

through networking projects.  
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Figure 4.2 Support of Science Park Jönköping 

4.2.1 In-house environment 

The supportive environment that directly results from geographical proximity inside Science 

Park Jönköping’s building is represented by different topics we identified in the data. Inter-

viewees told us that being situated in the building provides convenience in different aspects 

and facilitates a trustful community. It is further a meeting point where different people, 

companies and businesses come together. These topics will be explained in the subsequent 

sections. 

The companies situated in-house benefit by having an infrastructure that is more common 

for larger enterprises, which they often titled as “convenience”. The building for example 

contains a restaurant and several common meeting rooms. ScPark2 explained how this ser-

vice package for in-house companies is organized: 

“The companies pay rent for the office space and they pay for each employee a kind of small service fee. 

That's for all the additional things we offer like rental bikes, Friday’s breakfast, the gym and other partner 

deals.” (ScPark2) 

Another source of convenient support for smaller administrative issues are the business 

coaches. This addresses administrative challenges mentioned by way of an exemplary case by 

one of the business coaches. ScPark4 remembers that company representatives sometimes 
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come to his office and ask questions like: “We have received this paper from the tax authority. Could 

you give me advise on how to react on this paper? I have never seen it before? I don’t know what to do with 

it?” (ScPark4) The interviewees Comp1 and Comp2 recall that they rarely made use of the 

business coaches by asking for help regarding administrative paperwork or documents for 

public authorities. However, Comp1 mentioned as one example that they once received help 

when they changed the ownership structure in the firm: “Once we had a lot of paperwork to do, 

because an employee bought shares of the firm and we were lost in that contract stuff. Luckily a business coach 

had experience with it, so we could fix the agreement properly.” (Comp1)  

Furthermore, interviewees connected the word “convenience” with the cheap rent in Science 

Park Jönköping’s building. Comp2’s statement is representative of answers from several 

companies: “Everything together made it a good deal here. Also, the monthly rent that is not huge, it's 

okay.” (Comp2) Out of this convenience in some cases also collaborations are evolving, be-

cause companies appreciate the closeness to each other. 

“It is a long-term relationship as well, so it's not that we know them from here but I think because we sit 

together in the same house now, we are actually still engaged to them with some new projects. Because it's 

close by and convenient.” (Comp1) 

However, one company sees no advantages regarding convenience in the in-house network: 

“In terms of networks we are not using Science Park, because our customers are international and not really 

here” (Comp3). All in all, five interviewees (ScPark2, ScPark4, Comp1, Comp2, Comp6) men-

tioned convenience as a positive topic regarding support from the in-house environment. 

Another fact that supports companies indirectly to pursue collaboration is the existence of a 

trustful community in the building. Companies share knowledge and help each other on the 

hallway or some companies even share equipment without any formal agreement. Four in-

terviewees (ScPark2, ScPark3, Comp1, Comp2) agreed on the support resulting from being 

a member of this community. One example that Comp1 provides shows the high level of 

trust that exists: “That is our ‘borrowing box’. And on the papers inside is written who, what and when. 

So, if someone borrows something we put the paper in here. That's it, that is enough to remember.” (Comp1) 

Close related to the presence of a trusting community, we identified that Science Park Jön-

köping is seen as a valuable meeting point for companies (ScPark4, ScPark2, Comp1, Comp2, 

Comp6). Ideas, knowledge, and human resources are exchanged frequently and naturally as 

well as collaborations emerge on a daily basis. 

“I know the other companies both by face and by name, definitely all of them and I also know their exper-

tise. Maybe you cannot reach the top knowledge but you can get really good help from the people in here in 

all areas like electronics, advertisement or anything. I think all kinds of companies are represented in this 

building. So, it is a very good place to be.” (Comp2) 

The companies appreciate to be at a place “where things happen” (Comp1), and that they have 

early access to, for example, new networking projects that Science Park Jönköping develops 

(Comp6). The topics concerning convenience, existence of a trustful community at a com-

mon meeting point are all strongly related to the geographical proximity which is given by 

cohabiting the building of Science Park Jönköping. 
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4.2.2 Networking projects 

Although, the building provides many opportunities by itself, more specific challenges get 

addressed through the networking projects introduced in Chapter 4.1.2. Analysing the tran-

scripts, we identified that the projects are tools to support SMEs regarding business plans 

and market research, motivation for change, financial matters, and technology. 

Business plans and market research 

Many comments were made regarding two types of support Science Park Jönköping offers, 

namely business plans and market research. Ten interview participants (ScPark1, ScPark2, 

ScPark3, ScPark4, Stud1, Stud2, Comp1, Comp4, Comp5, Comp6) mentioned business plans 

as a support, Science Park Jönköping provides its SME network. Business plans are supposed 

to be the outcome of the Innovation Race and in a more detailed form also the outcome of 

the Innovation Runway. “Our main thing is to create business plans. These contain everything including 

strengths and weaknesses for the companies, lot of market knowledge, what abilities do they have to move 

forward with the innovation and investment and revenue calculations.” (ScPark1) 

These business plans are created to address business model modifications identified through 

participation in the networking projects. Regarding the Innovation Race, one interview par-

ticipant summarised: “I saw a lot of business model modifications, but more incremental rather than 

revolutionary. One company found a new line of service and another worked on a new product development” 

(Stud1). With the help of the Innovation Race, Comp1 for example decided to develop a 

new product. This new product should help the firm to overcome a threat they were facing. 

