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Abstract 
 
The purpose of this study is to explore critical aspects in the establishment of an open 
innovation arena. This study considers only the perspective of science parks as the establisher 
and facilitator of the open innovation arenas. By understanding these critical aspects science 
parks and its participants can benefit from improved innovativeness. 

Using existing theories, a theoretical framework illustrating critical aspects for the 
establishment of an open innovation arena was created and subsequently tested through a 
qualitative research strategy. The research design included case studies into four science 
parks, three in Sweden and one in the UK, at various stages of establishing and facilitating 
open innovation arenas. The primary data comprised interviews with top management at each 
of the science parks, as well as one interview with a committee overseeing science parks in 
Sweden. The locations for the case study selection were based on Sweden and United 
Kingdom’s current prominence and success in fostering collaborations. 

The results of this study indicate that there are a number of critical aspects important during 
the establishment of open innovation arenas by science parks. Among these critical aspects 
are the selection of participants, a neutral and passive stance on formalization of contracts and 
IP, the creation of trust and motivation within the arena, the importance of the physical arena 
setting and the benefit of an arena topic area prominent amongst the surrounding participants. 
In addition, this study shows the importance of science parks’ neutral position, as well as the 
influence of the participants throughout all aspects. 

Based on these findings, practical and theoretical implications are presented and discussed in 
the paper. The key implications of this study are that science parks should play an active role 
to select appropriate projects and participants in order to create trust and motivation within the 
arena, provide a physical meeting place and access to specialized equipment that fosters 
communication and encourages collaboration among participants, as well as sourcing projects 
close to the science park’s geographical proximity.  Additionally, they should choose one or 
more topic area and utilize networks in order to build up expertise, While science parks 
should play a passive role regarding formalization and IP regulations, it is important that they 
know how to assists the participants when requested. 
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1. Introduction 

The purpose of this chapter is to provide background information about open innovation, open innovation arenas 
and science parks. Moreover, the problem area will be presented, as well as the purpose of this study. To finalize 
the introduction we will define our research question. 

1.1 Background 
The introduction of open innovation changed the thinking and mindset of innovators and 
companies. Open innovation encourages internal and external knowledge to flow in and out 
of a company in order to improve innovativeness. One example of how beneficial open 
innovation can be is demonstrated in case of Lego. The Danish toy manufacturer started to 
include their adult consumers in the development process and, according to Muñiz & Antorini 
(2013), the user integration creates a considerable value for Lego because of an increased 
interaction with users, new product ideas, as well as a chance to build user relationships. This 
example of user-integration, however, is only one element of open innovation and how it can 
contribute to a company’s success. 

Already, in 1943, Schumpeter pointed out the importance of new products, processes, markets 
and organizational structures to the growth of the economy (Schumpeter, 1943). More than 
seventy years later, the importance of new and innovative goods, services and processes has 
remained crucial and companies are forced to improve on their innovative capability in order 
to be competitive innovativeness in order to be competitive. Jones-Bliss & Kapetanovic 
(2009) support the importance of innovation by describing it as an investment in the future of 
a company. Innovation can be one of the driving forces that create a competitive advantage. 
Thus, research and development departments of companies are treated as very valuable 
resources because they are typically the main driving force in the innovation process. In the 
past, these departments were the first contacted regarding the development of innovations and 
the innovation process took place in closed surroundings to keep all ideas and developments 
secret. However, due to the importance for companies to innovate, they are also constantly 
searching for new methods of organizing this process (Hällbrant & Ingvarsson, 2012). In 
2003, Henry Chesbrough coined a new, more open, approach to the innovation process called 
open innovation (Chesbrough, 2003). Open innovation suggests that a company should open 
their development process in order to commercialize internal and external ideas by inside or 
outside pathways to the market (Chesbrough, 2003). According to Giannopoulou et al. (2010) 
literature, practical applications and research on open innovation has increased drastically 
since the presentation of the topic.  

In the beginning, research focused mainly on open innovation as a process but since the 
definition is very broad, Gassmann et al. (2010) tried to structure open innovation as a 
research topic. The authors found a trend towards a disaggregation of value chains, as well as 
a growing importance of alliances and partnerships. This trend was influenced by the need for 
costs reduction, as well as specialization in specific technologies. The authors saw a reason 
for the growing trend towards partnerships, because modern technology is so complex that a 
company cannot profitably develop it alone. In the past, open innovation research focused on 
cost advantages, whereas currently the focus is more on value creation. In addition, Gassmann 
et al. (2010) point out that inventions, discoveries and knowledge become increasingly 
uncovered and shared. Therefore, this stance disagrees with Schumpeter’s private investment 
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model of innovation, which suggests companies invest in innovation without external 
contribution, instead the trend moves more to a shared innovation model. This is supported by 
von Hippel & von Krogh (2003), who see the free revealing of inventions and knowledge as a 
part of open innovation.  This trend also reveals the importance of intellectual property as it is 
developed from a protected to a tradable good (Gassmann et al., 2010). Both trends are 
continuously developing and thus, there are still some question marks, especially about the 
structure and setting of open innovation (Gassmann et al., 2010).  

In line with the trend towards alliances and partnerships, according to Ollila & Elmquist 
(2011), the broader diffusion and popularity of collaborations and partnerships is based on 
their attractiveness to improve a company’s innovative strength. It also leads to different ways 
of organizing and managing open innovation. One possible solution for open innovation is 
creating an open innovation arena (Ollila & Elmquist, 2011). The intention of an open 
innovation arena is to develop a neutral meeting place where different skills and expertise are 
combined in an innovative environment (Jönsson, 2011). According to Hansson et al. (2005), 
science parks, especially, are combining several skills and expertise, as well as competence in 
establishing and maintaining relations between academia and industry. Therefore, they have a 
basis on which to organize an open innovation arena as a neutral facilitator.  

Vestergaard et al. (2005) emphasize that science parks of the past were only seen as providers 
of infrastructure (laborites, accommodation, IT facilities) and as an organizer of a linear 
partnership between science and innovation, however, this definition is changing towards a 
more interactive and network-orientated role. Hence, science parks can play the role of an 
open innovation arena facilitator. A science park can be described as an administrative 
organization that fosters clustering among firms and academia with a special focus on 
technology-intensive industries (Bortagaray & Tiffin, 2000). However, their main goal, as an 
organization managed by specialists, is to create proximity between the research of different 
institutions and firms by establishing or increasing interaction and knowledge transfer in 
order to boost the commercialization of innovations (Vestergaard et al., 2005).  

This is in line with how science parks see themselves, with The International Association of 
Science Parks (ISAP) formulating the main roles and purposes of science parks (IASP): 

• Stimulate and manage knowledge between companies and universities 
• Foster communication between companies, entrepreneurs and technicians  
• Create an innovative and creative environment 
• Incubators; development and growth support for  new companies  
• Establish a global network of research institution and companies  
• Focus on people (entrepreneurs), as well as their companies 

According to Vestergaard et al. (2005), the above roles, embraced by science parks, cover the 
interests of several institutions including entrepreneurs and small high-tech companies, large 
multinational businesses and universities. The authors point out that entrepreneurs and small 
companies demand accommodation, a close relationship to academia, similar businesses 
within the park and the managerial services. A lack of resources tends to restrict the growth of 
small companies, however, science parks can assist them by providing networks and by 
assisting to find access to resources. Lindqvist & Sölvell (2012) point out that, from a small 
company perspective, science parks work as a bridge between large and small firms. Large 
multinational businesses see science parks as short-term project assistants and connector to 
cooperation partners (Vestergaard et al., 2005). From a university perspective, science parks 
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should assist and help them to commercialize their research, as well as to obtain funding for 
new research. Generally, the neutral environment of science parks could contribute to the 
establishment of linkages between companies as well as push the innovation process and this 
in turn leads, according to Denisova & Goylo (2012), to open innovation.  

An example that strengthens the relevance for this kind of approach is the Swedish Incubators 
& Science Parks organization, the national respesentative of science parks and incubators in 
Sweden. They define one of their main focuses as supporting and stimulating open innovation 
in science parks (Swedish Incubators & Science Parks (SISP), 2014). Another example that 
confirms the importance of open innovation arenas is the Stockholm Royal Seaport, creating 
an arena with the goal of working on urban research and development projects including 
industry, city administrations, as well as academia (Stockholm Royal Seaport Innovation, 
2014).  

Although open innovation arenas have become more and more important, studies in this 
specific field of open innovation are rare and focus mainly on the participants and less on the 
establishment1 of an arena itself (Ollila & Elmquist, 2011).  

1.2 Problem area 
In today’s competitive business environment it is widely recognized that innovativeness 
increases the competitive advantage, and that open innovation can be an advantageous 
strategic approach. By collaborating with complementary and competing organizations to 
gain access to knowledge, companies are able to improve their innovativeness and hence, 
create competitive advantages and increase their market share (Chesbrough, 2003). 

The Innovation Union Scoreboard Report 2013 from the European Commission reflects the 
innovation performance of the twenty-seven European Union member states. The reports 
point out that “linkages and entrepreneurship”, seen as innovative in-house and collaboration 
efforts between innovating firms and research collaborations between the private and public 
sector, are one strength of the most innovative countries in the EU and this category is 
becoming increasingly important (Europan Commission, 2013). Sweden and the UK are two 
of the leading countries in this section, whereas countries like France and Italy are below the 
average. “The United Kingdom performs best in Linkages & entrepreneurship as a result 
from having the highest share of innovative SMEs collaborating with others” (Europan 
Commission, 2013, p. 18). This leads, on the one hand, to the question of why Sweden and 
the UK are in this position, and on the other hand, how they foster linkages and collaboration. 
One increasingly popular method to foster these linkages and collaborations is through the use 
of open innovation arenas, bringing together complementary and competing organizations and 
knowledge bases to collaborate in a neutral environment (Jönsson, 2011). Magnus Lundin, 
CEO Swedish Incubators & Science Parks, highlighted the role of science parks as an 
establisher of open innovation arenas because they already possess a suitable, neutral 
constitution to foster open innovation (Lundin, 2012). One benefit of such an arena might be 
that big companies have ample resources but lack the structural freedom to be creative, 
whereas SMEs struggle for resources but have the flexibility to innovate due to limited 
bureaucracy, therefore, by working together both participants are able to profit. Per-Stefan, 
CEO of an open innovation arena in the packing industry called Packbridge, compares an 
open innovation arena to a dance floor: “you can make sure the music is good, the lighting is 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
1!In this thesis the establishment of open innovation arenas refers to the initiation and configuration of such an arena!
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right and there’s a great atmosphere. Then it’s up to everyone to choose a dancing partner 
and see what comes out of it. In an open innovation arena, it is important there aren’t too 
many controls. There must be scope for vision” (Skane Research and Innovation Council, 
2012). However, there are still question marks surrounding how to create an encouraging 
atmosphere within an open innovation arena, how to select appropriate participants and how 
to balance control while maintaining a flexible innovative environment.  

Elmquist et al. (2009) highlight the lack of understanding about how to establish an open 
innovation arena to achieve maximum benefits. Ollila & Elmquist (2011) point out that 
research should focus on the issues surrounding open innovation, as well as the participants 
involved in open innovation, and this stands true for open innovation arenas. The challenges 
of establishing open innovation arenas raises questions about the interface between partner 
organizations, the level of collaboration and commitment between partners and the physical 
arena itself (Hällbrant & Ingvarsson, 2012). 

The combination of growing interest from companies participating in open innovation by 
joining various forms of open innovation arenas (Almirall, 2008; Sundbo, 2011), and the lack 
of previous research surrounding open innovation arenas (Ollila & Elmquist, 2011), creates 
an opportunity to contribute to an interesting facet of open innovation theory. 

1.3 Purpose and research question 
The purpose of this study is to explore critical aspects in the establishment of an open 
innovation arena. This study only considers the perspective of science parks as the establisher 
and facilitator of the open innovation arenas. In this thesis the establishment of open 
innovation arenas refers to the initiation and configuration of such an arena. Thus, the thesis 
aims to answer the following research question:  

What are the critical aspects for science parks when establishing an open innovation arena? 

We would like to contribute to existing knowledge about open innovation, and particularly 
open innovation arenas, by highlighting critical aspects for science parks when establishing 
such an arena. The study will use four cases to gather first-hand information about open 
innovation arenas, as well as expertise from an interview about open innovation arenas.  In 
order to answer our research question we propose using existing open innovation theories and 
themes related to open innovation. In addition to exploring critical aspects, the implication of 
this study is likely to be informative for science parks wishing to establish an open innovation 
arena, potentially lowering the risk of failures during the establishment of their arenas. 

1.4 Disposition of the thesis 
After having outlined the problem arena and purpose of this study, the theoretical framework 
chapter presents existing open innovation research results and critical aspects when 
establishing an open innovation arena in a science parks. The third chapter describes how we 
conducted the study by reasoning the research in terms of chosen approach, strategy, method, 
data collection and analysis. The subsequent empirical data chapter describes in detail the 
empirical findings from our cases and from the secondary data. The following analysis 
chapter has the aim of combining the theoretical framework and the empirical data in order to 
create a basis for the final conclusion. In the last chapter we will answer the research question 
and draw final conclusions. In addition, we will point out recommendations for further 
research, as well as managerial implications.  
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2 Theoretical framework 

The purpose of this chapter is to develop a framework incorporating existing theories about open innovation, 
open innovation arenas, as well as describing components of an open innovation arena based on existing 
literature. The theoretical framework is the foundation for the empirical data collection and will be used for the 
analysis in order to answer the research question. 

 
As already mentioned during the introduction, Schumpeter contributed initially to define 
innovation as new products, processes, markets and organizational structures and their 
importance to enable growth of the economy (Schumpeter, 1942). In addition, Abernathy & 
Clark defined innovation, in 1985, similar to Schumpeter by describing innovations as new 
ideas with a market and technology relevance (Abernathy & Clark, 1985). Both authors 
define innovation as an outcome. However, innovation literature is not only focusing on the 
outcome but also on the process how innovations, as the outcome, can be generated. The 
European Commission chooses to define innovation as: “Innovation consists of the successful 
production, assimilation and exploitation of novelty in the economic and social spheres” 
(European Commission, 2003, p. 5). Rothwell (1994) and Masaharu et al. (2013) support the 
notion that processes belong to innovation, by describing several innovation process models 
and the result of the process as innovation. In this thesis we look at a special type of 
innovation process known as open innovation. 

2.1 Open innovation 
The traditional model of the innovation process uses a closed way of development, which 
means that companies want to protect their developments by using patents and copyrights in 
order to exclude their innovations from imitators (von Hippel, 2005). In his article Towards 
the Fifth-generation Innovation Process, Rothwell (1994) reflects on the development of 
innovation processes by pointing out five processes between the 1950s and 1994. He indicates 
that there are upcoming trends towards using external know-how, as well as alliances between 
companies in the innovation process since the 1980s. Chesbrough (2003) points out that 
established industrial companies are confronted by start-up companies, especially because 
they are not focusing on their own research but instead on gaining ideas to market from 
another process. He named the new concept “open innovation” and describes it as follows. 
“Open Innovation means that valuable ideas can come from inside or outside the company as 
well. This approach places external ideas and external paths to market on the same level of 
importance as that reserved for internal ideas and paths to market during the Closed 
Innovation era” (Chesbrough, 2003b, p. 43). In 2013, in response to criticism Chesbrough & 
Bogers revised the definition of open innovation:  “Open innovation is a distributed 
innovation process based on purposively managed knowledge flows across organizational 
boundaries, using pecuniary and non-pecuniary mechanisms in line with each organization’s 
business model”  (Chesbrough & Bogers, 2013, p. 24). Generally, Chesbrough (2003b), 
Rothwell (1994) and von Hippel (2005) point out that there is a closed, internal innovation 
process, but also a more open and externally integrated process.  

2.1.1 Open innovation vs. closed innovation systems 

Chesbrough, particularly, formed and shaped open innovation, not only by naming it, but also 
by comparing, describing and analyzing it in detail. The two concepts (open and closed 
innovation processes) and the ideas behind them are presented in Table 1 (Chesbrough, 2003, 
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p. 38). Table 1 presents both approaches in a simple way, succinctly demonstrating the 
different ideas behind the concepts. However, Trott & Hartmann (2009) criticize 
Chesbrough’s dichotomic approach, because they see a lack of practical usage and suggest 
that it communicates a wrong message for firms trying to be in line with these principles.  

Closed Innovation Principles Open Innovation Principles 
The smart people in our field work for 
us. 

Not all smart people work for us so we must find 
knowledge and expertise outside our company. 

To profit from R&D, we must 
discover, develop and ship it ourselves 

External R&D can create great value; internal 
R&D is needed to claim a portion of that value. 

If we discover it ourselves, we will get 
it to market first. 

We don’t have to originate the research in order 
to profit from it. 

If we are the first to commercialize an 
innovation, we will win. 

Building a better business model is better than 
getting to market first. 

If we create the most and best ideas in 
the industry, we will win. 

If we make the best use of internal and external 
ideas, we will win. 

We should control our intellectual 
property (IP) so that our competitors 
don’t profit from our ideas. 

We should profit from others’ use of our IP, and 
we should buy others’ IP whenever it advances 
our own business model. 

Table 1: Contrasting principles of open and closed innovation (Chesbrough, 2003, p. 38) 

Generally, the closed innovation process focuses primarily on internal ideas and technology. 
The in-house development has the objective to improve and advance these ideas and 
technologies, transform them into a product or service and commercialize it on the market. 
Figure 1 visualizes this way of generating innovations. According to Gassmann et al. (2009), 
a disadvantage of the closed innovation process is an increased time-to-market and it cannot 
satisfy the demand of shorter innovation cycles. 

 
Figure 1: The process of closed innovation (Chesbrough, 2003, p. 36) 
!
Open innovation, in contrast, is not only considering internal R&D as useful. One focus is on 
searching outside the company for ideas and technologies, as well as offering internal 
knowledge to the market (Chesbrough, 2003). According to Manceau et al. (2012), there are 
different means to gather ideas, from suppliers, academia, competitors and customers. Thus, it 
also influences the launch of a research project. It can be stated that by practicing open 
innovation the boundaries of a company have become permeable. Figure 2 illustrates the open 
innovation process by visualizing the porous boundaries of the firm (Chesbrough, 2003). 
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Figure 2: The process of open innovation (Chesbrough, 2003, p. 37) 

Open innovation can improve a companies’ innovativeness, shortens the time-to-market due 
to delegation, accesses external capabilities, reduces the risk of in-house development because 
it is shared, and helps to achieve sustainability (Manceau et al., 2012). Von Hippel (2005) 
sees advantages of openness not only from a company’s view but also from a user’s view. He 
points out that innovations generated by users have a positive effect on social welfare.  

Open innovation is characterized as a distribution of knowledge and innovations. Thus, 
companies have a chance to let external knowledge flow into the company. Concurrently, 
there is also a possibility to commercialize internal knowledge by providing it to the external 
environment.  