“So, we have a new product idea. We judged a few alternatives and decided that this one is the most suitable 

one. All that in just 54 hours. The back office did an excellent job.” (Comp1)  

Developing and improving a business model, requires many decisions and specific 

knowledge. Four interviewees (ScPark4, Stud2, Comp4, Comp5) mentioned that a lack of 

specific knowledge for the new business is a challenge that occurs often and that an expert 

would be needed. ScPark4, mentioned in this context a company statement from his mem-

ories: “There is a part of the idea, which we cannot understand completely. You know we are a mechanical 

company, but now we need an electronic part, we don’t know. So, it is still in the drawer. But if you help us 

with this electronic part, it might be a good idea.” (ScPark4)  

The back office and the front office provide help for the decision making process, and cor-

respondingly, for the creation of a business plan. 

“The companies benefitted a lot from the connection with the experts in the back office. In the back office, 

there was for instance a patent expert, a commercial marketing expert, a sales expert, a production expert, 

electronics expert and of course the students as research resources.” (Stud1) 

“In the front office, there was beside the business coaches also a process leader and an industrial designer. 

The latter illustrated everything that happened during the race. Each company got a roll-up in the end and 

often they also make really professional presentations.” (ScPark1) 

Beside these supporting people, ScPark1 and Stud1 shared a common opinion about the role 

of the other companies within the front office. Stud1, did not see much interaction between 

the companies which can be explained by the comment of ScPark1, who mentioned: ”The 
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companies currently have no common grounds.” (ScPark1) Thus, the interviewees experienced that 

too differential mixtures of industries might be a hindering factor to collaborate within the 

Innovation Race group. 

Developing an existing business model often goes hand-in-hand with procession of market 

specific knowledge. Science Park Jönköping, provides support regarding market research, in 

particular within the Innovation Runway. Several interviewees (ScPark1, ScPark4, Stud1, 

Stud2, Comp1, Comp4, Comp6) described that kind of support, regarding market develop-

ment within the Innovation Runway: “I really needed a new business model, new sources of income. 

The question was if we should take the existing product into a new market, Germany, the UK and other 

parts of the world. Now, I have a report with very detailed information. It is a huge resource, when we are 

doing our strategic exercises.” (Comp6) However, with the help of the students as researcher, they 

can also offer market research of smaller and more focused scope during the Innovation 

Race, as one firm rhetorically questioned: “We are having that new product, can you tell us a little bit 

more about the application segments?” (Comp1) One respondent added: “We had phone meetings with 

Canadian companies, just to connect the company that is participating in the race [and wants to explore a 

new market] with a potential customer.” (ScPark1) 

In this regard, Science Park Jönköping tackles the challenge of lack of knowledge about a 

new market, or a new customer segment or a new product; this was mentioned by seven 

interviewees (Stud1, ScPark2, ScPark4, Comp1, Comp4, Comp5, Comp6). It provides help 

to give companies answers to questions, like: “Is there any market for it?” (ScPark4) Further-

more, companies that stay in their known markets but have ideas for innovative products, 

request knowledge about customer requirements. Comp4 explained: “From my point of view, 

it's always important to find the correct requirement specification for a new product.” (Comp4) In this line, 

this interviewee also shared his thoughts regarding company collaborations during this phase: 

“Should we have at least one or two customers on board from the beginning to get their input into the project 

and then you can get all their needs? Or will that mean if you take one or two customers on board, that you 

will make it a very special product that will not fit for the rest of the customers?” (Comp4) We learnt 

from Comp3 and Comp4, that they have already identified the chance of improving new 

products or their business model with the help of a partner company, but faced the challenge 

to find the right partner. 

Motivation for change 

When listening to the experiences of our interviewees, we identified support to increase mo-

tivation in the companies to continuously develop their business. This kind of support is not 

connected to a specific SME challenge, but was omnipresent in all responses from active 

network members (ScPark1, ScPark2, ScPark3, ScPark4, Stud1, Stud2, Comp1, Comp4, 

Comp5, Comp6). Motivation for change exists throughout different temporal dimensions: 

first contact, during the networking project, follow-up and long-term perspective. 

Currently, Science Park Jönköping initiates the first contact with the companies in the region. 

Seven of the interviewees (ScPark1, ScPark3, ScPark4, Comp1, Comp4, Comp5, Comp6) 

agreed upon that fact. Comp6 which is situated in Science Park Jönköping’s building said: 

“Well, since I am here, they are looking for participants. They contacted me.” (Comp6) Additionally, 

ScPark4 explained that the first contact is in this direction in order to find hidden ideas 
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companies already have: “The initial thought of the Innovation Runway was to see, if there are any 

hidden ideas. We call that ‘in the drawers’ of the companies, where they put it because they think they don’t 

have time and don’t have the skills.” (Comp4) 

ScPark1 sees in particular, the value in helping firms with their own ideas. This ensures the 

drive that is needed to perform projects successfully is already present. Comp1 verified this 

approach: “I had the thought that maybe we should be able to succeed with this new solution, but it required 

them to ‘force’ us to think and pull it out of our minds.” (Comp1) Otherwise, ScPark3 experienced 

that the companies “sometimes expect that we do the work for them, but that's not our aim. We just want 

to show them the door and they have to go through it their selves.” (ScPark3) 

A reason for the one-directional first contact can be the challenge which some company 

representatives call “lack of time”. Six interviewees (ScPark1, ScPark4, Comp1, Comp2, 

Comp3, Comp6) mentioned this issues. Comp1 explained that they have to pause every kind 

of innovation work to satisfy the customers in times with temporary high workload: “We are 

so resource deprived, so we have so many work and so little people that can do all this.” (Comp1) Not only 

does internal innovation suffer from the so called “lack of time”, collaboration with external 

institutions or companies are not considered anymore, as Comp3 mentions: “So, collaborating 

with someone externally for example the University is something that we really cannot focus on because of 

time.” (Comp3) This highlights the importance of Science Park business coaches making the 

first approach to the SMEs; because SMEs often feel stuck in the daily business and need 

external motivation to continuously develop their business. 

In terms of motivation for change during the networking projects, the whole atmosphere is 

characterised by trust and helpfulness to the participating firms and push them forward in 

their progress. Regarding this, we received input from five interviewees (ScPark1, ScPark4, 

Stud1, Stud2, Comp6). ScPark1 provided a good insight by talking about the setting of the 

Innovation Race: “We put together different companies in one group. They sign a confidential agreement, 

so they can discuss freely and then every company has its own business coach who supports them during the 

whole time.” (ScPark1) 

Comp6 once referred to the push attitude that he appreciated at the Innovation Race: “Well, 

and then I had this process leader, it was very intense. He pushed, and pushed and pushed and that was a 

very nice experience.” (Comp6) However, Stud2 argued that there was sometimes too much 

focus. He suggested more rotation of the coaches to inspire the company participants with 

diverse input. With regards to the Innovation Runway, the companies also have one respon-

sible business coach and a student group who meet regularly to keep track of the further 

development of the initial idea. This additional push also helps to overcome the challenge of 

daily business focus of the SMEs. 

With regards to motivating SMEs to find collaboration partners during the networking pro-

jects, ScPark3 and ScPark4 see difficulties in actively bringing companies together (1) because 

“it is not easy to match the right companies and combine their expertise” (ScPark3), and (2) because of 

confidentiality reasons: “We have to be a little bit cautious about it, because we have absolutely discretion. 

If you are a company participating, and you have a specific problem and I know that there is a company close 

to what you need, is it okay that I ask that company? And then I go to that other company and ask, “is it 

okay?” If both agree, then I put them together.” (ScPark4).  
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Finally, Science Park Jönköping wants to ensure that the companies continue with their in-

tentions after the official networking projects and thus follow up on the progress. Five 

interview participants (ScPark1, Stud2, Comp1, Comp4, Comp5) agreed on this practice dur-

ing our conversations even though the follow-up care is currently not very intense. However, 

the business coaches contact the companies regularly after finishing the networking projects. 

ScPark1 described: “It could be that they are participating in the Innovation Race and we make an action 

plan, which they will follow by themselves. And then we follow-up six month afterwards by giving them a call 

to see how it is going.” (ScPark1) 

One of the interviewees agreed by answering: “Not very often, but still time to time. Every now and 

then, the business coach pops up.” (Comp1) Thus, the follow-up care is proceeded consistently, 

but is limited to the connection between the company and the assigned business coach. Ad-

ditional to follow-up care related to the matter of a networking project, Comp4 would 

appreciate an event to meet the other participating companies after a project: 

“It could be a meeting or something, which is something of our interest of course. Because it’s always im-

portant to meet other companies, where we can help to do things together. Talking about our experiences 

from the Innovation Runway for example. But I did not receive such an invitation yet.” (Comp5) 

In summary, Science Park Jönköping is currently not offering any kind of implementation 

project to help to realise the business plans, which were developed during the networking 

projects. Nonetheless, providing this support would help company representatives to over-

come their personal conflict to change. We received comments from four interviewees 

(Stud1, ScPark2, Comp1, Comp3) regarding this challenge. One interviewee explained very 

concisely: “We are designers we are no salesman, so it's very hard to fit in this costume.” (Comp1) One 

of the students (Stud1), also mentioned that he had the impression that a company owner 

during the Innovation Race had a personal resistance to change and thus reduced the chances 

of considering new ideas of every kind. In the eyes of ScPark1, this could be something to 

complement the networking projects in the future. 

From the interviews (ScPark1, ScPark2, Stud1, Stud2, Comp3, Comp4), we learned that the 

networking projects cannot be judged only on their outcome. The projects open up the in-

novation horizon of the project participants and thus motivate the SMEs to change their 

thinking about using a network to improve their business in a long-term perspective. Stud1 

underlines this finding: 

“I think, there is always a focus on what the next steps are, but there is also a future aspect. So, it’s really 

a long-term thing that comes out of it. Maybe they cannot adopt the things they get on a paper afterwards. 

But it is a benefit for the future. The companies are being prepared to be in a network later on.” (Stud1) 

ScPark1 agrees upon that statement and shared her vision with us to be the one who initiates 

a transition of the SMEs in thinking differently about collaboration: “At least, I hope we kind 

of plant an inspiration to find collaboration maybe not the next days, but maybe 6 months from now.” 

(ScPark1) In general, ScPark1 sees future value in “having more structured collaborations, because I 

see that two small companies maybe come together and address large customers together or they would address 

a new international market or customer together.” (ScPark1) Therefore, company collaborations 
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within the network are something Science Park Jönköping has not implemented yet in their 

networking projects, but communicates it already through these projects. 

Among others, Comp4 is thankful about that experience and mentioned: “Networking and new 

ways of thinking are always important to be successful. Thinking outside the box is something the Innovation 

Runway teaches.” (Comp4) Stud1 verifies Comp4’s statement by highlighting the experience 

that companies make during the networking projects regarding a different way of thinking in 

the future: 

“So, overall I think a lot of participants benefit from listening to what the problems are, opening their eyes 

to other solutions, and then listening into some expertise giving potential issues and solutions in their think-

ing. Of course, they are the experts because it is their company, it is their industry, but taking them looking 

at a problem and then making their radar, let’s say wider give them different ways of thinking. And I 

think that is what a lot of companies got out of it.” (Stud1) 

Financial support 

Science Park Jönköping’s business coaches help the firms to apply for funding mostly during 

the networking projects (ScPark1, ScPark2, ScPark4, Stud2, Comp1, Comp3, Comp6). This 

financial support is then provided by external investors (like venture capitalist firms and 

business angels) or state authorities (like Almi).  