Gassmann & Enkel (2004) and Gassmann et al. (2009) point out that there are three core 
processes: inside-out, outside-in and coupled. The inside-out process examines the aim of 
earning profits by offering ideas or technology to the outside environment, for example 
through selling or licensing intellectual property. An inside-out process has a focus on 
externalizing knowledge and leads to a faster exploitation of ideas. By practicing an outside-
in process a company integrates suppliers, customers and external knowledge sources into 
their internal environment. There are several ways that external knowledge can enter a firm’s 
boundaries, for example innovation networks, customer integration (crowdsourcing), mass 
customization, customer communities and the use of innovation intermediaries like 
NineSigma2. The outside-in process has a relevant influence on the innovativeness of a 
company. A combination of the inside-out and outside-in processes is called coupled process. 
The focus is on the creating alliance, cooperation and joint venture development partnerships.  

2.1.2 Critique on open innovation 

When explaining the concept of open innovation it is convenient to consider the research 
results and opinion of Chesbrough, however, it also presents limitations. As a result, the open 
innovation concept has been criticized in different ways. Rothwell (1994) pointed out the 
importance of developing alliances and partnerships years before Chesbrough, so Chesbrough 
can be criticized for just repackaging and representing innovation management research 
concepts and results of the past years (Trott & Hartmann, 2009). 

Critique is also aimed at the concept itself. Trott & Hartmann (2009), especially,  address 
their major critique towards Chesbrough’s differentiation between closed and open 

!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
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innovation, presented in Table 1. For example, the open innovation principle “we should 
profit from others’ use of our IP, and we should buy others’ IP whenever it advances our own 
business model” (Chesbrough, 2003, p. 38) is, according to the authors, very hard to achieve 
in real business life as buying and selling IP can be difficult, especially when technology is 
already licensed to a competitor (Trott & Hartmann, 2009). They also criticize the linearity of 
the Chesbrough’s open innovation principles and argue that openness can have a very 
negative influence on a company when the leaking of important knowledge occurs. 
Additionally, they emphasize that the idea behind the concept is sloppy and not critically 
questioned, especially since Table 1 emphasizes that there exist only two alternatives and a 
company has to decide between one or the other without any other possibility (Trott & 
Hartmann, 2009). Chesbrough & Bogers (2013) answer that critique by pointing out that 
Chesbrough’s book from 2003 illustrated new phenomena and was primarily directed towards 
managers seeking a more succinct framework. Von Hippel & Lakhani (2002) take up the 
question by asking why should anyone contribute his ideas and knowledge? It illustrates one 
of the issues and a problem regarding open innovation. However, von Hippel & Lakhani 
(2002) stress a motive of seeing an improvement in the participant’s own advantage, a motive 
of enjoyment, as well as a motive of reputation.  

A very important issue is addressed by Dahlander & Gann (2010), who question how open is 
open innovation. They discovered that open innovation is not binary (open and closed), as 
stated by Chesbrough, but there are four degrees dependent on pecuniary claims and two core 
processes (in their paper called inbound and outbound). The first degree is Revealing: 
outbound innovation - non-pecuniary that is a decision about how internal resources are 
shown to the external environment without an immediate profit and seeking indirect benefits. 
Advantages of this degree of openness are cumulative advances, interests from other parties 
and less emphasis on protecting knowledge. The second degree of openness, Selling: 
outbound innovation - pecuniary, deals with the commercialization of resources through 
selling or licensing. An advantage of this kind of openness is the immediate profit and thus, 
companies can further leverage their development investments. Sourcing: inbound innovation 
- non-pecuniary is the third degree of openness and can be described as using external 
existing ideas and technologies that are available on the market. By practicing this kind of 
openness companies can combine their internal processes and external knowledge in order to 
create new and profitable products. The final degree of openness is Acquiring: inbound 
innovation - pecuniary and deals with the acquisition of external knowledge, as well as how 
to license-in expertise. Buying or licensing knowledge can be an advantage, however, it is 
important to note that this approach needs a robust search and an evaluation system in order 
to be beneficial. 

Considering the critique, as well as Chesbrough’s original description of open innovation, we 
refrain from defining open innovation as an approach of constant inflow and outflow of 
knowledge. In this thesis we incorporate Chesbrough & Bogers (2013) revised definition and 
utilize the suggestion from Dahlander & Gann (2010), thus we develop this to define open 
innovation as a carefully selected inflow of external knowledge and outflow of internal 
knowledge in order to create a benefit for the open innovation participants.  

2.2 Open innovation arenas 
The intention of open innovation is to tap into external knowledge and harness it for use 
internally within an organization. Open innovation in an organization can improve their 
innovation performance and create new opportunities for commercialization, leading to 
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increased economic prosperity and competitiveness. Such achievement can be accomplished 
by moving beyond traditional business models, in turn opening up the organization’s 
boundaries. As a result, the focus shifts from the innovation itself to the search for new 
knowledge (exploration) and to the means of applying knowledge (exploitation) (Gobbo & 
Olsson, 2010). The open boundaries of an organization allow internal knowledge to be 
commercialized by finding new pathways to the external domain. An open innovation arena, 
an external domain where external knowledge resides surrounds an organization, acts as an 
interface between the organization and its surroundings, as shown in Figure 3 (Hällbrant & 
Ingvarsson, 2012, p. 16). 

 
Figure 3: The organization and its surrounding domain (Hällbrant & Ingvarsson, 2012, p. 16) 
!
A growing trend is that industries are adapting, moving closer together and people are 
changing jobs more frequently, often to competitors. Access to knowledge is increasingly 
prevalent and opportunities to make use of it are available to more and more. The demand for 
short lead times requires closer links between the participants involved to turn an idea into an 
innovation (Skane Research and Innovation Council, 2012). Open innovation requires 
knowledge to be developed by different participants collaborating to make an active 
contribution to acquiring knowledge. It requires interaction between participants from a wide 
variety of areas with a wide variety of knowledge. An open innovation arena provides a 
meeting place for these participants from different backgrounds with different knowledge 
bases. Open innovation arenas are likened, in principle, to clusters, where a geographically 
defined environment promotes innovation via competition and collaboration between 
companies with a similar industry focus (Porter, 1998). While both processes involve 
identifying, developing and capitalizing on differing types of expertise and encouraging 
innovation and developing and sharing knowledge, there is a significant difference. An open 
innovation arena is a neutral place for participants with a common goal and willingness to 
contribute, they understand and accept the process and configuration and as a result exploit 
the fact that organizational boundaries are breaking down (Skane Research and Innovation 
Council, 2012). 

Jönsson (2011) identifies four different participants representing different interests and 
knowledge bases that overlap and can contribute to the innovation capacity of the open 
innovation arena. The major participants have been identified as large companies, SMEs, 
academia and governmental organizations. In addition, according to von Hippel (2005), users 
play a relevant role in open innovation and thus, they can also be considered as a participant 
in an arena. The division of different participants is based (excluding users) on the triple helix 
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model of Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff (1995), which is a concept where overlapping institutions, 
namely industry, academia and government, collaborate to create innovation. Jönsson (2011) 
has divided industry into large companies and SMEs because they can be seen to have 
specific strengths and weaknesses when it comes to the innovation processes. 

Hällbrant & Ingvarsson (2012) differentiate two types of open innovation arenas. There are 
firm driven and neutral open innovation arenas. According to the authors, the firms 
themselves initiate firm driven arenas and actively participate in the projects, whereas neutral 
open innovation arenas are facilitated by a neutral actor, for example a science park, that do 
not actively participate in the arena’s projects. The establisher and facilitator have a neutral, 
passive role in the projects, but should define a general setting and configuration of the arena. 
When considering the establishment of an open innovation arena, it is difficult to discover 
relevant critical aspects in literature, as the topic of open innovation arenas has not received a 
great deal of attention by researchers (Ollila & Elmquist, 2011). However, two studies from 
Jönsson (2011) and Hällbrant & Ingvarsson (2012) point out existing theories that can be 
applied and are relevant for open innovation arenas. 

2.3 Components of an open innovation arena  
The setting of an open innovation arena is formed by different components. These 
components are based on the research of Jönsson (2011) and Hällbrant & Ingvarsson (2012). 
Jönsson (2011) discovered different participants in open innovation arenas. These 
participants, considered as one component, are explained in the following, as well as further 
developed based on prior theoretical findings in these fields. Hällbrant & Ingvarsson (2012) 
discovered, based on a multiple case study, that there are four dimensions present within open 
innovation arenas. These four dimensions, the formal, the informal, the physical and the 
structural, are further developed in the following and hence, renamed to the contractual, the 
social, the spatial and the procedural components.  

2.3.1 Participants  

The participants are mainly based on the triple helix concept (Jönsson, 2011) and play an 
active role in the open innovation arena’s projects. In addition, von Hippel (2005) points out 
that users play a relevant role in practicing open innovation. Given, other scientific open 
innovation publications are focusing on the users as a participant, in addition to von Hippel 
(2005), they are added to the participants component. Science parks as the establisher and 
facilitator of an arena stay outside the projects. Since the purpose of this study is to explore 
critical aspects for science parks when establishing an open innovation arena, we focus on the 
participants that actually work in the arena’s projects and on the decisions science parks have 
to make about involving participants.  
 
SMEs 
Small and medium enterprises (SMEs), with fewer than 500 employees (Chesbrough, 2003b), 
are becoming increasingly important for industry research and development and thus, 
economic growth (van de Vrande et al., 2008). SMEs are seen as a key source of new product 
development, innovation and new technologies, with those more “open” SMEs responsible 
for the majority of competitive innovations and thus, job creation and market share 
(Wynarczyk, 2013). However, SMEs usually lack of resources and thus, cannot utilize all 
their ideas. SMEs stand to benefit from open innovation through the strength, networks and 
resources of large companies, the sharing of project risk, as well as from the coordination and 
coaching available to them from collaborators within an open innovation arena (Jönsson, 
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2011). The arena provides an opportunity to spread and commercialize their products and 
ideas both internally and externally through the networks created. This is supported by van de 
Vrande et al. (2008), who also recognize that there is a difference between the innovation 
process of smaller SMEs (< 100 employees) compared to larger SMEs (100 – 499 
employees), in a similar way that there is a difference between SMEs and large companies. 
Since larger SMEs have more internal research and development and innovation practices, the 
range of possibilities that open innovation arenas offers is greater than for smaller SMEs. 

Large Companies 
According to Chesbrough (2003b), large companies can be considered to have over 500 
employees and generally possess superior scale advantages and resource power when 
compared with SMEs. Traditionally, big companies have relied on their powerful internal 
research and development resources to maintain their competitive advantage, however, the 
trend towards open innovation is eroding that advantage (Chesbrough, 2003b). The tendency 
for large companies to be stifled by bureaucracy and bottom-line requirements can limit the 
creativity and innovativeness stemming from within. By utilizing open innovation, there is an 
opportunity to complement their core business by utilizing creative input from 
complementary external collaborators (Jönsson, 2011). Jönsson (2011) also indicates that 
added benefits of open innovation arena participation for large companies might include, a 
means for testing and refining their ideas, as well as the possibility of finding new partners 
and attracting competent people to their organization. 

Academia 
Academia is represented by universities, higher education institutions and research centers. It 
is considered as one of the main strategic partners for fostering innovation (Arrigo, 2012). 
They are interested in a close relationship and connection to the industry sectors in order to 
transfer their knowledge, as well as gain commercialization support from companies 
(Minguillo & Thelwall, 2013). Open innovation (for example in the form of an arena) is a 
new opportunity for universities to connect to the industry, as well as a possibility to market 
research-based knowledge (Bellini et al., 2012). They typically have established a link to 
science parks (Bellini et al., 2012) and due to their research-knowledge they are able to 
contribute knowledge to an open innovation arena.  
 
Governmental organizations 
The fourth of the participants involved in an open innovation arena are governmental 
organizations, also known as the public sector. These institutions can help and support 
regional clusters to develop (Bortagaray & Tiffin, 2000). They work as a provider of 
infrastructure and funding to an open innovation arena. This is outlined by Denisova & Goylo 
(2012), who explain that governments can fund the cooperation between industries and 
academia by investing in science parks in order to develop a regional and national innovation 
system. Hence, an open innovation arena in a science park is a possible way to utilize 
governmental funding to foster innovation and further develop a region. 
 
Users 
Users in open innovation are considered as the end-user and hence, the people who finally 
utilize the product or service that is the outcome of a project (Hippel, 2005). The importance 
of user participation in the development of innovations, rather than simply being passive 
adaptors of innovations, is presented by von Hippel (2005). He states that users play an 
important role because they are the leading the market and therefore, also trends. Hence, users 
can contribute their market knowledge to make products or service successful on the market. 
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Open innovation projects where users, employees, suppliers, and experts have been working 
together were found to be very fruitful (Sundbo, 2011).  

2.3.2 Contractual component 

The contractual component concentrates on formal agreements like contracts between the 
participants and the science park as the facilitator of the arena. A degree of formalization is 
necessary when working with open innovation because they create structure and reduce 
opportunistic behaviors (Hällbrant & Ingvarsson, 2012). According to Vanhaverbeke (2006), 
formalization like formal contracts are planned channels for knowledge exchange and bring 
people from different organizations together, which in turn also creates a chance for the 
development of informal networks. He also points out that formalization enables 
measurability that is an advantage compared to an informal knowledge inflow. Additionally, 
formalization enables companies to exchange confidential or competitive knowledge 
(Hällbrant & Ingvarsson, 2012). Salter et al. (2014) support this by pointing out that long-
term agreements have the advantage of providing a safe and secure way of sharing 
knowledge. Van de Vrande et al. (2008) state that formalization has even an influence on 
open innovation possibilities. They argue that for some open innovation practices, like out-
licensing, formal agreements are necessary and thus, a lack of formalization reduces the 
possibilities to use open innovation. This statement can be supported by the findings from 
Dahlandera & Gann (2010). Two of their four degrees of openness include pecuniary 
activities that have to be secured by a formalized agreement. However, Vanhaverbeke (2006) 
suggests that a high degree of formalization reduces the innovativeness and thus there has to 
be a balance between formal and informal ties. 

Another important issue related to the formalization in an open innovation arena is handling 
intellectual property (IP). Gassmann et al. (2010) highlight the development of IP from a 
protectable to a tradable good. Additionally, they see an increasing trade market for IP since it 
is another way for companies to have a long-term profit from their knowledge. The exchange 
of IP plays an important role in open innovation literature (Hällbrant & Ingvarsson, 2012; 
Dahlandera & Gann, 2010) and the issue can be described as the trade of valuable (protected) 
knowledge and technology. Dahlander & Gann (2010)  point out that intellectual property 
rights, for example formal agreements, make it easier for companies to give away their ideas.  

2.3.3 Social component 

The social component in an open innovation arena deals with the creation of trust and 
motivation among the participants within an arena (Hällbrant & Ingvarsson, 2012).  

Hällbrant & Ingvarsson (2012) point out the importance of trust related to the willingness to 
share knowledge. They are supported by Lichtenthaler (2009), who states that trust should be 
emphasized in open innovation. According to Zaheer et al. (1998), trust is generally based on 
an individual level, however, there is also an organizational level of trust. Thus research 
literature divides trust in interpersonal and interorganizational categories. Interpersonal trust 
can develop between an individual from one organization and an individual from another 
organization, whereas interorganizational trust develops collectively between organizational 
members and another organization (Zaheer et al, 1998). Interpersonal trust works as grease 
within the arena and the creation of interpersonal trust becomes an issue as people from 
different organizations are brought together in an arena (Hällbrant & Ingvarsson, 2012). 
According to the authors it is difficult to find out what creates interpersonal trust, however, 
they argue one way is to carefully select individuals with good social skills and open minds. 
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Interorganizational trust, by contrast, depends in the beginning more on formalization because 
it creates a foundation for trust (Newell & Swan, 2000). Additionally, they point out that the 
development of interorganiaztional trust takes time and mistrust between organizations can be 
reduced by formalization, which in turn increases the process efficiency.  

Motivation is another aspect of the social component and deals with the question of why 
participants want to be a part of, and participate in, an open innovation arena. An arena, as a 
social environment, should consider motivation as a key aspect and it is also dependent on the 
manager’s ability to motivate the participants (Battistella & Nonino, 2013). Motivation can be 
described as the encouragement to act and according to Battistella & Nonino (2013), it affects 
and influences the knowledge contribution of the participants. Motivation can also be divided 
into personal and organizational. According to von Hippel & Lakhani (2002), personal 
motivation is related to the enjoyment of something. This kind of motivation is also called 
intrinsic and it has its roots in the interest and enjoyment of a task and develops from the 
individual (von Hippel & Lakhani, 2002). An example is an individual who chooses to 
participate in a project because of a personal interest. Von Hippel & Lakhani (2002) see 
organizational motivation as related to the benefit for the organization. This kind of 
motivation can partly be referred as to extrinsic motivation that has an interest in the outcome 
of a project and an economic advantage for the contributor (Battistella & Nonino, 2013). 
Examples of organizational motivation are reputation and recognition for a company (von 
Hippel & Lakhani, 2002). 

2.3.4 Spatial component 

The spatial component encompasses the actual physical, or virtual, environment where 
participants have the opportunity to meet and collaborate, thus facilitating knowledge sharing 
and innovation. The function that the physical environment has in encouraging creative and 
innovative activities has been recognized by industry, however it has not been given a great 
deal of academic attention (Moultrie et al., 2007). Hällbrant & Ingvarsson (2012) indicate that 
the physical environment’s influence on individuals has been researched in the field of 
environmental psychology and it is generally acknowledged that architectural settings have a 
critical impact on participant behavior. Examples include the introduction of different sound 
and lighting effects to create atmosphere and reinforce desired feelings, providing tools and 
materials for creative inspiration and changing settings to inspire freethinking. 

In addition to providing an arena that influences participant behavior, the spatial component 
of an open innovation arena can also be a place of shared resources (Hällbrant & Ingvarsson, 
2012). This can include the provision of equipment, laboratories and testing facilities that can 
be shared between the participants collaborating in an open innovation arena (Gassmann et 
al., 2010). Depending on the industry focus of the particular open innovation arena, this 
equipment is often required to be cutting edge and as a direct result is very expensive, by 
sharing the cost more participants are able to access and in turn, share knowledge.  

The influence of geographical proximity has been noted by a number of researchers. It can be 
likened to Porter’s (1998) cluster theory, whereby a geographically defined environment 
promotes innovation via competition and collaboration between companies with a similar 
industry focus. Boschma (2005) argues the proximity facilitates interactive learning and 
innovation, but that it is not a necessary condition for innovation to take place. Proximity may 
also have negative impacts on innovation due to the problem of lock-in (Boschma, 2005). 
Subsequently, Gallaud & Torre (2005) reason that as a result of the technological evolution, 
offering informal or visual communication, long-distance knowledge sharing or co-
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production is now readily available. As a result, constraints of geographical proximity can be 
resolved without permanent co-location. Furthermore, Carrincazeaix & Coris (2009) discuss 
temporary proximity as a means to coordinate specific phases in the innovation process, 
suggesting the arenas focusing on highly technically complex subject matter should utilize 
temporary co-location for the creation and transfer of emerging knowledge. 