“We have used the network of Science Park to attract investors, because they pretty much know the people 

in the town, who have money. We have been using them when we brought in the venture capital. I think we 

used also the business coaches over here to write up the application to sell in our business case etc. So, I 

think they have been the key to our success.” (Comp3) 

In contrast to other intermediaries, Science Park Jönköping does not have an interest in 

owning shares of the companies. Instead, they support the companies as a partner. For ex-

ample, one company needed additional financial resources and “decided to take in venture capital” 

(Comp6), because of its poor fiscal performance out of their operations. Then, “we would sit 

with the companies and we are approaching business angels, venture capitalists and others together.” 

(ScPark2)  

In total, five interviewees (Stud2, Comp1, Comp2, Comp3, Comp6) talked about financial 

challenges. Company representatives told us that they prefer cheaper business decisions 

whenever it’s possible to save money, like Comp2: “We could've gone also to someone else and have 

the same thing done, but then it would have cost much more money.” (Comp2) The interviews indicate, 

that most of the SMEs lack in financial resources in general. Science Park Jönköping does 

not tackle this common challenge, because companies only obtain governmental funding 

during the networking projects for innovative and explorative ideas and therefore do not 

tackle the financial resources issue directly. A further restriction, we discovered in the inter-

view with Comp1, is that the firms are only allowed to use the funding for external expenses 

like consultancy services or test laboratories.  

Additionally, Science Park Jönköping provides indirect financial support by hosting the net-

working projects itself, which are in the eyes of ScPark4 “a very good investment for the region. I 

see it as an investment from Sweden in corporates. Sweden is believing in your idea and helps you. And if you 

succeed you pay more taxes and perhaps employ people, and then it is a very good investment.” (ScPark4) 
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Technology support 

One type of support which Science Park Jönköping offers is support regarding technology 

issues (ScPark1, ScPark2, ScPark4, Stud1, Comp1, Comp3, Comp4, Comp5, Comp6). This 

topic can be divided into two different aims, namely (1) helping companies in terms of pro-

totyping and (2) providing support for patent issues to secure technology. 

Furthermore, four interviewees (ScPark1, ScPark4, Comp3, Comp6) mentioned that Science 

Park Jönköping helps with prototyping. Currently, Science Park Jönköping mostly supports 

companies during the Innovation Race by having “3D printers that make things real to show them 

to potential customers.” (ScPark4) Additionally, Comp3 told us about a new maker space organ-

isation in Jönköping that will cooperate with Science Park Jönköping in the future in terms 

of prototyping. The company representative explained the concept of the maker space con-

cisely and why they complement Science Park Jönköping’s support capabilities: 

“The Science Park has money, they have business coaches, contacts to companies etc. What they don't have 

is technical competence and a place where the products and prototypes can actually be built. And that's a 

serious lack, because innovations come from two things: One way is, I have an idea and go to a business 

coach get some money and start a business. Another way is, to just play with stuff and out of that comes 

some sort of weird idea which can be very innovative.” (Comp3) 

Therefore, our findings show that support through prototyping is provided but currently 

only in form of 3D-printers during the Innovation Race. 

Connected to challenges concerning intellectual property rights, we received statements from 

three interviewees (ScPark2, Comp1, Comp4, Comp6). In terms of software development 

for example, Comp6 explains that relying on a patent is not safe enough in this business and 

thus shows us his doubt in patent protection. He believes that developing new software 

versions faster than the competitors is the only protection against competition eroding mar-

ket position. Correspondingly, Comp4 stated that infringement of their patents is very 

common and that it is difficult to secure all inventions across the whole world. 

“We have many products that are patented, some of them more or less for the whole world and especially 

those that we did 15 to 20 years ago are just patented for certain markets. There we see a lot of copies. I see 

copies on every trade show I go. Sometimes they are legal because we don't have a patent in that region of the 

world and sometimes not. And in that case, we chase them.” (Comp4) 

Comp1 further adds that they once made an invention for another company and did not 

patent it at that time, which caused issues for subsequent developments.  

Addressing these challenges, we collected responses about patent protection from five inter-

viewees (ScPark1, ScPark2, ScPark4, Stud1, Comp1). Most of them were related to the back 

office at the Innovation Race and their patent support. ScPark1 for example told: “So far we 

had five patents of technical solutions that were registered during the Innovation Race.” (ScPark1) Comp1 

emphasised on the speed at which responses are obtained about the possibility of filing new 

patents or if any new patents are identified. In summary, Science Park Jönköping provides 

knowledgeable experts during the networking projects that help with intellectual property 

right issues, which seems to be an important topic to some of the interviewees. 
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5 Analysis and Discussion 

______________________________________________________________________ 

In the following section, we analyse and discuss our findings. On the one hand, we compare these findings to 

the literature, on the other hand we discuss the connection of the provided support to open innovation facilitation 

as illustrated in the centre of Figure 5.1. 

______________________________________________________________________ 

In line with Chapter 4.2, we differentiate between two levels of service: (1) The support for 

SMEs that is provided solely for the in-house SMEs through a specific environment and (2) 

the support Science Park Jönköping provides for regional SMEs through its networking pro-

jects. 

 

Figure 5.1 Support of Science Park Jönköping connected to open innovation 

5.1 Open innovation facilitation through the in-house environment 

In terms of the network that consists of the companies situated inside Science Park Jönkö-

ping’s building and the employees of Science Park Jönköping, we discovered the existence 

of a supportive environment for most of these companies. SMEs in Science Park Jönköping’s 

building enjoy benefits which are more typical for large enterprises like a restaurant or a 
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car/bicycle sharing service. These services are managed by Science Park Jönköping’s em-

ployees, which corroborates the idea of Lee et al. (2010), who suggested that networks need 

to be managed effectively, for example by an intermediary. In addition, Science Park Jönkö-

ping offers several networking projects for SMEs, which are available for both, the in-house 

SMEs and the external SMEs. The findings even indicate that the closeness of the in-house 

SMEs to Science Park Jönköping’s employees provide an earlier and easier access to existing 

and new networking projects. As the networking projects are organized for the whole net-

work, further discussion will follow in Chapter 5.2. 

Furthermore, we recognized that companies decided to move into the building for the sake 

of convenience. It includes having an inexpensive rental service and being at a place where 

companies can meet and create a trustful community. In this network, companies share 

equipment, ideas, space and market information and most of it without any formal agree-

ment. Pullen et al. (2012) already observed that high innovation performance occurs in 

networks that are characterized by trust and reliability. 

However, some companies do not appreciate such service, due to low utilisation of such 

benefits. We interpret this divergence as a result of a different customer structure, as the one 

interviewee, who did not see a high value in the offered service, belongs to a company which 

has merely international than local customers. In conclusion, three of four in-house SMEs 

that we had interviewed cited the environment as a positive support. 

Reviewing this support, interviewees reported that collaborations are very common within 

the in-house SMEs, that probably stems from the identified high level of trust in the com-

munity. In general, companies find an environment without major boundaries between the 

firms in this building. The above-mentioned sharing culture can form the basis for 

knowledge exchange within the in-house SMEs. This exchange across firm boundaries is in 

line with the definition of open innovation from Chesbrough (2003). The knowledge ex-

change ranges from informal idea exchange on the corridor to formal agreements for new 

product development projects.  

Returning to the topic of convenience, another connection to theory can be made. We infer 

a positive influence on collaboration regarding innovation from company statements about 

appreciating closeness to their partner companies in the building. Knoben (2009) already 

described that this geographical proximity influences innovativeness of firms positively. The 

openness in the building among the different firms (as there are often several of them in the 

same corridor), leads to frequent contact either on purpose or unplanned. Harrison (1992) 

connects this contact to the development of trust, which we identify as again in line with our 

finding about a community of trust mentioned above. 

This case has shown that science parks can generally enable open innovation for the in-house 

SMEs by creating, managing and providing an open environment within their facilities where 

innovation collaboration between companies can become an everyday phenomenon. How-

ever, open innovation is rather enabled by a specific setting and not actively fostered. Howells 

(2006) defined ten functions of innovation intermediaries which are all in all active functions 

that intermediaries execute. Our case shows that science parks instead provide geographic 
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proximity for their in-house SMEs to create a supportive environment. This might add a new 

function of innovation intermediaries to the current literature. 

5.2 Open innovation facilitation through networking projects 

The current study found four areas of support, that Science Park Jönköping provides through 

its networking projects. The four horizontal bars in Figure 5.2 represent the supports, namely 

business plans and market research, motivation for change, financial support, and technology 

support. Within each area, we counted how many respondents made positive or negative 

statements. This illustration shows that business plans and market research as well as moti-

vation for change are in the main focus of Science Park Jönköping’s networking projects in 

contrast to the other two areas. The following sections provide further analysis and discus-

sion of each area. 

 

Figure 5.2 Relevance of the identified support areas 

Apart from the two passive network members (Comp2, Comp3) each interviewee mentioned 

support for either business planning or market research. These results are in agreement with 

those obtained by Howells (2006) who lists market research and business planning as one 

function of innovation intermediation. Additionally, the networking projects focus on this 

support at a very early stage of the innovation process. Several authors (Bianchi et al., 2011; 

Pullen et al., 2012) relate collaboration in this early innovation phase to a positive influence 

on a firm’s innovation performance. However, the interaction between companies regarding 

business planning and market research is limited and does not take place in the form of a 

firm collaboration. These findings have shown that Science Park Jönköping does not facili-

tate open innovation within support for business plans and market research. 

In both networking projects, there is always one assigned business coach for each firm. This 

ensures continuous increase in the motivation of the SMEs to change something in their 

current business from the beginning to the end of a networking project. Subsequently, an-

other important aspect from our findings is that often the networking projects could be seen 
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as the first step for the companies towards a new way of thinking about their own business 

in a long-term perspective. Our study therefore revealed that opening up and discussing ideas 

and challenges with different people is part of a learning process towards being in a network. 

We connect this finding to previous research, which considered “support of learning pro-

cesses” as one of the key functions of ongoing innovation especially at a network or system 

level (van Lente et al., 2003). Moreover, this result is in accord with recent studies (Gallego 

et al., 2013; Verbano et al., 2015) indicating that a collaborative culture and managerial com-

petencies are required to be able to make use of a network. Nevertheless, a learning process 

towards a collaborative culture is a good base for open innovation; however, we do not see 

a practical facilitation of open innovation through the motivation for change. 

Additional findings show that Science Park Jönköping can offer indirect financial support 

for its SME network. The business coaches support the companies by helping them to apply 

for funding from external investors or state authorities. This finding is in line with Howells 

(2006, p. 722) who mentions “finding potential capital funding and organising funding or 

offerings” as one of the functions innovation intermediaries execute. A notable fact is that 

the governmental funding is restricted to be used for innovative ideas as well as external 

expenses. Being restricted to external help could be interpreted as a promotion for collabo-

ration and open innovation as they have to act across their firm boundaries (Chesbrough, 

2003). But apart from that, Science Park Jönköping does not seem to support open innova-

tion through financial incentives. 