Moultrie et al. (2007) suggest that the spatial component of an open innovation arena can be 
extended into the virtual domain. Virtual interaction between participants can economize on 
time and resources, however creating and maintaining relationships can be difficult without 
true physical face-to-face interaction (Hällbrant & Ingvarsson, 2012). Nevertheless, according 
to Awazu et al. (2009), information-communication technologies (ICT) have a significant 
influence on the innovation process from the initial idea generation, to the development, as 
well as on the commercialization. The authors point out that ICT can help to reach, record and 
review ideas. Additionally, ICT enlarges the inflow of ideas and knowledge. Hence, it can 
play a supportive role for open innovation. This is supported by von Hippel (2005), who sees 
the development of computing and communication as a driving force for open innovation. 
Awazu et al. (2009) point out that ICT, especially, can foster user and customer integration. 
Also von Hippel (2005) sees user integration as very beneficial, since the products include 
exacter customer specifications. ICT, for example, can help to implement a crowdsourcing 
platform where users can contribute content on an online platform. Since ICT, as a virtual 
environment, can help with accessing ideas, for example from users, it can contribute to an 
open innovation arena. 

2.3.5 Procedural component 

The procedural component revolves around what processes and activities are undertaken in 
the open innovation arena and therefore, concerns what the different participants actually do 
in practice. Hällbrant & Ingvarsson (2012) indicate that the processes and activities should be 
flexible and tailored to suit the purpose of the open innovation arena, for example they should 
fit to a defined topic area of the arena and the stage in the innovation process. These activities 
can either span a short time, such as workshops, brainstorming sessions and focus groups, or a 
longer time where the work resembles typical projects. Therefore, the time frame for 
collaborative engagement between participants in the open innovation arena will determine 
the nature of the procedural component (Hällbrant & Ingvarsson, 2012). 

As collaborative activities in the open innovation arena are drawn out over time, usually 
through the process of combining specific smaller activates to form larger projects, project 
management issues become a growing concern (Hällbrant & Ingvarsson, 2012). The 
breakdown of projects into smaller activities encourages progress and motivation, with 
participants feeling they are getting something in return for their collaboration with every 
successful activity milestone. In order to provide structure to the open innovation arena 
process, project management is critical in order to divide responsibility, assign deadlines and 
work packages. Hällbrant & Ingvarsson (2012) explain that projects within the open 
innovation arena should run as typical projects with structure, standard operating procedures 
and systemized methods of doing things: however, these arena activities do not need to be as 
rigidly structured as typical internal company projects. 

Collaborative knowledge creation in open innovation (arenas) can spark creativity and 
innovation, however, many pitfalls, related to, for example, power distribution and political 
agendas, can make the process difficult and frustrating (Du Chatenier et al., 2009). Du 
Chatenier et al. (2009) and their section on structural composition, highlights dangers with 
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subgroups forming that split up the collaborators and lower communication, with degrees of 
freedom in the resulting tasks being so low that minimal innovation and creativity ensues. 
Collaborators within an interdisciplinary or inter-organizational area should have close and 
constant interaction and work together from start to finish, despite the increased likelihood of 
conflict arising between collaborators (Du Chatenier et al., 2009). 

2.3.6 Summary open innovation arena components 

Table 2 shows the components within an open innovation arena. The components can be seen 
as the general setting of an arena and the aspects characterize each component.  

Component Description  Aspects 

Participants This component is about the participants 
and is divided in SMEs, large companies, 
academia, governmental organizations and 
users. 

• SMEs 
• Large companies 
• Academia 
• Governmental 

organizations 
• User 

Contractual This component includes the degree of 
formalization like contracts as well as the 
management of intellectual property (IP). 

• Formalization 
• IP management 

Social This component deals with the 
development of trust and motivation 
within an arena.  

• Development of trust 
• Development of 

motivation 

Spatial 

This component encompasses the actual 
physical or virtual (ICT) environment. It 
also contains the themes of shared 
resources and the influence of 
geographical proximity. 

• Physical or virtual 
environment 

• Shared resources 
• Geographical 

proximity 

Procedural 
This component is about the actual 
processes and topics in the arena. 
Additionally, it includes the timeframes.  

• Processes and topics 
• Project timeframes 

 
Table 2: Summary of the component and themes of an open innovation arena 

Table 2 and the abovementioned theory and can be considered as the setting and configuration 
of an open innovation arena and it aims to answer our research question: what are the critical 
aspects for science parks when establishing an open innovation arena? 

The participants component represents the participants, as well as a certain contributive 
purpose to participate (Jönsson, 2011). To summarize, industry, such as SMEs and large 
companies, want to stimulate their businesses. Academia has an interest in commercializing 
their knowledge and the governmental organizations represent funding, as well as general 
support because they are interested in a sustainable development of their region. Users have 
the role of providing consumer and market knowledge. All the participants are brought into 
the open innovation arena by the science park. 

The next four components create the open innovation arena and they should not be considered 
as independent, but as dependent, related and influencing each other (Hällbrant & Ingvarsson, 
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2012). In summary, the contractual component deals with the degree of formalization, as well 
as how IP is treated in the arena. The social component is related to trust among the 
participants and their motivation to participate and share knowledge. The spatial component 
concerns the provision and creation of the actual environment of the arena. Finally, the 
procedural component deals with the processes and topics within the arena, as well as the 
timeframes of the projects. The aspects of the components have the goal of guidance, in order 
to answer the research question. 

The open innovation arena components are based on the studies of Jönsson (2011) and 
Hällbrant & Ingvarsson (2012). However, in order to reason and underline these components, 
theories about the aspects within the components are added. Previous theories about open 
innovation (Chesbrough, 2003; Dahlander & Gann, 2010; Gassmann, et al., 2010) and open 
innovation arenas (Jönsson, 2011; Ollila & Elmquist, 2011; Hällbrant & Ingvarsson, 2012), 
identified these aspects as critical for open innovation projects and therefore, the selection is 
based on prior theoretical findings. There are several previous research findings about open 
innovation that concentrate on how to use open innovation and how beneficial it can be 
(Chesbrough, 2003; Giannopoulou et al., 2010). However, this information cannot help us to 
answer our research question in a satisfactory way. Therefore, it is important to note that the 
components outlined in this thesis focus on theory, based critical aspects for science parks 
when establishing an open innovation arena. Hence, the components presented are firstly, 
relevant and theoretical reasoned for the setting of an open innovation arena, and secondly, 
are in line with our research question: what are the critical aspects for science parks when 
establishing an open innovation arena? 
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3 Methodology  

In this chapter we provide a description of our research methods. We will focus on the different steps we have 
taken from the beginning to the end of our research. Additionally, we reason our research in terms of chosen 
approach, strategy, method, data collection and analysis. 

3.1 Research approach 
The research approach differentiates two types, an inductive and a deductive approach. 
According to Thornhill et al. (2009) the decision about the research approach is one of the 
first steps in the study process and it is dependent on the usage of theory.  

An inductive approach focuses on understanding a practical problem, as well as building and 
developing theory. Thus, it starts with empirical data and subsequently, theory is developed 
by analyzing the data (Thornhill et al., 2009).  

In contrast, Thornhill et al. (2009) point out that a deductive approach uses existing 
theoretical findings and focuses on testing them. Empirical data is analyzed using existing 
theories in order to answer a research question and subsequently, to be able to make 
conclusions.  

However, it is important to keep in mind that the line between a deductive and an inductive 
approach melts in real life, which is outlined by Bryman & Bell (2011). Thornhill et al. 
(2009) describe that traditionally an inductive approach uses qualitative methods and a 
deductive approach uses quantitative methods. Although, Hyde (2000) confirms this, he also 
points out: “Because it is traditionally based on an inductive approach to reasoning, the 
results of qualitative enquiry most often remain untested. Introducing formal deductive 
procedures into qualitative research can represent an important step towards assuring 
conviction in qualitative research findings.” (Hyde, 2000, S. 3). This is supported by Yin 
(1994), who argues that a qualitative method like case studies should be combined with a 
deductive approach rather than an inductive approach because it offers better possibilities to 
link data and to match patterns. The statements confirm that it is difficult to draw a clear line 
between a pure deductive and a pure inductive research approach. 

Our research lends itself towards a deductive approach. We found our topic by talking to 
Peter Uppman from Science Park Halmstad, which suggests an inductive approach, since the 
initiation of the research started by looking at empirical data. However, this first conversation 
with Peter Uppman only helped us to find open innovation as our research area. From there 
on our approach was deductive. The deductive approach fits to our purpose and research 
question because we would like to contribute to an existing theoretical phenomenon by 
exploring the critical aspects for science parks when establishing an open innovation arena. 
We started reviewing literature and developed a theoretical framework from existing theories, 
which tends to be a deductive approach. This framework is applied to multiple cases using a 
qualitative method in order to answer our research question. Therefore, our approach is in line 
with the recommendation from Yin (1994) using a deductive approach with a qualitative 
method in the form of case studies. In addition, the theoretical framework is a foundation for 
the interviews, the empirical data collection, the subsequent analysis and the conclusions to 
answer the research question.  
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Figure 4: Deductive research approach (based on!Bryman & Bell, 2011) 

Figure 4 shows the pedagocial deductive approach according to the theory. However, in real 
life the research approach is not as static and sequential as the literature suggests, instead it is 
a far more dynamic and highly iterative process. Thus, Figure 5 shows our research situation 
and the iterative process we undertook in this thesis in order to come to our conlcusions and 
answer our research question: what are the critical aspects for science parks when 
establishing an open innovation arena? 

               
Figure 5: Conducted research approach of this thesis (own illustration)!
Figure 5 shows a dynamic process compared to Figure 4. In general, the process of this 
research was step-by-step, however, there was a constant going back and forth between the 
steps. With special focus on the research question, all steps are influenced by it and adaptions 
of all steps have been made throughout the whole process. This was necessary in order to 
have a red thread throughout the research, as well as to make sure everything fits together. In 
particular, the empirical data is an element of uncertainty and hence, it is beneficial to have 
the option of adaption and reflection in the previous steps.  To sum up, a dynamic research 
process helped us to reflect and repeat the steps. It shows that conducting a research project is 
rather a dynamic process or apparoch, which is also outlined by Krefting (1991). 

3.2 Research strategy 
Thornhill et al. (2009, p. 600) describe a research strategy as “the general plan of how the 
researcher will go about answering the research question”. Another definition comes from 
Bryman & Bell (2011) which state that a research strategy is the general direction of the 
research. The strategy is chosen on the basis of the research question and purpose, as well as 
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the level of existing knowledge in the research area (Thornhill et al., 2009). There are 
different techniques to choose for the research strategy, for example experiments (study of 
causal links), case studies (empirical investigation of a phenomenon), surveys (find 
correlations and causalities) and grounded theory (building theories). In this thesis we have 
undertaken a multiple case study research strategy. 

3.2.1 Case studies 

Yin (2003) and Eisenhardt (1989) are classically referenced when a case study is conducted. 
According to Yin (2003), a case study is an empirical study that explores a phenomenon in its 
real-life context, in particular when there is little distinction between the phenomenon and the 
context. Hence, a case study considers both the phenomenon and the context. In the words of 
Eisenhardt (1989, p. 534): “The case study is a research strategy which focuses on 
understanding the dynamics present within single settings.” Comparing it to Yin’s definition, 
it is similar since the dynamics can represent the phenomenon and the settings can represent 
the context. An advantage of a case study is gaining in-depth knowledge concerning a certain 
phenomenon and its environment. Additionally, Yin (2003) points out that a case study 
should be conducted when the phenomenon and the environment are not really capable of 
being differentiated. A single case study, however, has the disadvantages of being dependent 
upon one source. Hence, a multiple case study helps to gather further and comparable 
information that helps to explore differences between cases (Bryman & Bell, 2011). 
According to Baxter & Jack (2008), a multiple case study is robust and reliable, however, it is 
also time consuming. 

As a result of the limited previous research into open innovation arenas established and 
facilitated by science parks, we have chosen to undertake a multiple case study for this thesis. 
Open innovation arenas in science parks represent the phenomenon and the environment 
represents the countries where the science parks are located. Yin (2003) reasons the decision 
for a case study on three conditions: 

• Firstly, it is dependent on the type of research question. Although, Yin (2003) sees a 
“how” or “why” question as relevant for a case study, we can still argue that our 
research question “what are the critical aspects for science parks when establishing 
an open innovation arena?” focuses on exploring a phenomenon in a certain context. 

• Secondly, it is dependent on the control the researcher has on the cases. Since we play 
no active role within the science parks or with any of participants in the arenas, we are 
unbiased external observers of the cases, therefore, this adds to the trustworthiness. 

• Thirdly, it is dependent on the focus on contemporary issues. Since we have a multiple 
case study we are satisfying this condition because the cases have already established 
an arena recently or intend to establish an open innovation arena soon. 

Additionally, the decision to undertake a multiple case study in order to answer our research 
question is based on the statement from Bryman & Bell (2011), that multiple studies are 
appropriate when exploring and comparing findings across cases, as well as on the description 
of Baxter & Jack (2008), that multiple case studies are robust and reliable. Conducting a 
multiple case study suits our research question since we can get access to relevant information 
that helps us to answer our research question: what are the critical aspects for science parks 
when establishing an open innovation arena? 
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3.2.2 Case selection  

For our study, we chose three cases from Sweden and one case from the UK. One reason for 
choosing these two countries is based on the Innovation Union Scoreboard Report 2013 from 
the European Commission, which outlined Sweden and the UK as two of leaders in the 
category “linkages and entrepreneurship”. In addition, Sweden has the highest innovation 
performance compared to twenty-seven European Union members (Europan Commission, 
2013). The Swedish cases are Lindholmen Science Park from Gothenburg, Ideon Science 
Park from Lund and Science Park Halmstad. Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst represents the 
case from the UK. 

All cases are working with open innovation according to the presented definition and have 
successfully established or intend to establish (Science Park Halmstad), open innovation 
arenas and hence, they have a basis for helping us answering our research question. Although, 
we are aware of the impact of learning from failed open innovation arenas in science parks, 
we are only considering cases that have a successfully established or intend to establish an 
arena. The reason lies in the limited number of established and operating open innovation 
arenas in science parks and hence, we simply could not find a failed case. 

Also, an important argument for choosing these four cases is their experience level, especially 
regarding the different time spans since the establishment of the open innovation arena. 
Lindholmen Science Park from Gothenburg started their arena in 2005, Ideon Science Park 
started their arena in 2012, Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst opened their campus3 in 2012 and 
Science Park Halmstad intend to establish an arena in the near future. The advantage of the 
cases is that they have different experiences and views on the establishment and hence, know 
what aspects are critical. 

By choosing cases with now operating open innovation arenas, we are able to learn from them 
and explore critical factors for science parks when establishing an open innovation arena. 
Science parks could use the critical factors in the establishment of such an arena.  
Additionally, we have one expert case represented by the Swedish Incubator and Science 
Parks association that can provide a strategic overview. Each case is presented below. 

Swedish Incubators & Science Parks (SIPS)  
Swedish Incubators & Science Parks (SISP) is a non-profit organization with members 
throughout Sweden. SISP is located in Stockholm, is member-based and focuses on growth in 
knowledge-based companies. SISP is generally interested in increasing open innovation 
within science parks. Therefore, we expect to be able to ascertain an overall perspective of 
open innovation arenas in Sweden. It is important to note that we do not see SISP as a case 
because they do not have first-hand experience about the establishment of an open innovation 
arena. However, since they are an umbrella organization for science parks in Sweden, they 
have certain insights and contacts to science parks with established arenas and hence, they 
contribute to our research with their expertise. 

Lindholmen Science Park 
Lindholmen Science Park from Gothenburg is a benchmark with an established open 
innovation arena. Lindholmen Science Park has multiple focus areas in their arena and 
therefore, they can contribute to our research. We are using Open Arena Lindholmen as a case 
because they have experience with establishing and also handling an open innovation arena. 
!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!
3 Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst calls their open innovation arena “open innovation campus”!



!

!

!
Master Thesis - School of Business and Engineering - Halmstad University 

!
! !

21 

They currently have several open innovation projects categorized under certain topic areas 
with all the described participants from our theoretical framework.  

Ideon Science Park 
Ideon Science Park from Lund is also considered as a Swedish benchmark with an established 
open innovation arena called Ideon Open. Ideon Open has different projects running within 
their established open innovation arena. Therefore, we expect to be able to ascertain relevant 
information to answer our research question. The primary reason we chose Open Ideon as a 
case for our study is because they have a variety of open innovation projects running and thus, 
know about the establishment of an open innovation arena.  

Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst  
Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst is considered as an international benchmark for an open 
innovation arena. Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst is the UK’s first open innovation bioscience 
campus. They started in 2012 and developed different areas of interest within the 
biotechnology area. There are two reasons why we chose Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst as a 
case. Firstly, they are not located in Sweden, which reduces the limitation of considering only 
cases from one country. Secondly, they can contribute to our findings because they have been 
recently established and hence, they have experience with critical aspects when establishing 
an arena and they have already gained experiences about their establishment decisions. 
Therefore, we expect to be able to ascertain relevant information that will contribute to our 
study. It is important to note that Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst does not consider themselves 
as a science park yet, but as a business incubator. However, when comparing the science park 
definition and their roles presented by the International Association of Science Parks (IASP), 
like stimulating and managing knowledge between companies and universities, fostering 
communication between companies, entrepreneurs and technicians, creating an innovative 
and creative environment and establishing a global network of research institution and 
companies, Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst already satisfies these criteria. Hence, Stevenage 
Bioscience Catalyst fits into our thesis and we consider it as a suitable case of an open 
innovation arena facilitator. 

Science Park Halmstad 
Science Park Halmstad has not yet established an open innovation arena but according to 
Peter Uppman, responsible for all incubating activities, they are proposing to establish an 
open innovation arena. Given that we are intending to explore critical aspects for the 
establishment of an open innovation arena, data from this interview is expected to provide 
useful information about the intentions and current practices. We also see this interview as 
relevant to our thesis because it contributes not only to our conclusions but also to the 
formulation of the practical implications. 

3.3 Research method  
The research methods differentiate between quantitative and qualitative research. The 
differences primarily concern the data collection techniques and the way the data is analyzed 
(Thornhill et al., 2009). Hyde (2000) describes the distinction between quantitative and 
qualitative methods. According to him, quantitative methods want to generalize 
characteristics and therefore, ignore details of a particular element. Hence, a quantitative 
approach tries to construct generalizations from large sample sizes. To sum up, “quantitative 
research is to describe the general and to ignore the particular” (Hyde, 2000, p. 3). This is 
supported by Bryman & Bell (2011) who point out that quantitative research focuses 
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primarily on the quantity regarding the sample size and uses mainly questionnaires as a data 
collection method. Qualitative research, in contrast, concentrates on explaining details (Hyde, 
2000). This approach studies issues in depth and therefore, qualitative data collection methods 
try to gain detailed information of a small number of individuals (Hyde, 2000). According to 
Yin (1994), generalizations in a quantitative research are based on analytical findings and not, 
compared to a quantitative approach, on frequencies. In summary, “qualitative research is 
based on a detailed knowledge of the particular, and its nuances in each context” (Hyde, 
2000, p. 3). A qualitative research approach focuses on the quality and selection regarding the 
cases, as well as the use of certain techniques for the data collection, for example interviews, 
creative drawings or observations (Bryman and Bell, 2011). The authors also describe 
qualitative research as interpretable by the researcher, which in turn represents a possible 
limitation. Thornhill et al. (2009) also point out that the researchers have to choose between a 
single data collection technique and a multiple methods data collection technique. A single 
data collection technique uses only one method to gain data, whereas a multiple data 
collection method uses more than one method to gain data. 