One finding was, that Science Park does offer limited technology support, focussed on pa-

tenting and prototyping. It has been suggested that two of the ten functions of innovation 

intermediaries are “testing and validation” and “protecting the results” according to Howells 

(2006). This does not appear to be the focus at Science Park Jönköping. Regarding patenting, 

we received answers that highlight the effort of Science Park Jönköping to secure innovations 

through advice from experts. Turning to support regarding prototyping, Science Park Jön-

köping only offers a 3D-printer service at the Innovation Race, but no support in terms of 

common testing or prototyping laboratories. Thus, the existing expertise shows that Science 

Park Jönköping could support the implication of open innovation regarding intellectual 

property rights in the future, as these issues are present particularly for inexperienced SMEs 

(Goduscheit & Knudsen, 2015). However, support for either patenting or prototyping seems 

not to facilitate open innovation at the moment. 

As discussed above, Science Park Jönköping does not facilitate open innovation through the 

support mechanism we have identified. As these results are directly connected to the net-

working projects for SMEs, a possible explanation may be drawn from the setting and 

process of the projects. Our further discussion therefore concentrates on both, the Innova-

tion Race and the Innovation Runway and how the SME network influences the facilitation 

of open innovation there. 
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Figure 5.3 The SME network as the root problem to facilitate open innovation 

Even though the setting of the Innovation Race principally set the foundation to collaborate, 

our study found that the interaction between the company participants can be described as 

limited. One possible explanation for this may be the fact that Science Park Jönköping’s SME 

network is still in its infancy, which originates from the lack of prominence of Science Park 

Jönköping and its networking projects. It can therefore be assumed that a certain size of 

network is required to facilitate open innovation. This result supports those of Katzy et al. 

(2013) and Sisodiya et al. (2013), who found that the chance of finding the right partner for 

an innovation rises with the number of potential partners in the network. Another possible 

explanation for the limited interaction is the fact that the three companies, that are supposed 

to collaborate within the activity, are too diverse and have no common grounds.  
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Thus, our study revealed that the high diversity of industries represented in the Innovation 

Race decreases the possibility to find partners within the supply chain. This finding indicates 

a disadvantage, as authors describe that exactly these companies within the supply chain 

would be beneficial partners (Vahter et al., 2015; Spithoven et al., 2013). The present study 

raises the possibility that the lack of an adequate SME network hinders the facilitation of 

open innovation through the in-house environment as well as the networking projects. This 

might indicate, that regional intermediaries might not be the proper facilitator of open inno-

vation in general, unless they are equipped with some form of knowledge-sharing incentives 

for their network participants. However, there are still many unanswered questions about 

how the ideal network should look to enable open innovation among SMEs.  

The results from the activities at the Innovation Runway are even less encouraging in regard 

to open innovation in the SME network, as there is no visible interaction between compa-

nies. While students are supporting the firms as resources in the verification of an idea, the 

main contact is limited to individual coaching of the company through an assigned business 

coach. This presents a missed opportunity as the majority of ideation that comes from stu-

dents in the open innovation process are filtered may not reach the companies, as a result of 

tight project scoping. 
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6 Conclusion 

The purpose of our study was to determine in what way intermediaries act as facilitators of 

open innovation in SME networks. The literature suggests several different functions inter-

mediaries execute, without being clear about the connection to open innovation. Therefore, 

we critically examined Science Park Jönköping as a potential facilitator of open innovation. 

Addressing our research purpose, we formulated our research question: 

RQ1: How do intermediaries facilitate open innovation while supporting SMEs to 

overcome their challenges?  

As our study differentiates between two service levels, we formulated two conclusions to 

answer the research question. 

C1: Regarding the in-house environment we conclude that intermediaries facilitate 

open innovation among SMEs through providing a supportive environment 

based on geographical proximity. 

In the case of the in-house network the study indicates that intermediaries facilitate open 

innovation among SMEs located in a common facility provided by the intermediary. These 

facilities offer a supportive environment that is characterized by knowledge exchange across 

firm boundaries, trust, and reliability. To provide a supportive environment based on geo-

graphical proximity may complement the intermediary literature, as until now merely actively 

executed functions are suggested. Consequently, our study suggests that open innovation is 

rather facilitated by a specific environment and not by active execution of innovation inter-

mediary functions. 

C2: Regarding the networking projects we conclude that intermediaries can be hin-

dered to facilitate open innovation among SMEs due to the characteristic of 

their networks. 

Our analysis revealed that none of the four identified supports provided through networking 

projects at Science Park Jönköping facilitate open innovation. During business planning and 

market research, no significant interaction between firms takes place. Similarly, the learning 

processes through motivation for change does not enable open innovation to take place. 

Although, financial support is limited to new innovations and external use, open innovation 

is a by-product of this support. Finally, within technology support, only expertise regarding 

intellectual property matters can be viewed only as a base for open innovation in the future. 

As concluded above, Science Park Jönköping does not facilitate open innovation through 

the support mechanisms identified in this research. Connecting this finding to the network-

ing projects in general, revealed the importance of the network characteristics. Therefore, 

our study has shown that the lack of an adequate network provided by intermediaries can be 

seen as the primary barrier to encourage open innovation among SMEs.  

This research has identified that (1) the small size of the network and (2) the high diversity 

of industries prevents SMEs in Science Park Jönköping’s network from collaborating. These 

findings raise important questions about the role and nature of regional intermediaries as 

open innovation facilitators in general. 
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Taken together, the results suggest that Science Park Jönköping has partly adopted the facil-

itation of open innovation into its own business model but does not focus on actively 

promoting open innovation through both the in-house environment and through the net-

working projects. Although our data represents only a caption of the current situation we 

conclude from our study that Science Park Jönköping needs to undergo a transition towards 

increased facilitation of open innovation. As such our research has lead us to disagree with 

the statement from SISP (2017), who refer to science parks as “open innovation arenas”.  

6.1 Limitations  

As we have conducted a single case study we see limitations in the transferability of our 

findings to other contexts. Science Park Jönköping through its uniqueness offers limited 

scope for comparability to other science parks or innovation intermediaries in other coun-

tries. However, the detailed description of Science Park Jönköping in Chapter 4.1 provides 

readers the relevant information to evaluate the transferability of the findings to a case in 

another context. Additionally, only the single case approach could provide us a deeper insight 

into this particular SME network. 

We interviewed company representatives, individual participants of the SME networking 

projects as well as employees of Science Park Jönköping. Therefore, we considered different 

views during our data collection. As companies are the largest group within the network 

members we imagine that our sample might not be sufficient to fully represent the variety of 

all companies in the studied SME network. Nonetheless, we conducted interviews with in-

house SMEs and external SMEs as well as active and non-active network members. 

Regarding the analysis of the empirical results, the comparability of responses and their trans-

fer into aggregative data was limited due to the semi-structured way of conducting the 

interviews. In detail, the uniqueness of the course of each interview resulted in an analysis 

challenge that we managed by coding, repeated recoding and thought through categorization 

of the interview data. 

Finally, we recognised limitation in the communication with some of the interviewees re-

garding language skills. All interviews were conducted in English whereas all interviewees 

have Swedish as their native language. In some cases, we faced a challenge in interpreting the 

answers due to the probability of vocabulary misuse. To give the interviewees a best possible 

chance to express and explain their thoughts and experiences we exclusively used face-to-

face interviews in a familiar setting at the companies’ own facilities. 

6.2 Future research 

Corresponding to our limitation of a single case study, future researchers should consider 

comparing different science parks with each other and thus conduct a cross-case-analysis for 

a better understanding of intermediaries’ supports regarding open innovation in general, and 

in specific concerning intermediaries’ network characteristics. Therefore, additional work 

needs to be conducted to determine how the ideal open innovation network might look like, 

for example. This comparison can be carried out at different geographical levels. A first step 
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would be to conduct a country wide comparison within Sweden which could be further ex-

tended to science parks across other European countries. 

As we earlier concluded, Science Park Jönköping has difficulties in facilitating open innova-

tion in the regional SME network. Another possible area of future research would be to 

investigate further hindering factors of intermediaries from fostering open innovation. A 

detailed understanding of these factors is missing in the current literature and would there-

fore contribute to the existing knowledge in this field. 

Moreover, this study calls for an investigation of company experience connected to science 

park networking projects in a time perspective. Doing for example action research by ac-

companying a firm during science park networking projects, would increase the quality of 

interpretation of the company experience. Consequently, a comparison of the companies’ 

perception of open innovation facilitation over this vital period of time can confirm or even 

extend the existing literature. 

6.3 Practical implications 

Our findings can be used further to give certain recommendations to science parks. First, 

concerning the whole network, a reasonable approach could be to have science parks that 

focus in a specific industry. Thus, if building a new science park, it could be beneficial to 

narrow the focus in terms of industries to enhance the efficiency of the firms’ networking 

activities. Moreover, if managing an existing science park, present industries should be stud-

ied and adaptions could be made in the long-term perspective. Second, a continuous 

expansion of the external network including external companies from specific industries is 

recommended to increase the number of potential partners in a network. Third, this study 

suggests, that the environment provided for the in-house SMEs may facilitate open innova-

tion in general. However additional activities to actively foster open innovation in-house are 

recommended. 
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Appendix 

Appendix A Systematic search in the Web of Science 

As initial steps to study the existing literature, we conducted a systematic search in the Web 

of Science database. We combined several searches in a funnel approach. We sorted every 

search by “Times Cites – Highest to Lowest”. Furthermore, we limited the search to the 

categories: “management” or “business” and only used the document type “articles”. Our 

aim was to prioritise on scientific articles with the highest quality in the management field 

through these filters. In the following Table A.1 the search terms are shown: 

Table A.1 Web of Science search 

 Keywords Results Screening 

Search 1 “open innovation” 841 Top 10 

Search 2 

“open innovation” AND SME* OR "small compan*" 
OR "medium compan*" OR "small and medium com-
pan*" OR "small enterprise*" OR "medium enterprise*" 
OR "small and medium enterprise*" OR "small busi-
ness*" OR "medium business*" OR "small and medium 
business*" 

82 Top 25 

Search 3 
“open innovation” AND partner* OR collaboration* 
OR cooperation* 

313 Top 25 

Search 4 

“open innovation” AND SME* OR "small compan*" 
OR "medium compan*" OR "small and medium com-
pan*" OR "small enterprise*" OR "medium enterprise*" 
OR "small and medium enterprise*" OR "small busi-
ness*" OR "medium business*" OR "small and medium 
business*" AND partner* OR collaboration* OR coop-
eration* OR network* OR intermediar* 

57 Top 40 

Additional to the articles identified from the Web of Science search we also considered arti-

cles, which were cited earlier and articles that were recommended by external experts as 

seminal contributions in this research field. Related to the purpose of the thesis the following 

review focuses on the topics “Open innovation in SMEs”, “Collaboration”, “Networking” 

and “Intermediary”. 
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Appendix B Informed consent 

 

Informed consent 
for interview participants 

 

Interviewers: Alexandra Scholz, Maximilian Graf  

 

Interviewee: __________________________________ 

 

1. My participation as an interviewee is voluntary.  
 

2. In case there are any questions I feel uncomfortable to answer, I can decline to reply. 
Further, at every point of the project, I have the possibility to withdraw my participation 
without penalty.  
 