According to Cassiman et al. (2014), who systematically reviewed existing literature on open 
innovation, a qualitative research method in the form of case studies is the preferred open 
innovation research method choice. However, they also see streams of quantitative 
approaches. A quantitative approach has not been considered as effective for this study 
because our topic is very specific and open innovation arenas from a science park perspective 
are still an under researched phenomenon (Ollila & Elmquist, 2011). Therefore, we are using 
a qualitative research method in the form of interviews. Our research is considered as a mono 
research method, utilizing one method to gain primary data. This choice of a qualitative 
research method is appropriate because we would like to explore the critical aspects for 
science parks when establishing an open innovation arena. As a result, we want to explore 
real life experiences from science park personnel who are or have been involved in the 
establishment of an arena and this will be best served by asking questions based on our 
theoretical framework. Hence, our choice is in line with the recommendations from Cassiman 
et al. (2014), the qualitative and quantitaive method distinction from Hyde (2000), and also 
with Yin’s (1994) suggestion of combining a deductive approach with a qualitative method. 

3.4 Data collection 
There are two types of sources regarding the data collection, primary data and secondary data 
(Bryman & Bell, 2011). Primary data is acquired first hand, whereas secondary data is 
acquired from external sources and has been previously collected by others. For our thesis we 
consider the primary data as the most relevant because the information from the interviews 
gives us detailed insights about their open innovation arena. In addition, secondary data is 
helpful to form background and supplementary information. 

3.4.1 Secondary data 

Generally, secondary data has been collected before and for another reason, however, it can 
still prove a useful and supportive source for answering research questions (Thornhill et al., 
2009). According to Thornhill et al. (2009) advantages of secondary data are: resource (time 
and money) saving, quick access and comparability with primary data. In return, the authors 
also see disadvantages like mismatching with the research purpose and no control of the data 
quality.  

For this study we used secondary data mainly for our case selection and the theoretical 
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framework. In order to find secondary information about science parks with an established 
open innovation arena we used Internet sources. The information gained helped us to find 
appropriate science parks that can contribute to our study. Additionally, the data is used to 
outline the background of the cases, as well as to reason our selection. To build up our 
theoretical framework, the data sources were scientific articles and journals, books and theses. 
These data sources mainly addressed the topics: open innovation, open innovation arenas, 
science parks, incubators, SMEs and open innovation, open source, critique on open 
innovation, ICT, user-integration, formalization of open innovation and geographical 
proximity. These topics were additionally used as key words to find data in databases like 
Halmstad University library, Wiley Online Library and Emerald. 

3.4.2 Primary data  

Thornhill et al. (2009) describe primary data as newly collected data with a specific purpose. 
Primary data can be collected through, for example, observations, questionnaires and 
interviews. Observations are not considered as a suitable data collection technique since they 
do not provide us with the relevant information about what the science parks considered when 
establishing an arena. Also questionnaires cannot provide us with the required information 
because the sample size of science parks with an open innovation arena is very limited and 
hence, our study would not be deemed credible. However, primary data that has been 
collected through interviews can be a trustworthy data source in order to answer a research 
question (Krefting, 1991). Additionally, Yin (1994) points out that interviews can directly 
target the research topic and purpose. Hence, we chose to collect our primary data via 
interviews since this technique offers the possibility to ask questions related to our purpose 
and we can gain in-depth individual information for each case. However, Jerolmack & Khan 
(2014) critically question the generalizability of interviews and they see interviews as limited 
for generalizations. We deal with this disadvantage in our thesis by describing in detail all 
aspects of how the research has been conducted. This in turn helps the reader to decide 
whether the findings from our specific situation can be useful and generalized. Therefore, we 
consider interviews as the best way for us to answer our research question: what are the 
critical aspects for science parks when establishing an open innovation arena? 

Bryman & Bell (2011) identify three types of interviews for qualitative research; structured, 
semi-structured and unstructured. These three types are dependent on the flexibility of the 
questions. We undertook semi-structured interviews because, according to Thornhill et al. 
(2009), it offers more flexibility regarding question variation and the possibilty for additional 
questions to explore the purpose and research question. The semi-structured interview also 
helped us to find relevant information for answering our research question. However, a semi-
strucutred interview still has a structure in order to guide the interview.  
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Structure Aspects  Theoretical references 

Information about 
interviewee 

• Background, 
position etc. 

• - 

Open innovation 
arena 

• Description 
(mission, history) 

• - 

Participants 
component 

• Who is involved in 
the arena 

• Information about 
participants 

• Jönsson (2011) 
• Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff 

(1995) 
• von Hippel (2005) 

Contractual 
component 

• Formalization  
• Intellectual property 

(IP) 

• Vanhaverbeke  (2006) 
• Hällbrant & Ingvarsson (2012)  
• Gassmann et al. (2010) 
• Dahlander & Gann (2010) 

Social  
component 

• Trust 
• Motivation  

• Lichtenthaler (2009) 
• Newell & Swan (2000) 
• Battistella & Nonino (2013)  
• von Hippel & Lakhani (2002) 

Spatial  
component 

• Physical and virtual 
environment 

• Shared resources 
• Geographical 

proximity 

• Moultrie et al. (2007) 
• Awazu et al. (2009) 
• Hällbrant & Ingvarsson (2012) 
• Porter (1998) 

Procedural 
component 

• Typical processes  
• Specific focus/topic  
• Project timeframes  

• Du Chatenier et al. (2009)  
• Hällbrant & Ingvarsson (2012) 

Table 3: Basic structure of the interview guide 

Our interview guide, refer to the Appendix, is developed according to the description of 
Bryman & Bell (2011) and the questions are based on our theoretical background, focusing on 
the open innovation arena components. Hence, the questions address the components of an 
open innovation arena from a science park perspective that have been illustrated in the theory 
chapter. The interview guide starts with general questions about the interviewee and the open 
innovation arena in the science park continues with questions about the arena’s participants 
(SMEs, large companies, academia, governmental organizations, users) (Jönsson, 2011; von 
Hippel, 2005) and concludes with questions about the contractual, social, spatial and 
procedural components (Hällbrant & Ingvarsson, 2012), as illustrated in Table 3. 

3.4.3 Interviews 

We undertook two pilot interviews before the actual interviews. According to Bryman & Bell 
(2011), a pilot interview can help to find discrepancies with the questions and thus, there is a 
possibility to correct and change the questions before the actual interview. We conducted the 
pilot interviews with former work colleagues from Germany who understand the open 
innovation concept as a result of their work or education. After the pilot interview we adapted 
some questions slightly. Following email contact with the desired respondents, the interviews 
were scheduled either in-person or via phone and virtual connection such as Skype. In 
addition, we provided each interviewee with a list of questions prior to the actual interview so 
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innovation concept as a result of their work or education. After the pilot interview we adapted 
some questions slightly. Following email contact with the desired respondents, the interviews 
were scheduled either in-person or via phone and virtual connection such as Skype. In 
addition, we provided each interviewee with a list of questions prior to the actual interview so 
as to avoid surprises and generate a level of trust beforehand. All interviewees were, or are, 
involved in the establishment of an open innovation arena and hence, they are suitable 
interview partners. Although, Mikaela Hellberg has not been involved in the establishment of 
an arena, she is still considered to be an informative interviewee because she has a general 
overview about open innovation arenas in science parks in Sweden as a result of her position. 
Table 4 summarizes information about the interviews.  
!
Case Date Form Interviewee Position Involved in 

establishment 
SISP 26.02.2014 Skype Mikaela 

Hellberg 
Project 
Coordinator 

No 

Lindholmen 
Science Park 25.02.2014 Skype Niklas 

Wahlberg CEO Yes 

Ideon        
Science Park 24.02.2014 In-

person 
Mats 
Dunmar 

Manager of 
Open Ideon 

Yes 

Stevenage 
Bioscience 
Catalyst 

25.02.2014 Phone Martino 
Picardo CEO 

Yes 

Halmstad 
Science Park 03.03.2014 In-

person 
Peter 
Uppman 

CEO / 
Inkubatorchef 

Yes 

Table 4: Information about the conducted interviews!

The interviews started with an introduction of ourselves and of the interviewee. Before we 
started asking the questions, we clarified our research purpose, as well as ethnical research 
issues like permission to record the interview, discussed confidential issues and asked for 
permission to use their names. Since the interviewees arranged certain time slots for us, the 
interviews took between forty-five minutes and one and a half hours. With the help of our 
interview guide we asked questions about each component. All interviews were recorded and 
later transcribed, as suggested by Bryman & Bell (2011), to avoid forgetting information. 
This formula also provides a better examination of what each interviewee said (Bryman & 
Bell, 2011). All transcripts have been sent to the interviewees to ensure their information 
provided are correct. All interviewees agreed with it and made no corrections, besides SISP, 
however, the changes were mostly wording and formulation related and did not change the 
actual content.  

3.5 Categorizing and analyzing data  
The purpose of this chapter is to describe how we preceded after collecting the empirical data.  
It outlines the progress from the raw empirical data collection to the analysis. 

The first step after transcribing the data was to categorize and select the raw empirical data as 
suggested by Thornhill et al. (2009). Categorizing data involves two steps. The first step is to 
develop categories. Since our interview guide is based on the components from the theoretical 
framework, we continued to use these as categories. Therefore, the categories and structure of 
the empirical data is also in line with the theory as suggested by Eisenhardt (1989). It is 
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important that the categories have an internal meaning concerning the data, but also a relation 
to the other categories (external aspect) (Thornhill et al., 2009). We ensured this by describing 
relations between the components in the theory chapter. In the second step we selected and 
simplified the raw empirical data in order to focus on our purpose and research question. This 
is also known as data reduction (Thornhill et al., 2009). The researchers can simplify the data 
and thus, selectively focus on the relevant information for the analysis (Eisenhardt, 1989). 
Our condensed empirical data was distributed to the particular component and presented in 
the empirical data chapter that is divided into each case. 

Categorizing and selecting the empirical data is fundamental for the analysis. As suggested by 
Eisenhardt (1989), we decided to analyze each case separately (within-case analysis), as well 
as compare the cases by conducting a so-called cross-case analysis. According to Eisenhardt 
(1989), when conducting a case study, the within-case analysis helps to find unique patterns 
in each case before trying to find commonalities across the cases. The cross-case analysis has 
the goal to go beyond the researcher’s first impression by looking at the data from a different 
perspective.  Figure 6 visualizes our analysis approach. For the analysis we chose to divide 
the chapter in the components instead of each case, as demonstrated in the empirical data 
chapter, because it helps to structure the analysis and the reader to understand the patterns 
between the cases. The within-case analysis is divided into the same components that were 
built up according to the theoretical framework. The cross-case analysis is designed to find 
patterns across the cases and to understand them as suggested by (Eisenhardt, 1989). The 
cross-case analysis is presented as a final paragraph of each component. 

 
Figure 6: Visualization of within- and cross-case analysis (own illustration) 

In the conclusions chapter we combined the findings of the analysis to make our conclusions. 
This can be considered as a third analysis in order to find the essence of both prior analyses. 
Since we followed a deductive approach we analyzed the aspects of each component by 
starting with a theoretical statement, then we looked into the empirical data and finally 
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outlined our interpretation. 

3.6 Methodology reflection 
Krefting (1991) developed a model for a qualitative research approach that evaluates the 
trustworthiness of a study. She points out that there are four criteria for the evaluation of 
trustworthiness: credibility, transferability, dependability and confirmability. In the following, 
all criteria are explained and consequently applied to our research. 

Credibility is influenced through several aspects (Krefting, 1991).  Firstly, through the contact 
with informants, secondly, through the researchers interests and perceptions, thirdly, through 
the interview process, and finally, through unexplained inconsistencies. In order to increase 
our credibility we gathered as much background information about our informants 
(interviewees) as possible because it can increase the trust and respect that in turn increases 
the willingness to share information. According to Krefting (1991), the researchers’ interest 
and perceptions can be reduced but not suppressed by writing a field journal because it 
reflects what the researcher did. In our case we wrote a logbook entry for every week, 
describing what we have done and especially what we have changed. It was a good way to 
reflect and maintain traceability. It was determined that the interview framework and process 
could be improved by reframing and expanding questions (Krefting, 1991). We discussed and 
reviewed the interview guide with other researchers and reframed, as well as added questions. 
Additionally, we conducted two pilot interviews and reviewed the questions several times in 
order to be in line with our theoretical framework, as well as to improve the questions 
regarding their understandability. The transcribed versions of the interviews were sent to the 
interviewees to give them the possibility to correct their given answers, which increases the 
credibility because the data is controlled. So the interview guide was reframed and questions 
were added or deleted in several steps. Through several supervisions, seminars and reviews 
with comments from other researchers and colleagues, we could also reduce and minimalize 
inconsistencies.  

Transferability deals with the degree to which the findings can be applied to other situations 
(Krefting, 1991). Regarding the transferability, it is important to provide background 
information about the cases so that others can decide whether the findings are useful to them. 
In our case, we described and reasoned our case selection in the methodology chapter, as well 
as illustrated each specific setting of the arenas in the empirical data chapter. Additionally, we 
have a clearly formulated research purpose and an in-depth description of our data collection.  

Dependability reflects the research consistency (Krefting, 1991). According to the author, it is 
important to describe the utilized methods of data collection and data analysis. We ensured 
dependability by describing our research process in detail in the methodology chapter. 

Confirmability in qualitative research concerns neutrality. It is not referring to the 
researchers’ objectivity but to data and interpretational confirmability (Krefting, 1991). 
Reflexivity is one possible way to increase the confirmability. Since the start of our research 
project we reflected on our strategy and our process constantly. The advantage of working in 
a team, having frequent seminars, participation in a research methods university course and 
frequent supervisions, help us to reflect, question and argue our research progress and results.  

3.7 Research ethics 
According to Thornhill et al. (2009), research ethnics deal with appropriate behavior related 
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to the right of all participants involved in the research. Hence, research ethics concern 
morality and responsibilities related to the research topic, design, data access, data collection, 
data storage, data analysis and conclusion (Thornhill et al., 2009). Bryman & Bell (2011) 
outline four main ethnical principles that were considered throughout the entirety of our 
research project: 

• Avoid any harm to the participants of the research. 
• Give participants as much information as needed that they can make a decision to 

be part of the study or not.  
• Privacy is considered as a basic tenet. 
• Do not present the research as something different than what it is. 

The theoretical framework is based on previous research results, which is outlined by an 
appropriate and complete referencing system. This ensures that our contributions are 
recognized, as well as the opinions and prior research findings of others, which we used for 
our thesis. 

Regarding the primary data collection in the form of semi-structured interviews, we informed 
all participants beforehand, through mail contact or before we started asking questions, about 
the nature of our research (purpose, our other cases, who we are), about the implications of 
taking part and their rights (withdraw any time, the right not to answer, participants have 
control over the right to record their answers, participants anonymity and data 
confidentiality), about data usage and reporting (who has access to the data, where it will be 
published, storage of the data), and about detailed contact dates. The mentioned points are 
based on a checklist for research participants from Bryman & Bell (2011). We asked all 
participants before the interview if we are allowed to record the interview and all participants 
agreed. Our thesis will be published in the Halmstad University library and hence, we cannot 
guarantee confidentiality, which is otherwise a normal obligation. Thus, it was very important 
for us to get an agreement from the participants that we are allowed to publish their answers, 
names and the names of their organizations. In the cases of Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst 
and SISP, they explicitly asked us to send them a version of the final thesis before it is 
published in the Halmstad University library so as to ensure consistency. We also informed 
everyone that if they want to keep any data confidential they should only answer to an extent 
they feel comfortable or not answer at all. After the interviews, we sent all interviewees a 
transcribed version of the interview in order to show it on paper, how they formulated their 
answers. On the one hand, sending the transcribed versions to the interviewees has the aim of 
avoiding any harm to the participants of the research, and on the other hand, it helps to add 
credibility to the thesis because the empirical data is double-checked. As mentioned before, 
the only adaptions of the interviews were made by SISP, but mostly regarding formulation 
issues. All data is stored in a secure place. Access to the raw empirical data is only available 
to the authors of the thesis, the supervisor and the examiner.  

Regarding the data analysis, Thornhill et al. (2009) point out the importance of not being 
selective about the reported data. Additionally, the authors describe the importance of data 
accuracy. We considered both points in our within- and cross-case analysis. Generally, we are 
aware that using material from other works without appropriate referencing is considered as 
plagiarism. Hence, we confirm that this thesis is written in our own words, except for the 
referenced and acknowledged material. 
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4 Empirical Data 

In this chapter we describe in detail the empirical findings from our interviews and from our secondary data. The 
chapter is divided into the cases and each case is structured according to our theoretical framework in order to 
answer the research question. We start with SISP as a strategic overview for Sweden and continue with each 
case. 

4.1 SISP 
The Swedish Incubators and Science Parks (SISP) organization is a member-based national 
respesentative of 31 science parks and 43 incubators in Sweden. The organization was 
established in 1989 and they represent the interests of science parks and incubators in Sweden 
on a national level. The purpose of SISP is to help their members in the national debate with 
politicans and opinion leaders. Since they represent all their members, they are not allowed to 
be normative, however, they try to facilitate a transfer of experience and knowledge between 
the members. 

Usually, companies in and around a science park are primarily SMEs. However, SISP has 
been following and observing a growing trend of science parks facilitating open innovation 
processes for SMEs, larger companies, as well as for public organizations, for example 
through open innovation arenas. In addition to this trend, they see that the facilitation of 
innovation processes and projects, for example in an open innovation arena, has become more 
important for industry and governmental organizations. SISP considers science parks, in 
general, as a good facilitator of open innovation processes and they have noticed a growing 
interest from the science parks to formalize innovation development processes. 
 
„(...) we see that science parks are a good platform and we also have noticed an increasing 
interest from our own members to develop this kind of arenas or at least the processes around 
so that they can offer their member-organizations more formalized facilitation of open 
innovation.“ (Mikaela Hellberg) 

SISP see the concept of an open innovation arena as a neutral platform for collaboration and 
development projects with more than one participant involved, which is in line with a mission 
of the science parks. The owners are usually regional businesses, municipality of the region 
(governmental organizations) and academia. Science parks in Sweden posess a neutral 
position, have hands-on knowledge of helping private and public companies with their 
business development and are based on the triple helix concept. Additionally, they have wide 
networks and want to create a good for the society. This is a solid foundation for an open 
innovation arena as a neutral facilitator, not only in Sweden, but also globally. Swedish 
science parks are at the forefront in the formalization of these kinds of open innovation 
processes.  

„I know from international conferences with e.g. IASP that Sweden has come quite far in 
establishing these kind of arenas and innovation facilitation offerings.“ (Mikaela Hellberg) 

Participants component 
The participants may vary from project to project. Bringing people together is essential for the 
knowledge contribution and as long as fair play is respected in the arena, there is a win-win 
situation for all participants. 
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Contractual component 
Formalities can be different from arena to arena and from project to project. However, certain 
formal agreements are almost always necessary to make sure questions regarding IP and 
commitment to the project are agreed upon. 

Due to their triple helix-commitment and neutral position, science parks can play a role as 
trust facilitators in collaboration projects at the open innovation arenas. With a high degree of 
trust between the project partners, questions regarding IP can be postponed, which is good for 
creating and keeping a creative and open climate. 

„Due to their triple helix commitment they (science parks) can take the role as a neutral 
actor, a trust facilitator,  making sure that everything is going as agreed and that it’s „fair 
play“; that no one gets cheated and to make sure that participants get what has been 
promised“ (Mikaela Hellberg) 

Requirements for participating in an arena may not only be money, but also man-hours or 
knowledge and experience contribution. 

Social component 
Often science parks have already established trust through their networks. Trust is not only 
important for the arena’s reputation and the success of the projects. Through trust, formality 
issues like dicussions surrounding IP can be put postponed or made easier. Also, the 
neutrality of a science park helps to establish trust. 

„How to establish trust is the same as how you establish trust in your own personal life. It is 
about nurturing a good relationship over time with all the actors involved, it is delivering 
what you have promised and as I said before making sure „no one gets cheated“.“ (Mikaela 
Hellberg) 

If the projects facilitated in an open innovation arena are driven by a defined problem, it is 
easier to keep the motivation up. If the problem is urgent, there will be a motivation to fix it. 
Participants should have incentives to participate and the rules of engagement should be clear 
in order that everyone knows what is expected. 

Spatial component 
Generally the environment needs to be a good meeting place and it does not matter whether it 
is physical or virtual as long as it can ease the contact of the participants involved. 

Procedural component 
There are different tools for open innovation but it is important to start with a problem, who is 
going to be involved and what the outcome should be. 

4.2 Open Arena Lindholmen 
Open Arena Lindholmen is an environment for collaboration projects. As part of the Science 
Park Lindholmen in Gothenburg it is designed for spontaneous meetings, innovative 
activities, as well as national and international collaboration projects. Science Park 
Lindholmen was established in 1998 and they have been working with open innovation before 
they officially started as Open Arena Lindholmen in 2005. 

“Our main mission and operation from the company Lindholmen Science Park is to act as a 
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facilitator, a platform, a catalyzer and so on, between public, private and academic 
organizations where we have a role to be a neutral player in the middle.” (Niklas Wahlberg) 

The projects in the open innovation arena are mainly driven by society told challenges and 
Lindholmen formulates and tries to find funding for interesting collaborative projects. To sum 
up, the ambition is to combine society told challenges with industry business development. 

Participants component 
Open Arena Lindholmen is selecting and inviting the participants for the projects in their 
open innovation arena. It is considered to be very important in order to have the right people 
from the beginning. Over time, providing the projects are successful, more and more 
participants are included. 

Industrial companies are participants in the arena with the main objective to develop their 
businesses. The projects in the arena should attract large companies from the beginning. 
Firstly, because they have the capability of participating in such projects and secondly, 
because Lindholmen can get smaller companies engaged around large companies. 

In order to be able to secure knowledge and start research intensive projects, academia is 
considered as a participant. Open Arena Lindholmen focuses on applied matters and need-
based research from universities, a combination of universities and institutes. 

Since Open Arena Lindholmen is interested in starting projects with a value for the society, 
agencies and authorities from Sweden, but also from Europe, are participants in the arena’s 
projects. They are part of the projects because they provide funding and define the problem 
area where they see a need for development.  

“...society told challenges has to be solved in practice by industrial companies with a support 
of the research institutes.” (Niklas Wahlberg)  

Users are not included in all projects. However, when users are part of a project they work as 
a market check of new solutions so that the development can meet the market needs. 

Contractual component 
Open Arena Lindholmen tries to be as informal as possible. However, as soon as public 
funding is involved, formalization is necessary to secure the funding. Public funding creates a 
need for formalization to ensure the participants’ commitment. 

“We are extremely informal from all senses. (...) That’s my perspective of it and I have joked 
and said lets keep the lawyers out.” (Niklas Wahlberg) 

The management of IP is project specific and Open Arena Lindholmen does not want to get 
involved with specific IP regulations. The participants can decide what they want to 
contribute and what happens when the project is finished. This is a way for the science park to 
stay neutral. However, they provide support with models for agreements when required. 

Social component 
Lindholmen has spent years establishing a level of trust as a neutral partner in Sweden and 
also internationally. Gaining trust takes time and the topic has to be handled carefully and 
seriously. New partners are usually scared, however, they learn after some meetings that there 
is a common problem and they gain more by sharing than keeping an idea to themselves. The 
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participants are responsible to avoid the leakage of business secrets, but the arena works 
mainly in a precompetitive phase, on a time scale perspective, that enables all participants to 
talk more openly. 

“(...) we want to see competitors around the same table in a meeting room and we want to see 
actors that normally don’t meet but that requires a level of trust.” (Niklas Wahlberg) 

Motivation is dependent on the project topic and the participants. Open Arena Lindholmen 
screens the projects carefully and tries to identify a value for the partners involved. 
Motivation and commitment is built by working on the right project topics.  

Spatial component 
The physical environment is important for the arena and a virtual environment is not 
considered as relevant. Thus, they created a physical, neutral open space with the goal of 
driving projects, creating ideas and spontaneous meetings. The open environment is 
accessible for almost everyone, for example students and researchers, people from companies, 
politicians and agencies.  

Additionally, Open Arena Lindholmen is interested in supporting their open environment 
with technical laboratories in order to offer technical infrastructure. Not only is the on-site 
technical infrastructure is relevant, the sharing of resources and specialized equipment 
between the participants is also seen as a possibility. 

On the one hand, a focal point from the geographical proximity perspective is the preferred 
choice of Lindholmen. One the other hand, Open Arena Lindholmen agrees that competence 
is distributed all over the world. Hence, they search for competence outside the proximity. 
However, structuring people close together and pushing investments is seen as beneficial. 

“Again, the physical meeting is very important and you have to get the flow of people in a 
quite dense perspective to make things happen.” (Niklas Wahlberg) 

Procedural component 
Open Arena Lindholmen avoids process maps because a pre-defined step-by-step appoarch is 
hard to constitute. Therefore, they work case-by-case because every project has different 
starting points, different participants and prerequisites. 

“I think that is also one part of building this trust, that we do not push a process perspective 
and say we are now in step 3, we need your money.” (Niklas Wahlberg) 

Projects at Open Arena Lindholmen are structured within and around different topics. Their 
main topic areas are media, transportation and ICT. 

The timeframes of the projects are short in duration in the beginning to create more openness 
through informal meetings and without any commitments. When the projects develop 
successfully, Open Arena Lindholmen has discussions with the participants and makes the 
projects long-term, which means usually three to five years. 

4.3 Open Ideon 
Open Ideon is an open innovation arena with the aim of being a neutral and independent place 
to create growth for businesses through interaction with industry and research. Open Ideon is 
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part of Ideon Science Park in Lund that was established in 1983. They are offering facilitation 
of open innovation projects for mature companies. These mature companies have been 
established for a longer time, have a solid brand and are growing but want increase their 
growth. Hence, companies pay Open Idean, which is 100% privately owned, the full costs of 
running the projects for the companies. Open Ideon started in 2012 when an industrial 
company contacted them to help with their innovation process. 

“Well it started with the window company that phoned the CEO of Ideon Science Park, and 
said: We have a problem with innovation, can you help us? We as a science park had to think, 
what can we do, what can we offer this big corporation?” (Mats Dunmar) 

Participants component 
Open Ideon starts projects together with the industry as a participant and a consultancy firm. 
However, Open Ideon stays neutral. The industry is essential in order to define the challenge 
and problem. Open Ideon suggests a way they can use open innovation by guiding them and 
showing them different examples of private and public companies using their open innovation 
services. The consultancy firm stays as loose as possible from Open Ideon, but they bring 
expertise into the projects and help Open Ideon with resources and to stay neutral. 

“Purely helping a company finding a channel for open innovation is the incentive for us.” 
(Mats Dunmar) 

Generally, the other participants differ from project to project and there is no trend that one is 
used more often. Generally, Open Ideon is based on the triple helix concept, so industry, 
governmental organizations and academia are participants. Additionally, users are an option 
as a participant. 

Typically, industry initiates the open innovation projects and takes part in the arena’s projects 
with Open Ideon as a neutral facilitator offering this service.  

Contractual component 
Open Ideon does not require many formal agreements from their participants. However, each 
project has its own agreements, which can span from no formal contracts at all to formal 
contracts. Typically, the participants require formal agreements. Open Ideon uses 
consultancies as a support for the formalities. 

IP has to be handled and defined for each open innovation project, too. Open Ideon sees a 
mental block by the participants, so IP rights are handled either verbally or formally. If it is 
necessary, Open Ideon uses the expertise of external, independent lawyers. The companies 
feel safer with an independent IP expert involved since it aligns with Open Ideon’s neutrality. 

“For the companies it’s often hard; dealing with IP is a big issue, and we have to handle that 
fear, but for me it’s just a task to solve.” (Mats Dunmar) 

Since Open Ideon offers facilitation of open innovation projects in their arena, the companies 
using these offers pay the full cost. However, the arena is not for profit and thus, the projects 
are less expensive compared to the market prices of consultancy firms. 

Social component 
Trust is created through Open Ideon’s neutrality. They have no stakes in a company, they 
want to help them with their innovation processes through open innovation and the company 
pays for the expense. Trustworthiness is established over time and the brand Ideon Science 
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Park has been established for over thirty years. Open Ideon can attract more participants 
through trust because they have a pool of successful open innovation projects to show and 
participants trust a neutral facilitator.  

“That neutrality is very appreciated, we can really sit down with the management team of a 
company and suggest this the best open innovation solution.” (Mats Dunmar) 

Motivation is created through the incentives of the participants. Since Open Ideon is inviting 
them, they have to scan them to determine whether they have sufficient incentives to 
contribute.  

Spatial component 
Open Ideon uses a physical and a virtual environment. The physical environment is not 
necessarily fixed to Ideon Science Park’s buildings, they use also other locations dependent 
on the project. However, the science park’s buildings have the advantage of being neutral. 
They also have no special laboratories or equipment because they want to be independent 
from a specific arena topic area. The virtual environment is usually created through a website 
and virtual meetings. It enables better communication, but simple tools like Dropbox for 
sharing documents are preferred over complex tools. 

“(...) they would come from all over northern Europe for the day. And that became very 
successful because it was a neutral place to be, it was not a company, a hotel, it was a science 
park.”  (Mats Dunmar) 

Sharing equipment is project specific, however, companies are generally willing to share their 
resources since they would like to solve their problems. 

A virtual environment can enlarge the geographical proximity, but meeting in person is 
advantageous. The projects tend to take place in the region around Ideon Science Park, but the 
participants are more widely distributed. 

Procedural component 
Open Ideon’s open innovation process is structured and formal when they run projects for 
companies. The typical process follows: inspiration, identify challenges, suggesting possible 
ways of open innovation, and run the processes. Larger companies require controlling 
processes, but it also hinders the creativity. Thus, the process has its flexibilities and is 
entrepreneurially designed since they start acting before defining and analyzing a strategy. 

“Its not that we move and sit on the floor and drink coffee and try to grab a new idea, we do it 
in a structured way. It’s like brainstorming, you do it in a structured way to brainstorm.” 
(Mats Dunmar) 

Open Ideon has no pre-formulated open innovation arena topic areas. It helps them to be able 
to do any kind of open innovation projects and also increases the neutrality because Ideon 
Science Park has not invested in any tools. 

Since the process is very structured, the projects are usually long-term orientated. However, 
there have also been shorter projects, like a workshop for one day, but these kinds of short-
term projects are not considered as beneficial. 
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4.4 Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst 
Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst from the UK is providing biotechnology SMEs networks, 
expertise and scientific facilities that are usually only accessible for large biotechnology 
companies. The goal is to create an open innovation culture to foster and commercialize 
biomedical and healthcare solutions by improving the translation of academic research 
through industry engagement. They have been established since 2012 and work mainly as a 
business incubator but plan to develop into a science park in the future. Stevenage Bioscience 
Catalyst is a nonprofit joint venture company funded by a pharmaceutical company, a charity 
foundation and governmental organizations. The funding partners require no financial 
objectives from Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst, but high qualitative developments and hence, 
patient benefit. 

Participants component 
Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst brings different participants together in order to help SMEs to 
commercialize their ideas and grow their businesses.  

Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst has support from three large pharmaceutical companies 
(GlaxoSmithKline (GSK), GE Pharmaceuticals and Johnson and Johnson) to create a 
dynamic open innovation community. The incentive for the large companies is based on their 
interest in collaborating with other pharmaceutical companies. Since the arena is addressing 
the biotechnology market, it is hard for SMEs to grow. Hence, Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst 
has the aim to incubate and help these SMEs by involving them in an open innovation 
environment. 

Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst is not only providing infrastructure, they also foster 
engagement with universities around the UK and globally. They are located in a triangle 
equidistant from the universities in Oxford, Cambridge and London. 

“(...) early academia and industry engagement is what the whole open innovation campus is 
about (...).” (Martino Picardo) 

Governmental organizations are also participants and they work mainly as a funding partner 
for Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst and the arena. Funding partners also include large 
companies and charity organizations. 

Contractual component 
Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst uses formal agreements in the form of commercial leases with 
their tenants and also collaboration agreements. However, industry engagement starts with 
general talking and the formalities come at a later stage. This process is coached and 
mentored by Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst. 

The management of IP and patents is important since 75% of the companies at Stevenage 
Bioscience Catalyst are IP and research driven. The companies are responsible for the IP 
management by themselves unless they ask for assistance and advice. 

„We don’t get involved in their IP management unless they ask us to, but we focus primarily 
on IP and research based commercial activities.“ (Martino Picardo) 

The tenants of Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst have to meet certain requirements like agreed 
milestones and timeframes. If they cannot meet them, they are existed.  
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Social component 
Trust is mainly generated through engagement and different activities. Stevenage Bioscience 
Catalyst does not act as a patent manager or commercial business planner. They bring people 
and expertise in, build an expert panel and have a suitable environment. However, the 
engagement does not only come from Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst, but also from the 
participants and their will to get involved.  

Since the open innovation arena is driven by a commercial outcome, the motivation is based 
on growing the businesses and thus, the motivation is created through the participants’ own 
pressure to be successful and to have a positive effect on the patient’s benefit. 

“They are all here for a reason, they are all trying to build and grow their businesses. There 
are no lifestyle businesses where they just paying their own salary and heading off to 
Bahamas for 4 or 5 weeks.” (Martino Picardo) 

Spatial component 
Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst has a wide physical environment and is also developing a 
virtual environment. The physical environment contains the arena itself, specialized 
equipment and space for the tenants. Additionally, they have an outreach program across the 
UK that is also developing across Europe, China and North America. The aim of this outreach 
program is to fuel the deal flow for investments. Next to the physical environment, Stevenage 
Bioscience Catalyst received governmental funding for developing a virtual open innovation 
portal.  

Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst has specialized equipment on-site and supports sharing 
resources. They have lab and office space through a licence lease, they offer funded high tech 
equipment for free to their tenants and training for the equipment is provided by the donators. 
To sum up, there is a community-based zone for access to specialized equipment. 

“ (...) we have been given ex-GSK equipment that we offer to the tenants for free, (...) they 
don’t pay anything for access to the equipment.” (Martino Picardo) 

Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst focuses on incubating activities like coaching, mentoring and 
creating a safe harbor for companies. Thus, face-to-face meetings are seen as important, as 
well as building an ecosystem of experts and investors. ICT capabilities are a possibility to fill 
gaps, however, they do not replace the physical meeting. 

Procedural component 
The projects at Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst basically start with a new tenant. Firstly, they 
get the possible candidate closer to the community to see if they fit in the system. Secondly, 
they check the business plan, look at the ambitions and start getting in contact with large 
pharmaceutical companies to see if the idea can be further developed. From there on the 
process is project and idea specific in the form of collaborations, investments in the research, 
licensing or buying the idea. 

Projects at Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst have different focus topics that are all within the 
biotechnology field. For example they focus on areas like bioinformatics, nano-formulations, 
regenerative medicine and new assets/therapies. 

The project timeframes are rather long term orientated and tend to span from eighteen months 
and three years. The goal is to have a dynamic deal flow, so after three years the tenants 
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should have grown out of the arena. 

“We’re just trying to show that we are capable of a dynamic deal flow (...). When you come 
back and look at the incubator in 3 years you shouldn’t really see the same things and the 
same projects and the same people.” (Martino Picardo) 

4.5 Science Park Halmstad 
Today, Science Park Halmstad main tasks are assisting start-ups to grow and develop. 
However, their intention is to become a science park where larger companies are more 
involved and they see an open innovation arena as a significant part of that development. It is 
a way to get involved with larger companies from the region. They have not planned an 
establishment date yet, but they will undertake three open innovation workshops in 2014 as a 
pilot. Next to the open innovation arena, Science Park Halmstad plans to implement a project 
arena. They want to actively use their knowledge about European frameworks and regulations 
to help companies to get projects started in the project arena and they intend using their 
networks to provide an open innovation arena service. Therefore, the project arena is 
dependent on their knowledge and the open innovation arena is dependent on the knowledge 
of others, but on their facilitation. 

Participants component 
Science Park Halmstad sees a mass of participants from the same field as critical because it 
attracts more and other participants. They have already established two clusters in the health 
technology and in the electronics (embedded systems) field. They would like to attract not 
only companies from Halmstad but also from the region. 

“Companies who are stuck in their development and need broader horizons and new eyes on 
their product development, they hopefully will be attracted by what we can offer here with 
being so close to the research at the university and the companies.” (Peter Uppman) 

Regarding the participants, they consider SMEs and large companies as the initiators of the 
projects and subsequently, also as an active part in the arena’s projects.    

Science Park Halmstad has close ties to University Halmstad and thus, they want to continue 
this academia cooperation in their open innovation arena. The university has already 
established good external relations with bigger companies. 

The public sector plays a role as a project initiator with challenges from the society or from a 
city and as a funding partner, especially since the science park intends to start building an 
open innovation arena around the health technology cluster. 

In addition, users are seen as participants of an open innovation arena in order to develop 
products or service that respond to the market needs.  

Contractual component 
Generally, the formalization is planned to be flexible because the participants demand 
different degrees of formalization. The open innovation arena will be based on providing 
open innovation services and thus, industry or the public sector will have to pay for Science 
Park Halmstad’s expenses. These pecuniary services, however, require formalization. 

“But the larger firms would probably need more formal agreements than that. So flexibility is 
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definitely what we are going for.” (Peter Uppman) 

Science Park Halmstad also plans to act flexibly regarding the management of IP.  