3.  The interview will last about 30-60 minutes. One of the researchers will take notes dur-
ing the interview. Additionally, an audio recording will be made. 
  

4. The interviewee stays anonymous during the research. Confidentiality will be provided; 
only the size and industry of the correspondent firm will be mentioned in the study. 
 

5. Only the interviewers and the thesis supervisor from Jönköping University have access 
to the collected data. 
 

6. I have read and understand the explanation provided above. I received satisfying answers 
to all of my questions and I agree to participate as a volunteer in the study. 
 

7. I received a copy of this informed consent form. 
 
 

 
_________________  _____________________ 

Date   My signature 

 
 

_______________________________________ 

Signatures of the interviewers 

 

 

For further information, please contact 

Alexandra Scholz   Maximilian Graf 

scal1691@student.ju.se  grma1691@student.ju.se 

 

mailto:scal1691@student.ju.se
mailto:grma1691@student.ju.se
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Appendix C Interview guide 

 

As we visited all the interview participants in person, the meetings always started with a warm 

welcome, where we also thanked the interview participants that they take their time to sup-

port our research. Before we started the actual interview, we always covered the following 

points: 

1. Introduce ourselves and our master thesis topic including clarification of terminology 

2. State how the individual interviewee contributes to the research 

3. Clarify all questions regarding ourselves and the master thesis topic 

4. Clarify questions about confidentiality/anonymity as part of the informed consent 

5. Ask for permission to record and transcribe the interviews 

6. Clarify any further questions 

The interview guide (Table A.2) is structured according to the research question. It shows 

the open questions, we prepared before conducting the interviews. During the interview, we 

monitored the questions we asked. Depending on the type of interview participant (Science 

Park Jönköping employee or network member) and their experiences we choose the suitable 

questions. We let the interview participants tell stories about their own experience and added 

questions to the responses where appropriate. 

Table A.2 Interview guide 

Opening questions 

To break the ice in the beginning of the interview, we asked the interview participants to 
introduce themselves and tell us about their organisation and their professional role. 

What is your connection to Science Park Jönköping? 

Questions regarding Science Park Jönköping and the network 

Science Park Jönköping employees Network members 

What is Science Park Jönköping’s business 
model? 

Which types of companies do you address 
with your work? 

What networking projects do you offer for 
these different types of companies? 

How do you connect network members 
with each other? 

How do you stay connected to the net-
work members? 

How do you cooperate with partners? And 
who are they? 

How many employees do you have? Where 
was your company founded? 

Why did you move to Science Park Jönkö-
ping? (in-house companies) 

How did you get in contact with Science 
Park Jönköping? 

How is/was your connection to partners 
of Science Park Jönköping?  

How is/was your relation to Science Park 
Jönköping/the business coaches? 

How do you get connected to other net-
work members? 
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Questions regarding the challenges of the companies 

Science Park Jönköping employees Network members 

What are the main company challenges you 
tackle?  

What are the main challenges you tackle in 
the Innovation Race? When does a com-
pany join the Innovation Race? 

What are the main challenges you tackle in 
the Innovation Runway? When does a 
company join the Innovation Runway? 

What are the main challenges you have in 
your daily business?  

What are the main challenges you see in 
your future business?  

What are your challenges regarding innova-
tions? In which phases of the innovation 
process do you face challenges? 

How do you traditionally solve challenges? 

Why did you get in contact with Science 
Park Jönköping?  

Regarding which issues do you contact a 
business coach? 

Questions regarding the role of Science Park Jönköping in its network 

Science Park Jönköping employees Network members 

What are the resources (individual experts, 
external companies, etc.) you have in your 
network to support companies?  

How do you connect network members 
with each other? Which combinations are 
common? 

What are the scenarios, you cannot help 
with? 

How is the connection between the net-
work members? 

What are your experiences regarding Sci-
ence Park Jönköping’s networking 
projects? 

How can Science Park Jönköping support 
you with your challenges? 

What role does the network play in your 
daily business and your challenges? 

Questions regarding networking projects of both, the Innovation Race and the Innova-
tion Runway: 

How is the networking project organised? 

How do you choose the participants for 
the networking project? 

What is the aim of the networking project? 

How often does the networking project 
take place? 

What kind of relationship do the projects’ 
participants build up to each other? 

In which case does the networking project 
not fulfil its purpose? 

How do you track the companies after the 
race? 

Why is the networking project beneficial 
for SMEs in particular? 

Why did you participate in the networking 
project? 

How did you experience the networking 
project? 

What did you like/dislike during the net-
working project? 

How does Science Park Jönköping support 
companies during the networking project? 

Can you conclude why the networking 
project was (un)successful? 

How important was collaboration with 
other companies as a solution for the com-
panies’ challenges? 

How did you handle the outcome of the 
networking project? 
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Ending questions 

Can you provide us a potential interview contact? (Each interview participant must fulfil 
at least one of the requirements stated in Chapter 3.3.1). 

After finishing the official part of the interview, we discussed some concluding thoughts 
about the thesis topic. Then, we thanked the interview participants again for their time, 
said goodbye and thanked them once again via e-mail afterwards to let them feel appreci-
ated. 

 