Social component 
Trust can be developed over time by delivering good projects and showing good results. 
However, Science Park Halmstad is primarily known as a business incubator, so they lack 
external relations to large companies. But, as already mentioned, Halmstad University has 
already established good relations to large companies, so Science Park Halmstad could 
harness it when establishing an open innovation arena. 

Science Park Halmstad sees a way to create motivation through their engagement in the 
projects and in showing an interest in the company’s development.  

“You need to show them that you are engaged and that you really want to help them. I think 
that’s the basic part of it.” (Peter Uppman) 

Spatial component 
The physical environment is planned as a vital creative meeting point. The plan is to find an 
external building to house the support functions, the researchers, the SMEs and the larger 
companies from the region, in one meeting place. In combination with the physical 
environment, branding will become important for Science Park Halmstad to show their 
development into a science park with an open innovation arena. A virtual environment is at 
the moment not planned because they consider meeting people in person as crucial. 

 “(...) we believe people have to meet.” (Peter Uppman) 

The vision of Science Park Halmstad is to build up a physical meeting place for the arena 
where shared equipment and laboratories are available for the participants. There are plans for 
developing a health technology center and an electronic center as part of their arena. 

The geographical proximity is set to be around the region since it is planned that projects and 
participants will be from the region in the beginning. 

Procedural component 
The process structure is not defined yet. Science Park Halmstad wants to be open regarding 
the processes. They would like to have unstructured processes for small projects and 
structured processes for bigger projects.  

The topic areas of the open innovation arena tend to be in the health technology and 
electronics (embedded systems) fields because Science Park Halmstad has already clusters in 
these fields. Additionally, due to the close relationship with the university, another area could 
be business model innovation. 

“(...) not working on technique but on the business model and doing open innovation cases 
around the business model. That together with the researchers from the university could be 
something where Halmstad could stand out from all the others.” (Peter Uppman) 

The timeframes of the open innovation arena projects are not fixed. They can be short-term, 
like one-day challenges and workshops, or long-term with milestones as to when a company 
initiates a project. 
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5 Analysis 

The aim of this chapter is to combine the theoretical framework and the empirical data in order to create a basis 
for the conclusions. We are analyzing all five components of an open innovation arena by conducting within-
case and cross-case analyses. 

5.1 Participants component 
Open Arena Lindholmen 
According to Jönsson (2011), participants in an open innovation arena are based on the triple 
helix model from Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff (1995). This statement is confirmed in the case of 
Open Arena Lindholmen because they are inviting the participants presented in the triple 
helix model. SMEs and large companies represent the industry sector of the triple helix 
model. SMEs can benefit from participating in an arena by utilizing the resources of others 
and large companies can benefit by utilizing an external creative input (Jönsson, 2011). Open 
Arena Lindholmen describes it more generally because they see the industry’s motivation 
simply as developing their businesses. Bellini et al. (2012) point out that academia usually has 
a connection to science parks and they can benefit from participating by commercializing 
their research knowledge. Open Arena Lindholmen uses academia as participants in their 
arena because they can provide applied and need-based research. Bortagaray & Tiffin (2000) 
point out that governmental organizations are interested in participating because they want to 
support the regional development. In the case of Open Arena Lindholmen, this motivation can 
be confirmed because governmental organizations provide society told challenges that 
Lindholmen in turn use as a starting point for their arena’s projects. 

 “...society told challenges have to be solved in practice by industrial companies with a 
support of the research institutes.” (Niklas Wahlberg).  

Additionally, governmental organizations are pivotal to the arena because they provide 
funding for the projects, which is outlined by Denisova & Goylo (2012). Users as participants 
are not part of the triple helix concept but play, according to von Hippel (2005), a relevant 
role in open innovation projects. Open Arena Lindholmen partly agrees with this because they 
use the insights of users for some projects to find out whether the outcome can be successful 
on the market. Thus, it can be stated that Open Arena Lindholmen invites participants based 
on the triple helix model and user participation depends on the project. The condition for both 
sides, the science park and the participants, is that there are incentives for everyone.  

Open Ideon 
As outlined by Jönsson (2011), open innovation arenas are usually based on the triple helix 
model. Open Ideon, as part of Ideon Science Park, uses all participants from the triple helix 
model. However, there is no trend to always invite every participants from the triple helix 
model to contribute to the projects. Nevertheless, the industry as one participant stands out. 
According to Chesbrough (2003b) and Wynarczyk (2013), the industry, divided into SMEs 
and large companies, want to further develop their businesses but face problems. SMEs have 
a lack of resources and large companies’ lack creativity (Jönsson, 2011). The industry stands 
out in Open Ideon because they usually initiate the projects. Since Open Ideon is based on 
offering open innovation services, they need the industry to define the challenges and 
problems as starting points for the projects. Dependent on that, Open Ideon invites 
participants based on the triple helix concept and sometimes users. As a conclusion, it can be 
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stated that Open Ideon invites participants dependent on the projects that are usually initiated 
by the industry. 

Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst  
Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst bases their participants on the triple helix model that is 
presented by Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff (1995). Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst has the aim to 
bring different participants together to help their tenants (SMEs) to commercialize ideas and 
to grow their businesses. According to Jönsson (2011), large companies have an interest in 
participating in an open innovation arena to find new partners and attract competent people 
for their organization. Large companies at Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst not only play a role 
as a collaboration partner for the SMEs, but also as a funding partner for the arena. SMEs 
stand to benefit from the resources and expertise of larger companies (Jönsson, 2011). 
Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst points out particularly that the pharmaceutical industry in 
particular requires expensive specialized equipment to which SMEs do not have access. 
Hence, the SMEs at Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst benefit from the open innovation 
environment by having resource and expertise access, which confirms Jönsson’s statement. 
Bellini et al. (2012) say that academia can contribute research-knowledge and Stevenage 
Bioscience Catalyst practices early academia industry engagement.  

“(...) early academia and industry engagement is what the whole open innovation campus is 
about (...).” (Martino Picardo) 

Additionally, governmental organizations play a relevant role for Stevenage Bioscience 
Catalyst because they work as funding partners for the projects, which is supported by 
Denisova & Goylo (2012), who point out that governmental organizations can fund the 
cooperation between industries and academia. As a summary, it can be stated that besides the 
funding partners (industry, charity foundation and governmental organizations) Stevenage 
Bioscience Catalyst projects’ participants are based on the triple helix concept. The industry 
sector initiates the projects and is represented by large companies as funding, collaboration 
and resources partners and SMEs as new and fresh cooperation partners. 

Science Park Halmstad  
As described by Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff (1995), the triple helix model considers industry, 
academia and governmental organizations. Science Park Halmstad sees all these participants 
as part of their future arena, as well as users. They point out that, especially in the beginning, 
it is crucial that they find a mass of participants in order attract more and more participants. 
This can also be interpreted as the more participants are included, the faster Science Park 
Halmstad can develop a good reputation. Since SMEs lack resources and larger companies 
want to find fresh and new ideas (Jönsson, 2011), Science Park Halmstad considers the 
industry, SMEs and large companies, as the main project initiator. Science Park Halmstad 
plans to offer their open innovation services primarily to the industry. Academia often has 
close ties to science parks and they are interested in commercializing their research-
knowledge (Bellini et al., 2012). Science Park Halmstad confirms this because the already 
have established an academia cooperation with Halmstad University and they plan to enlarge 
it for the arena. In addition, they see an advantage in working together with Halmstad 
University because they already have good external relations. According to Bortagaray & 
Tiffin (2000), governmental organizations are interested in supporting the development of 
regional clusters. Thus, Science Park Halmstad plans to invite governmental organizations to 
their arena as funding partners, but also as a discoverer of challenges and therefore, as a 
project initiator. Von Hippel (2005) and Sundbo (2011) describe user involvement as one 
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success factor of open innovation projects. Science Park Halmstad agrees and hence, they also 
plan to include users in their arena. It can be summarized that Science Park Halmstad, as a 
science park that intends to establish an open innovation arena, does not distinguish between 
the importance of the participants. In particular, all participants are considered as crucial to 
the arena. Industry and governmental organizations are mainly the project initiators and 
hence, they pay for the services provided by the science park. Academia plays an important 
role because Science Park Halmstad can to use their external relations and their brand in order 
to be able to attract participants and hence, to aid the establishment of the arena. 

Cross-case analysis 
According to SISP, participants are selected by the science parks on a project specific basis 
and hence, they are not always only based on the triple helix model. This is in line with what 
is stated by the science parks because the selection of participants varies according to the 
projects and there is a tendency to include users as an optional participant. Generally, 
however, all cases consider and select particpants based on the triple helix model. It shows 
that the science parks play a rather active role. The industry sector is represented by large 
companies in the form of funding, collaboration and resource partners and by SMEs as new 
and fresh cooperation partners. In addition, the industry, as a participant, plays an active role 
in initiating projects by pointing out challenges and problems. Additionally, governmental 
organizations can be considered as project initiators. As Table 5 shows, it is interesting to see 
that no case mentioned academia as a project initiator, but either the industry (SMEs and large 
companies) or governmental organizations. Hence, by learning from already operating open 
innovation arenas it can be seen that for science parks that intend to establish an open 
innovation arena, industry and governmental organizations are crucial participants and project 
initiators, identifying and presenting real life problems and challenges. Users’ and academia’s 
role in the arenas is more related to working on the projects and contribute knowledge.  

Case Participants  Project initiators  

Open Arena Lindholmen • Triple Helix 
• Users 

• Governmental 
organizations 

Open Ideon • Triple Helix 
• Users 

• Industry 

Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst • Triple Helix • Industry 
Science Park Halmstad • Triple Helix 

• Users 
• Industry 
• Governmental 

organizations 
SISP • Project specific • - 

Table 5: Participant cross-case comparison 

The main learning points about the participants from a science park perspective are 
summarized as follows and highlighted in Table 6. SMEs are part of the industry and hence, 
they could be seen as the initiator of projects, as well as a more independent collaboration 
partner. Their active role as a project initiator, can be interpreted as them recognizing open 
innovation projects as beneficial for their development. This is in line with the findings from 
Ahn et al. (2014), that open innovation participation of SMEs is positively related to their 
performance. Large companies are also part of the industry and their role is mainly to initiate 
projects, add funding to the projects and contribute resources to the projects. Academia and 
users work as knowledge contributors to the project. Academia contributes mainly 



!

!

!
Master Thesis - School of Business and Engineering - Halmstad University 

!
! !

42 

technological and research-based knowledge, while users contribute market and need-based 
insights.  The role of governmental organizations is to provide funding for regional 
development projects and hence, also to initiate projects. 

Participants Main learning points  

SMEs • Initiate projects 
• Considered as new collaboration partners 

Large 
companies 

• Initiate projects 
• Provide funding 
• Considered as resource and collaboration partner in the projects 

Academia • Work mainly as knowledge (technology) contributors in the projects  
User • Work mainly as market insights contributors in the projects 
Governmental 
organizations 

• Initiate projects 
• Provide funding 

Table 6: Main leaning points participants 

As a summarizing statement, is can be said that industry and governmental organizations are 
important because of their role as project initiators. Hence, the establishment of an open 
innovation arena is dependent on the ability of the science park to attract industry and 
governmental organizations as participants. 

5.2 Contractual component 
Open Arena Lindholmen 
According to Vanhaverbeke (2006), formalization can have a negative influence on the 
innovativeness and therefore, they suggest a mix between formal and informal agreements.  

“We are extremely informal from all senses” (Niklas Wahlberg) 

This statement, especially, shows that Open Arena Lindholmen has the same opinion on 
formalization since they want their arena as informal as possible. However, Hällbrant & 
Ingvarsson (2012) point out that formalization gives an open innovation arenas structure and 
reduces opportunistic behaviors. Although, Open Arena Lindholmen wants to have a certain 
degree of informality to keep the creativity and innovativeness alive, they use formal 
agreements when public funding is involved to secure the commitment and contribution by 
the participants. Hence, it can be said that pecuniary projects create a need for formalization. 

Gassmann et al. (2010) see the management of IP as a critical aspect of open innovation and 
they emphasize the development of IP becoming a tradable good. Open Arena Lindholmen, 
however, does not regulate the IP of the participants in their open innovation arena because 
they want to stay neutral. Each involved partner can decide what to contribute. Despite that, 
Dahlander & Gann (2010) see an advantage in regulating IP rights. Although Open Arena 
Lindholmen does not get involved in their participants’ IP, they support the projects in the 
arena with models for IP agreements when requested. 

Open Ideon 
Van de Vrande et al. (2008) say that formalization can broaden the possible methods of open 
innovation. Since Open Ideon wants to assist their customers, for example companies that 
want support with their innovation processes, they decide project specifically what formal 
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agreements are required. So they leave a general decision about formalization open in order to 
be able to find the best open innovation method. Salter et al. (2014) support formalization 
because it is a safe way of sharing knowledge. Open Ideon noticed that the participants 
usually ask for formalization, which shows that formal agreements can have a positive effect 
for the participants. Hence, the participants are more active than the science park. When 
formalization is needed, Open Ideon uses the help of consultancies. Therefore, it can be 
summarized that Open Ideon decides on formalization on a project specific basis in order to 
be open with regard to finding the best process for the open innovation project. Additionally, 
formalization makes the participants more confident about sharing knowledge. 

Dahlander & Gann (2010) see an influence of IP in sharing ideas and thus, point out the 
importance of handling IP in open innovation.  

“For the companies it’s often hard; dealing with IP is a big issue, and we have to handle that 
fear, but for me it’s just a task to solve.” (Mats Dunmar) 

This shows that Open Ideon knows about this importance because they describe that there 
could be a mental block for the participants when IP is not managed well. Therefore, Open 
Ideon clarifies IP rights either formally or verbally with support from external lawyers in 
order to stay neutral. 

Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst  
Vanhaverbeke (2006) points out that formalization, like formal contracts, can be planned 
channels for exchanging knowledge and it could bring people from different organizations 
together. Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst requires formal agreements and formalized 
milestones for their tenants, however, they only coach and support the formalization of the 
open innovation projects. Since Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst only assists with the 
formalization of the open innovation projects, it can be said that the need for formalization 
comes from the participants and formalization is handled on a project specific basis.  

Gassmann et al. (2010), as well as Hällbrant & Ingvarsson (2012), see IP as an important 
issue in open innovation. Although, 75% of projects at Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst are IP 
and patent driven, they are not involved in managing IP unless they are asked for assistance, 
which is supported by the following citation. 

 „We don’t get involved in their IP management unless they ask us to (...)“ (Martino Picardo) 

Therefore, it can be summarized that although IP is critical to the success of the projects, 
Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst only gives advice and stays neutral towards IP management. 

Science Park Halmstad  
Van de Vrande et al. (2008) argue that formalization has an influence on possible open 
innovation methods. Science Park Halmstad does not plan to pre-define formal agreements as 
a requirement for their open innovation arena.  

“(...) so flexibility is definitely what we are going for.” (Peter Uppman) 

They want to be flexible and decide what is required for each project. This can be interpreted 
as a way to be more open and neutral. However, since Science Park Halmstad wants to offer 
pecuniary open innovation services in their arena, it has to be outlined that they require a 
formal agreement when companies want to utilize their offer. 
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Dahlander & Gann (2010) describe the importance of formalizing IP rights because it 
influences the willingness to share knowledge. Science Park Halmstad wants to be flexible 
regarding the management of IP. Therefore, it can be summarized that Science Parks 
Halmstad does not plan to pre-define formalization and IP rights management for their arena. 

Cross-case analysis 
According to SISP, who have a general overview of how open innovation arenas are set up in 
Sweden, formalization differs from arena to arena. When comparing the cases this can be 
confirmed. There are similarities, such as the tendency that science parks do not want to get 
too involved in requiring formalized agreements. Most of the time the participants request 
formal agreements and hence, it can be concluded that science parks do not stipulate the 
requirement for formal agreements. However, as soon as a science park offers precuinary 
services or when public funding is involved, there is a need for formalization. This is also in 
line with our working defintion of open innovation, that it is a carefully selected inflow and 
outflow of knowledge, because it shows that the participants want to have regulations 
regarding their inflow and outflow of knowledge, as well as a security for their investments.  

The same can be conlcuded for the management of IP. There is a tendency that science parks 
play a passive role in the management of IP. They are typically not invovled, however, when 
it is requested they assist. Although, Open Ideon states that they are involved in the 
management of IP, they stay firstly neutral by using the external help from consultancies and 
secondly, they see it as a necessary task to solve. However, even this can be interpreted as a 
more passive role. It is in line with SIPS, that IP should be clarified in an open innovation 
arena project but the science parks should keep a neutral position.  

Case Formalization  IP Management 

Open Arena 
Lindholmen 

• Informal  
• Funding requires 

formalization  

• Not involved, only when 
requested 

Open Ideon • Project specific 
• Pecuniary services require 

formalization 
• Consultancy assistance  

• Involved, but neutral  
• Lawyer assistance 

Stevenage Bioscience 
Catalyst 

• Not involved, only when 
requested 

• Not involved, only when 
requested 

Science Park 
Halmstad 

• Project specific 
• Pecuniary services require 

formalization 

• Involvement project specific 

SISP • Arena specific • Neutral position 
Table 7: Contractual component cross-case comparison: formalization and IP management 

To sum up, it can be conluded that science parks are not involved, or have a passive role, in 
requiring formal agreements and in the management IP. The participants usually request 
formalization and ask for help with the management of IP. Therfore, learning from operating 
open innovation arenas, it is crucial for the establishment of an open innovation arena that the 
science park has knowledge about how to handle both aspects and can offer a variety of 
solutions. Science parks could use the assistance of external expertise such as consultancies or 
IP lawyers as described by Open Ideon. 
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5.3 Social component 
Open Arena Lindholmen 
According to Lichtenthaler (2009), trust is an important issue when working with open 
innovation. Open Arena Lindholmen sees trust as critical for their arena because new 
participants can be scared working together with competitors in the beginning and hence, a 
neutral, trustworthy facilitator is needed. Thus, it can be stated that trust plays an important 
role in an open innovation arena. Additionally, Hällbrant & Ingvarsson (2012) say that trust 
plays a role in sharing knowledge. Open Area Lindholmen tries to reduce fear through trust 
and by searching for projects in a precompetitive phase so that the participants can work more 
openly.  

“...mainly we are in a field of precompetitive, from a time scale perspective, and thereby it 
becomes more possible to talk openly” (Niklas Wahlberg) 

Although this is not outlined in our theoretical framework, Stevens et al. (2013) confirm that 
open innovation projects focusing on a precompetitive stage can stimulate and form the base 
for working further together. Newell & Swan (2000) point out that developing a level of trust 
takes time. Lindholmen Science Parks confirm this statement, since they have worked on 
gaining trust between organizations intensively and for a long time. To sum up, Open Arena 
Lindholmen sees trust as an important issue. Trust needs time to be build and can be 
developed through working with projects in a precompetitive stage. Open Arena Lindholmen 
uses trust to reduce the fear to contribute knowledge that exists amongst participants. 

Motivation also plays a role in open innovation (Battistella & Nonino, 2013). Open Arena 
Lindholmen motivates their participants by finding projects that have benefits and incentives 
for them. This can be referred to the statements from von Hippel & Lakhani (2002), that 
motivation is based on a personal or organizational interest in something. Therefore, it can be 
summarized that Open Arena Lindholmen develops motivation through choosing projects that 
include incentives for the participants involved. 

Open Ideon 
Hällbrant & Ingvarsson (2012) point out that open innovation arenas need trust because it 
influences the participants’ willingness to share knowledge.   

“That neutrality is very appreciated, we can really sit down with the management team of a 
company and suggest this the best open innovation solution.” (Mats Dunmar) 

Open Ideon establishes trust through their neutral position and by continuously striving to 
achieve successful open innovation projects in their arena. The development of trust between 
different participants needs time (Newell & Swan, 2000). This is confirmed in the case of 
Open Ideon, however, they not only use the reputation of their open innovation arena, they 
also benefit from the reputation and brand of Ideon Science Park, since it is has been 
established longer. Therefore, it can be concluded that Open Ideon is trusted because of their 
neutrality and good reputation, and they use this trust to attract participants. 

Battistella & Nonino (2013) not only point out the importance of motivation, they also add 
that there is an ability to motivate someone. Open Ideon is in charge of inviting participants to 
the projects in the arena and thus, they can control and ensure motivation by selecting the 
right participants. As described by von Hippel & Lakhani (2002), motivation can be intrinsic 
or extrinsic, but both have an incentive in common. Open Ideon bases their search for 
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participants on incentives. As a summarizing statement it can be said that Open Ideon creates 
motivation by finding participants with incentives for participating in the arena. 

Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst  
According to Zaheer et al. (1998), trust can be developed and established between persons 
and organizations. Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst builds trust on both levels. Firstly, they see 
engagement as a trust builder. This engagement has to come not only from Stevenage 
Bioscience Catalyst, but also from the participants involved. This kind of trust is related to 
trust between organizations. Secondly, Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst considers group 
activities as a trust builder, which is also related to the engagement.  

Motivation is the encouragement to act and according to von Hippel & Lakhani (2002), the 
interest in a specific outcome of a project and an economic advantage can be a motivation.  

“They are all here for a reason, they are all trying to build and grow their businesses.” 
(Martino Picardo) 

In the case of Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst, everything is commercially driven and hence, it 
can be concluded that the motivation in the open innovation projects is based on commercial 
success. However, von Hippel & Lakhani (2002) point out that motivation can be on a 
personal level, like interests and enjoyment. Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst’s open innovation 
projects have the goal of a positive effect on patients’ benefit, therefore it can be stated that 
there is not only the commercial motivation, but also a motivation on a personal level. 

Science Park Halmstad  
Newell & Swan (2000) outline that building trust takes time. Science Park Halmstad has the 
same opinion, as they point out that trust is developed over time and by delivering good 
project results. Both the time aspect and successful projects, refer to a good reputation. At the 
moment Science Park Halmstad lacks both, but they see a chance of building it up by using 
the good reputation of Halmstad University. To summarize, Science Park Halmstad agrees 
that trust is built up over time, by showing good results and establishing a good reputation.  
 
Battistella & Nonino (2013) see motivation as a crucial part of open innovation and it can be 
built up by a person’s ability to motivate. Science Park Halmstad considers engagement and 
interest in the participants of the open innovation arena as a developer of motivation.  
 
“You need to show them that you are engaged and that you really want to help them. I think 
that’s the basic part of it.” (Peter Uppman) 

Hence, it can be concluded that Science Park Halmstad needs to be engaged in the arena 
development to motivate the participants to contribute. 
 
Cross-case analysis 
Trust is considered by all cases as an important aspect for the social component in an open 
innovation arena. The importance is based on the chances trust creates to attract new 
paricipants, as well as its influence in the willingness to share knowledge. It can be conlcuded 
that trust is needed for the establishment of an arena. However, building trust takes time. 
Science parks that intend to establish an arena lack time as a trust developer. However, as 
outlined by the cases, trust can also be developed through engagement and group activities. 
Hence, it can be said that the time aspect of building trust could be accelerated by showing 
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interest in the development of the open innovation projects, as well as being engaged with the 
particpants. As outlined by the cases, reputation can also accelerate the development of trust. 
Building reputation could be sped up when the science park utilizes another’s reputation, as 
shown by Open Ideon that uses the good reputation of Ideon Science Park and by Science 
Park Halmstad that intents to use Halmstad Univeristy’s reputation. This is in line with the 
comments from SISP on developing trust, as they point out that already established networks 
could help to develop trust in the arena. SISP also sees the neutrality as a trust developer 
which is confirmed by Open Arena Lindholmen and Open Ideon. Open Arena Lindholmen 
outlined another way to reduce the fear amongst the participants. Projects in a precompetitive 
stage, where no participant is at an advantage, could increase the openness of the projects and 
thus, can have a positive influence on the sharing of knowledge. Additionally, SISP sees an 
influence of trust on the formal dimension, as is could reduce formalization and IP issues. 

All cases consider motivation as a crucial part of the social component in an open innovation 
arena. Motivation can mainly be created through choosing projects that have incentives and 
benefits for all participants. SISP supports this by outlining the benefit of finding projects 
with urgent, common problems. Hence, it can said that in the establishment of an open 
innovation arena is it important to find the right projects and involving the right participants 
to build motivation. In addition, as outlined by Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst and Science 
Park Halmstad, financial benefits, personal satisfaction and engagement could motivate the 
participants. These factors essentially represent incentives and benefits and thus, they can be 
interpreted as choosing the right projects and participants with incentives. 

Case Trust development Motivation development 

Open Arena 
Lindholmen 

• Time 
• Neutrality  
• Precompetitive projects 

• Right projects 
• Right participants 

Open Ideon • Time 
• Neutrality 
• Reputation 

• Right projects 
• Right participants 

Stevenage Bioscience 
Catalyst 

• Engagement 
• Activities 

• Commercial benefits 
• Personal satisfaction 

Science Park 
Halmstad 

• Time 
• Reputation 

• Engagement 

SISP • Networks  
• Neutrality 

• Right projects 
• Right participants 

Table 8: Social component cross-case comparison: trust and motivation development 

As a summary of the social component it can be stated that science parks play an active role 
to establish a level of trust, as well as to develop motivation among participants. 

5.4 Spatial component 
Open Arena Lindholmen 
According to Moultrie et al. (2007), a physical meeting place plays a major role in fostering 
creative and innovative activities. Open Arena Lindholmen agrees and supports this because 
they created a neutral, physical meeting place where many people can access and spontaneous 
meetings can happen. Although, Awazu et al. (2009) state that information-communication 
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technologies (ICT) play a great role in today’s innovation processes, Open Arena Lindholmen 
refuses to build up a virtual environment because they consider the physical meeting between 
people as crucial for their open innovation arena, which is outlined in the following citation.  

“Again, the physical meeting is very important and you have to get the flow of people in a 
quite dense perspective to make things happen.” (Niklas Wahlberg) 

To sum up, Open Arena Lindholmen sees the physical environment as crucial and the virtual 
environment not as crucial. 

An open innovation arena can build up a physical place with technical equipment for their 
topic areas or convince the participants to share resources (Hällbrant & Ingvarsson, 2012). 
Open Arena Lindholmen does both. On the one hand, they have on-site equipment accessible 
to participants and on the other hand, they see a possibility that participants share their 
equipment and resources. Thus, it can be summarized that the physical environment at Open 
Arena Lindholmen increases the projects’ success by providing access to specialized 
equipment, both on-site and through sharing between participants. 

Porter (1998) found a positive relationship between the geographical proximity and 
innovations through competition and collaboration between companies in a similar industry. 
However, Boschma (2005) argues that close geographical proximity can help with innovation, 
but it is not the only necessary condition that encourages innovation to take place. Open 
Arena Lindholmen considers both arguments as relevant. Since they want to have physical 
meetings, the geographical proximity is important. They also know that competence is 
distributed outside their proximity and thus, they search more broadly for suitable partners, 
too. It can be summarized that Open Arena Lindholmen searches for competence and 
therefore, for participants within and outside their geographical proximity. 

Open Ideon 
Moultrie et al. (2007) point out that a physical meeting place fosters innovative activities. 
Open Ideon agrees, however, they do not use a fixed physical environment. They look for 
suitable physical meeting places case-by-case, so meetings can happen outside the science 
park’s buildings. They point out that the physical environment should be a neutral place. Von 
Hippel (2005) sees information technologies as a driving force for open innovation. Open 
Ideon also uses a virtual environment for their projects, however, since they see the physical 
meeting as more advantageous, they limit the virtual environment. It is limited in that they use 
basic tools like Dropbox for sharing documents, as opposed to project-dedicated portals for 
example. Therefore, it can be stated that Open Ideon sees a physical, neutral meeting place as 
more important than a virtual environment for their open innovation arena. 

An open innovation arena can build up a physical place with technical equipment for their 
topic areas or convince the participants to share resources (Hällbrant & Ingvarsson, 2012). 
Open Ideon declines to invest in specialized equipment for their arena because they consider 
the mission of the arena, providing open innovation processes to participants, and therefore, 
they do not want to limit themselves to a certain topic area. However, they see a possibility 
that participants support each other, for example by sharing equipment. As a summary, it can 
be stated that Open Ideon sees a disadvantage in having specialized equipment on-site 
because it limits their project possibilities and also reduces their neutrality. 

Carrincazeaix & Coris (2009) discuss, in the geographical proximity context, that temporary 
proximity, like meetings in specific phases in the innovation process and using virtual 
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interaction in between, can be beneficial. Open Ideon agrees that the virtual environment 
enlarges the geographical proximity. Projects tend to take place in their immediate 
geographical proximity. Participants, however, are more widely distributed and come from 
outside their proximity. Thus, it can be stated that Open Ideon uses their basic virtual 
environment as a chance to step outside their immediate proximity and communicate with 
participants, but the projects tend to be close to their proximity so that physical meetings can 
take place. Hence, they create a temporary close proximity for these meetings, where they 
invite participants for important process stages. 

Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst  
Hällbrant & Ingvarsson (2012) and Moultrie et al. (2007) describe the positive effect of the 
environment on creativity and innovativeness. Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst agrees by 
offering their tenants and therefore, also the projects within the arena, a supportive physical 
environment. Additionally, they received public funding to start a virtual open innovation 
portal and hence, they are in line with the statement from von Hippel (2005) that virtual 
communication is beneficial for open innovation.  

The physical place not only needs a suitable atmosphere, access to technical equipment is also 
relevant (Hällbrant & Ingvarsson, 2012). The disadvantage for SMEs in the pharmaceutical 
industry is their limited access to laboratories and specialized equipment. Stevenage 
Bioscience Catalyst wants to support the commercialization of their tenants’ ideas by 
providing not only networks with large pharmaceutical companies, but also through access to 
specialized equipment.  

“ (...) we have been given ex-GSK equipment that we offer to the tenants for free, (...) they 
don’t pay anything for access to the equipment.” (Martino Picardo) 

Since they have a focus topic and industry funding partners, they are able to develop a 
community-based zone with access to specialized equipment for their tenants on-site. Also 
sharing resources between participants is practiced. Thus, it can be concluded that Stevenage 
Bioscience Catalyst sees a great advantage of their open innovation arena in the provision of 
specialized equipment and promoting the sharing of equipment. 

According to Gallaud & Torre (2005) close geographical proximity becomes more and more 
unimportant as a result of technological evolution offering informal or visual communication 
and long-distance knowledge sharing. On the one hand, Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst agrees 
with this because they have an outreach program across the UK that is also developing across 
Europe, China and North America, to find new investments for their projects. On the other 
hand, Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst has the objective to help their tenants’ projects to 
become commercial successes and these kinds of activities need face-to-face meetings. 
Therefore, it can be summarized that Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst looks for new 
participants outside and the projects take place within their proximity. 

Science Park Halmstad  
Moultrie et al. (2007) see the physical environment as beneficial for open innovation when it 
promotes creativeness and innovation. Science Park Halmstad agrees because they plan to 
establish their open innovation arena in an external building that works as a vital and creative 
meeting point with a good atmosphere. Despite this, von Hippel (2005) claims the importance 
of a virtual environment, which Science Park Halmstad disagrees with.  

“(...) we believe people have to meet.” (Peter Uppman).  
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Science Park Halmstad does not plan to establish a virtual environment because they see more 
benefits in physical meetings between participants. 

As outlined by Hällbrant & Ingvarsson (2012), shared resources and specialized equipment 
are part of the environment of an open innovation arena. Science Park Halmstad believes that 
this is a benefit for starting an arena and that the participants should have access to resources 
through sharing. Additionally, they plan to build up centers for their focus topics, where 
equipment will be accessible to the participants. Thus, it can be stated that Science Park 
Halmstad wants to offer specialized equipment to attract participants.  

Although Gallaud & Torre (2005) see a reduced importance of the geographical proximity, 
Science Park Halmstad wants to start establishing their arena firstly in their region. It can be 
concluded that Science Park Halmstad wants to have projects, as well as participants, within 
their geographical proximity. This can be considered as a good choice for the establishment 
because the reputation should be built up in the region and can be extended outward later. 

Cross-case analysis 
According to SISP the environment of an open innovation arena should be a good meeting 
place whether it is physical or virtual or a combination. When comparing the cases there are 
two important points. The first point is that all cases highlighted the importance of a physical 
environment and its influence of establishing an open innovation arena. The second point is 
the little usage of virtual environments. Although ICT is developing fast and seen as crucial to 
open innovation, the science parks prefer physical meetings. Good examples are Open Ideon 
and Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst, in which both science parks established the arena with a 
physical environment and added or intend to add a virtual place to supplement. However, 
Open Ideon only utilizes basic tools for their virtual environment. It is only Stevenage 
Bioscience Catalyst that intends to utilize a virtual environment more intensively with an 
open innovation portal. Therefore, it can be summarized that when a science park intends to 
establish an open innovation arena an important aspect is the physical environment as a 
meeting place. It can be said that face-to-face meetings and physical proximity are still key, 
and that the virtual environment cannot sufficiently replace face-to-face contact.   

Case Environment  Equipment Geographical proximity 

Open Arena 
Lindholmen 

• Physical • On-site 
• Shared resources 

• Projects within 
• Participants within and outside 

Open Ideon • Physical 
• Virtual 

• No on-site 
• Shared resources 

• Projects within  
• Participants within and outside 

Stevenage 
Bioscience 
Catalyst 

• Physical 
• Virtual 

• On-site 
• Shared resources 

• Projects within 
• Participants within and outside 

Science Park 
Halmstad 

• Physical • On-site 
• Shared resources 

• Projects within 
• Participants within 

SISP • Physical 
• Virtual 

• - • Not relevant 

Table 9: Spatial component cross-case comparison: environment, equipment and geographical proximity 

The sharing of specialized equipment is another similarity between the cases. Although Open 
Ideon chooses not to have any specialized equipment on-site to stay neutral, they consider 



!

!

!
Master Thesis - School of Business and Engineering - Halmstad University 

!
! !

51 

sharing resources between participants as a possibility. All other cases have or plan to have 
on-site technical equipment in order to broaden their expertise in a certain topic area, which 
can be interpreted positively for developing a good reputation, as well as helping to attract 
new participants from that field. However, it is important to note that having on-site 
equipment limits the science park to a certain field. It can be concluded that science parks 
should consider the aspect of building up technical equipment access for their participants 
when establishing their arena. The access to the specialized equipment can be accommodated 
through sharing among participants and the science parks could also build it up on-site.  

SIPS see the geographical proximity as not so relevant because they consider the processes as 
transferable. However, all cases see a relevance of geographical proximity regarding the 
projects. So most of the project problems and challenges in the open innovation arenas stem 
from the close geographical proximity of the science parks, rather than further afield. Finding 
participants, in contrast, is enlarged outside the proximity because knowledge and expertise is 
generally more widely distributed. However, Science Park Halmstad plans to search for 
participants in their immediate geographical proximity first, which is suitable since they are in 
the very beginning. They need successful projects examples that they can demonstrate to 
participants outside their proximity. Comparing the established and operating open innovation 
arenas in science parks, it can be stated that science parks should actively search for projects 
and participants within their proximity during the establishment of their arena and as the arena 
develops extend the search for participants also outside their proximity. 

5.5 Procedural component 
Open Arena Lindholmen 
Hällbrant & Ingvarsson (2012) point out the importance of the processes in an open 
innovation arena and hence, the importance of project management. Open Arena Lindholmen 
avoids defining a step-by-step process and instead uses a case-by-case approach in order to be 
flexible and they see it as a way to build trust which shows a link to the social component. 

“I think that is also one part of building this trust that we do not push a process perspective 
and say we are now in step 3 we need your money.” (Niklas Wahlberg) 

Thus, it can be concluded that Open Arena Lindholmen is not in line with the suggestions 
from Hällbrant & Ingvarsson (2012) to pre-define processes for the projects. 

Although Open Arena Lindholmen has no pre-definition of their processes, they have defined 
topic areas in their arena, helping them to built up expertise in these fields.  

Hällbrant & Ingvarsson (2012) illustrate that projects in an arena can span from short-term to 
long-term. Additionally, Du Chatenier et al. (2009) indicate that there is a risk of rivalry and a 
lack of communication in open innovation projects. Open Arena Lindholmen starts their 
projects short-term to create more openness and to see how the project develops. It can be 
interpreted that they also try to avoid defining a project from the beginning to avoid the risks 
outlined by Du Chatenier et al. (2009). As soon as Open Arena Lindholmen notices a 
successful development of the short-term projects they get in contact with the participants to 
develop it long-term.  

Open Ideon 
Structured and defined processes in an open innovation arena should still be flexible and also 
suitable for the arena (Hällbrant & Ingvarsson, 2012). However, the authors also point out 
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that project management becomes important and thus, standard procedures and systemized 
methods should be implemented.  

“It’s not that we move and sit on the floor and drink coffee and try to grab a new idea, we do 
it in a structured way. It’s like brainstorming, you do it in a structured way to brainstorm.” 
(Mats Dunmar) 

Open Ideon has a very structured process. The process is specifically designed for their arena 
and since they are offering pecuniary open innovation services, a structured process is 
required. However, the process has its flexibilities. Hence, it can be concluded that Open 
Ideon’s pre-defined process has its advantages in being suitable for their arena’s setting. 

Open Ideon has no pre-formulated topics areas. It allows them to be able to perform any kind 
of open innovation projects and also increases their neutrality because Open Ideon or Ideon 
Science Park have not invested in any specialized equipment. 

Hällbrant & Ingvarsson (2012) see a possibility of running projects either long-term or short-
term. Due to the structured processes, Open Ideon’s projects are long-term orientated and 
hence, it can be concluded that the structured process fits to their decision to focus on long-
term projects.  
 
Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst  
Hällbrant & Ingvarsson (2012) state that project management becomes an important issue in 
open innovation arenas and hence, it implies that a structured way of conducting projects is 
favored. Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst has a defined way of getting tenants involved in their 
arena, however, the way the tenants work on their project is case-by-case and has no 
predefined way of proceeding. Thus, it can be concluded that the projects at Stevenage 
Bioscience Catalyst have no pre-defined process. 

Since Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst has the mission to foster commercialized biomedical and 
healthcare solutions through open innovation, they have a general topic area. This overall 
topic is divided in several sub-focus topics. Hence, a clearly defined topic area helps them to 
focus and to build expertise which could positively effect the attraction of new participants.  

According to Du Chatenier et al. (2009), it is beneficial for a collaborative project when the 
participants work together from start to finish. This particularly takes place in long-term 
projects, which is described by Hällbrant & Ingvarsson (2012). Projects at Stevenage 
Bioscience Catalyst have a long-term emphasis and when projects are finished the tenants 
move out of the arena because they should have grown enough to be independent from the 
support provided by Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst. Since larger companies or governmental 
organizations fund the projects, there is constant contact throughout the whole project, which 
supports the statement from Du Chatenier et al. (2009). 

Science Park Halmstad  
According to Hällbrant & Ingvarsson (2012), projects within an open innovation arena should 
be similar to internal projects in companies regarding structure, standardized procedures and 
systemized methods. Since Science Park Halmstad plans to use structured processes for 
projects with larger companies, they agree with the opinion form Hällbrant & Ingvarsson 
(2012). However, Science Park Halmstad is also planning to conduct smaller open innovation 
projects in their arena without a step-by-step process. To sum up, they plan to have defined 
processes for big projects and to run small projects without a defined process. 
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Regarding the topic area, Science Park Halmstad plans to build expertise around established 
clusters by utilizing them and the expertise from Halmstad University.  

Hällbrant & Ingvarsson (2012) see project management as a crucial aspect of longer-term 
projects. Since Science Park Halmstad want to have structured and unstructured processes, it 
fits to their plans of having long-term and short-term projects. Hence, it can be concluded that 
Science Park Halmstad plans to have long-term and structured projects especially for their 
planned pecuniary open innovation services for larger companies, as well as short-term and 
unstructured processes. 

Cross-case analysis 
SISP describe the concept of an open innovation arena as a neutral platform provided by 
science parks and they see a trend to formalize open innvoation services. With regard to the 
processes defined by the science parks as facilitators, there is no clear tendency. However, the 
reasons behind a structured or unstructured process are common. Open Ideon has a structured 
tred process and Science Park Halmstads plans to work with a structured process, too. A 
structured process is referred to as a defined step-by-step approach. This is resonable because 
they want to provide an precuniary open innovation service to companies. Hence, it is 
necessary to follow a certain process to ensure credibilty. Open Arena Lindholmen and 
Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst do not have a pre-defined process in order to let the 
participants decide and to increase flexibilty. Therefore, it can be outlined that when a science 
park intends to establish an open innovation arena, the decision about structuring the process 
or not is influencing the offer they can make to their participants. 

Case Process  Focus topic Project timeframe 

Open Arena 
Lindholmen 

• Unstructured • Three focus 
topics 

• Short-term 
• Long-term 

Open Ideon • Structured • No focus topics • Long-term 
Stevenage 
Bioscience Catalyst 

• Unstructured • One focus topic • Long-term 

Science Park 
Halmstad 

• Structured 
• Unstructured 

• Three focus 
topics 

• Short-term 
• Long-term 

SISP • Arena specific • Preferable • Problem specific 
Table 10: Procedural component cross-case comparison: processes, focus topic and project timeframes 

According to SIPS, science parks in Sweden have a good basis to establish open innovation 
arenas becuase of their hands-on knowledge and experience. This statement can also be 
related to the Innovation Union Scoreboard Report 2013 from the European Commission that 
states that Sweden is one of the leading countries in the linkages and collaborations. The 
cases show a tendency towards having at least one topic area within the arena. Only Open 
Ideon avoids focusing on a specific topic area because they say it influences their neutral 
position and limits selling their services. They focus only on providing open innovation 
methods to their customers. All other cases, however, see an advantage of having a focus 
topic because it helps to built expertise in that field, which in turn could help to attract certain 
participants, as well as to build up networks around a certain cluster. Although, Open Ideon is 
more flexible and not limited to a certain topic area, it can be beneficial, especially in the 
establishment, to use existing networks within the chosen area because it reduces the time to 
build a reputation, as pointed out by Science Park Halmstad. Since the reputation is strongly 
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connected to the social component and the development of trust, it can also be concluded that 
having a topic area and hence, expertise in a certain field reduces the time to build trust. 

SISP points out that the procedural component has to be adapted to the projects in the arena. 
This can be confirmed when looking at the timeframes of the projects. There is a tendency 
towards long-term projects. This can be explained with the purpose of the arena, since they 
intend to have projects with either a society told challenge or a specific innovation problem 
from a company.  Thus, all cases see long-term projects as relevant. Open Arena Lindholmen, 
as well as Science Park Halmstad, also considers short-term projects as beneficial. As a 
summarizing statement it can be said that the project timeframes have an influence on the 
processes. The cases suggest that long-term projects are more suited to structured processes 
and short-term projects are likely to suit more unstructured processes.  Therefore, the project 
timeframes are connected to the preferred project structure within an arena and are important 
considerations for the establishment of an open innovation arena in a science park. 

To sum up, science parks play a more active role in the procedural component because they 
need to define processes, how long the projects should run, as well as finding a topic area, 
ideally within an already established cluster. 

5.6 Summary of analysis 
Considering the whole analysis chapter, science parks as the establisher of open innovation 
arenas are not involved as a participant in the arena’s project but have the role of actively 
defining the setting of the arena. Throughout the analysis we were not only able to confirm 
the critical aspects developed in the theoretical framework, but also able to establish new 
findings that influence or further enhance the critical aspects. Table 11 further develops Table 
2 from our theory, presenting our new contributions established through the analysis process. 
!
The participants component confirms the literature, indicating participants are based on the 
triple helix model and additionally, users are seen as an active participant. Moreover, the 
analysis shows that the industry and governmental organizations tend to be more important 
for the establishment of an open innovation arena in science parks because they play a role as 
project initiators by pointing out problems and challenges. In addition, the analysis outlines 
that science parks play an active role in this component by inviting and attracting participants. 
 
For the contractual component and its aspects, the analysis adds further new findings. Not the 
science parks, but the participants request formalization, as well as IP regulations in the arena. 
Hence, the science parks play a rather passive role; however, they need knowledge about how 
to deal with formalization and IP issues since the participants could request it.  
 
The analysis also confirmed the importance of trust and motivation. As new findings, the 
analysis points out that science parks can accelerate the development of trust through 
reputation, through engagement, through neutrality and through working in a precompetitive 
stage. The analysis also adds new findings regarding the motivation of the participants. The 
development of motivation is directly influenced by the selection of the right projects and 
participants. A project with greater urgency, a more common problem and identified 
challenges is going to create greater incentives for participation. Hence, through the analysis 
we were able to outline that science parks play an active role in the social component. 
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Considering the spatial component, the analysis adds further new findings. Contrary to the 
theory, virtual environments are considered as less important than a physical meeting place. 
Furthermore, the analysis outlines that having access to specialized equipment helps to build 
expertise in a certain field that positively effects the development of a good reputation, as well 
as the attraction of participants. Another new finding is that challenges and problems are 
usually close to science parks’ geographical proximity. Science parks play an active role in 
this component. 
 
Through the analysis we were able to find a connection between the structure of the process 
and the project timeframes, which contributes to new findings under the procedural 
component. In fact we could show that long project timeframes need a structured process, 
whereas short project timeframes are more likely to use unstructured processes. In addition, 
the analysis contributes further findings by demonstrating that the use of a specific and 
appropriate topic area enables the science parks to build expertise in that field which in turn 
helps to attract participants and to build up networks. Generally, the analysis points out that 
science parks play a rather active role within the procedural component. 
!
Component Aspects New findings 

Participants • SMEs 
• Large companies 
• Academia 
• Governmental 

organizations 
• User 

• SMEs, large companies and governmental 
organizations are crucial for the projects’ 
initiation 

• Science parks play an active role attracting 
participants 

 

Contractual • Formalization 
• IP management 

• Both aspects requested by participants 
• Science park need knowledge about handling 

both aspects 
• Science parks play a passive role 

Social • Development of 
trust 

• Development of 
motivation 

• Trust is enhanced through the usage of 
existing networks and reputation, engagement, 
neutrality and working in a precompetitive 
stage 

• Motivation is enhanced by the selection of 
appropriate projects and participants 

• Science parks play an active role 

Spatial 

• Physical or virtual 
environment 

• Shared resources 
• Geographical 

proximity 

• Physical more important than virtual 
environment 

• Access to specialized equipment builds up 
reputation which attracts participants 

• Challenges and problems should be sourced 
geographically close to the science parks 

• Science parks play an active role 

Procedural 

• Processes 
• Topic area 
• Project timeframes 

 

• Connection between structured processes and 
project timeframes 

• Topic area helps to attract participants and to 
build networks 

• Science parks play an active role 
Table 11: Summary of the analysis with new findings 
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In addition to confirming the critical aspects from the theoretical framework and above-
mentioned additional new findings that influence or further enhance the critical aspects  
(Table 11), the analysis also demonstrates key common threads and connections between the 
components. 
 
Reputation and trust are mentioned by the cases within several components, which shows an 
influence and linkages between the critical aspects within different components. The cases 
consider reputation as crucial for the social component, especially for the development of 
trust. Open Ideon and Science Park Halmstad highlight this, suggesting that reputation is seen 
as a trust developer. The analysis shows a relationship between trust and the participants, the 
contractual, the spatial, and the procedural components, subsequently highlighting the linkage 
to reputation. Trust and reputation affect the ability of the science park to attract participants, 
as well as provide a basis for sharing knowledge. The critical aspects of specialized 
equipment (special component) and a topic area (procedural component), in particular, show 
expertise is related to trust and reputation. In relation to the contractual component we 
discovered a contradiction. Trust reduces the necessity for formalization and IP regulations as 
pointed out by SIPS, however a level of formalization and IP regulation also creates trust, 
which is illustrated through the requests from the participants to further formalize for 
perceived safety. Therefore, it is important to consider the impact of trust and reputation, and 
their influence on the overall success of an open innovation arena in a science park. 
 
Secondly, the selection and the attraction of participants is also emphasized by the cases 
throughout various components. Therefore, choosing participants as part of the science parks’ 
role connects and influences other critical aspects. All cases point out a connection between 
the participants and the social component by describing the influence of the participants for 
the motivation, as well as the influence of trust towards knowledge sharing among the 
participants. In addition, the participants and the spatial components are connected through 
the aspects of providing access to specialized equipment and geographical proximity. 
Furthermore, the participants and the procedural components are connected. The cases with 
defined topic areas are more likely to build expertise and reputation in these fields, which in 
turn enables the science parks to have good position when it comes to involving new 
participants.  
 
Thirdly, all cases mention neutrality extensively. Neutrality is not only considered as a way to 
develop trust, but more generally as a way for the science parks to remain outside of the 
actual projects and focus on providing the setting. This can be referred to as our definition of 
open innovation arenas, as a neutral place for participants with the will to contribute. 
Therefore, as neutrality is outlined by all cases and by SISP, it can be considered as general 
behavioral advice for science parks that they should keep in mind throughout the 
establishment of their open innovation arena.   
 
On a contrasting note, the analysis shows a contradiction. On the one hand, all cases point out 
the importance of face-to-face meetings, however on the other hand, all cases, excluding 
Science Park Halmstad, search for participants outside the immediate proximity, which 
decreases the ease to meet in person. However, it can be interpreted that science parks look 
for general expertise outside their proximity and if they are dependent on it, they will ensure a 
temporary proximity, for example by inviting these important participants to critical meetings. 
 
The analysis does not show a clear difference between the Swedish cases and the UK case. 
The general differences between the cases can be explained through the specific settings and 
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certain decisions about the purpose and mission of the open innovation arenas the science 
parks chose. Given we consider only one case from the UK we cannot draw too greater 
distinctions between science park open innovation arenas in Sweden and in the UK. 
 
In terms of the different time frames between the establishments of the open innovation 
arenas, the analysis points out one significant difference.  Lindholmen Science Park started 
their arena in 2005, while Ideon Science Park and Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst started in 
2012. All three cases had the time to build up a good reputation that subsequently developed 
trust, enabling these operational arenas to attract participants also outside their immediate 
proximity. Science Park Halmstad, however, emphasized the need to search for participants 
within their close proximity in order to develop reputation and hence, trust. Therefore, this 
comparison also confirms our findings from the analysis, that it takes time to build a trusted 
open innovation arena in a science park. During the establishment of an open innovation 
arena, the attraction of participants starts within the close geographical proximity and 
gradually progresses further outside that proximity to widen their catchment in pursuit of 
expertise for their arena. 
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6 Conclusions 

In this chapter we will present the final conclusions of this study.  We will answer our research question put 
forward in the introduction. In addition, we will point out recommendations for further research, as well as 
managerial implications.  
 
This thesis sets out to answer the question of “what are the critical aspects for science parks 
when establishing an open innovation arena?” 

When considering our multiple case study research, as well as the results of the Innovation 
Union Scoreboard Report 2013, that indicates that Sweden and the UK are leading in 
establishing collaborations and linkages, we illustrated a way to foster and improve 
innovation performance through open innovation arenas in science parks. Secondly, although 
our study shows only minor differences between the Swedish cases and the UK case, we were 
able to show a reason why these two countries are leading in establishing collaboration 
projects. Thirdly, by primarily investigating cases with already established and now operating 
arenas we were able to explore and learn about critical factors, which in turn can be utilized 
by science parks when establishing an arena. Generally, it can be concluded that science parks 
can play a role as a regional innovation developer by establishing and facilitating open 
innovation arenas because they bring different participants together in order to further develop 
innovation. This role of science parks can particularly be seen in Sweden and also in the UK, 
which could be an explanation for the leading position of these countries with regard to 
innovation performance (Europan Commission, 2013). 

Our results and analysis show that science parks need to consider the participants, the 
contractual, the social, the spatial and the procedural components in order to establish an open 
innovation arena.  

The primary participants in an open innovation arena are based on the triple helix model, 
which suggests industry, academia and governmental organizations. Additionally, users are 
often included. Our study shows that projects are usually initiated either by industry or by 
governmental organizations. It is the job of a science park to select the participants for the 
arena’s projects, for which they can take advantage of existing networks to attract 
participants.  

The contractual component has two main aspects, formalization and IP management. It can be 
concluded that science parks do not require a great deal of formal agreement, but that often 
the participants request it. For the management of IP, we discovered the same behavior. 
Generally, the science parks intend to stay neutral. However, the participants could request 
advice from the science parks as a facilitator. It can be concluded that a science park has a 
neutral and passive role in this component, but it is crucial for a science park to know how to 
arrange formal agreements and how to manage IP because participants could request 
assistance. Subsequently, this also indicates that open innovation is, in real life, not as open as 
outlined originally by Chesbrough (2003). Our study shows that the participants of open 
innovation projects request a limitation towards openness. Since the participants request 
formalization and IP management it can be determined that the openness frightens the 
participants. Hence, it can be concluded that our research findings are in line with the research 



!

!

!
Master Thesis - School of Business and Engineering - Halmstad University 

!
! !

59 

from Trott & Hartmann (2009), who also see openness as a potential risk of leaking 
knowledge. 

The social component refers to the development of trust and motivation. The study shows that 
trust is crucial for an open innovation arena because, firstly, it enables science parks to attract 
participants and, secondly, trust contributes to the sharing of knowledge. Newell & Swan 
(2000) show the positive effect of trust within collaborative knowledge sharing projects, thus 
emphasising our findings on trust. Trust is essentially built up over time and through 
reputation, neutrality and engagement. Motivation plays a similarly important role, with 
motivation fostered through the involvement of appropriate participants, encouraging 
incentives for participants and the selection of suitable projects.  

Our results confirm the importance of the spatial component. The physical environment of an 
open innovation arena is crucial because it enables face-to-face interaction. Zygna (2014) 
confirms our result, pointing out the significance of social interaction in open innovation 
projects. Additionally, our study shows that despite the technical possibilities and 
progression, virtual environments are not considered as crucial for an arena. This conclusion 
is surprising, especially considering a lot of research literature claims the usage of virtual 
possibilities, like ICT, are crucial for open innovation projects (von Hippel, 2005; Awazu et 
al., 2009). Hence, our findings about the usage of ICT are not in line with the findings from 
von Hippel (2005) and Awazu et al. (2009). The aspect of sharing or offering on-site 
specialized equipment, something that cannot be achieved virtually, is fostered in most cases 
and science parks see it as a way of building expertise and reputation, that in turn attracts new 
participants. The study shows that the projects selected are generally close to the science 
park’s geographic location, encouraging face-to-face meetings, but the selection of 
participants also takes place outside the immediate proximity to have a wider access to 
expertise. We see the trend to search more broadly for participants increasing over time from 
the establishment as the science parks develop trust and reputation. This appears to be the 
only noteworthy conclusion that can be drawn from the different times of establishment 
between the cases. 

Lastly, when considering the influence of the procedural component, the advantage of 
selecting a topic area is related to the participants, as well as to the social and the spatial 
components. A science park can use a topic area to be able to build expertise in that area 
which attracts participants. In addition, it establishes networks and science parks could use 
and exploit their existing networks, thus building a good reputation from the establishment. 
This, in turn, develops trust, which has an additional positive influence towards attracting new 
participants. The project processes and the timeframes are conditional. Longer project 
timeframes and pecuniary claims are more likely to have a structured process, whereas short 
project timeframes do not necessarily require a structured process.  

In addition to the confirmation of the components and the critical aspects highlighted in the 
theory, our study shows linkages between all the components through trust and reputation, the 
selection of participants and the neutral position of science parks have.  

Finally, our study results show commonalities with a study from Ollila & Elmquist (2011), 
who explored challenges within open innovation arenas. Their study points out the challenge 
for the participants to understand the arena itself and the arena’s rules. Our study goes some 
way towards remedying this challenge because it provides critical aspects for science parks 
when establishing an open innovation arena and therefore, it shows what a science park has to 
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decide in order to create an arena. Hence, we addressed the challenge outlined from Ollila & 
Elmquist (2011) by showing what critical aspects should be considered and communicated by 
the science park to the participants of an open innovation arena in order that they understand 
the rules and the setting of the arena. 

6.1 Practical implications 
One of the aspirations of the practical implications for this study is to provide a guideline to 
science parks that intend to establish an open innovation arena. By using our components of 
open innovation arenas and the critical aspects within these components, we are able to 
demonstrate possible ways that science parks can establish an open innovation arena. 
 
The science park should play a role in the selection, or encouragement, of the participants for 
the projects that intend to be undertaken within the arena. They should utilize their networks 
in order to attract diverse and desirable participants for the establishment of the open 
innovation arena. An emphasis should be placed on the industry and governmental 
organizations as they typically act as project initiators.  

Within the contractual component, the science park should know how to arrange formal 
agreements and how to manage IP, as participants could request assistance. Providing this 
assistance in turn creates trust and builds up a positive reputation for the open innovation 
arena.  

As part of the social component, although a science park that is about to establish an open 
innovation arena has a low level of trust, this trust can be developed through neutrality, 
engagement, and by adopting or incorporating the good reputation of other participants. 
Similarly for motivation, science parks should select suitable projects and subsequently 
involving the right participants, with appropriate incentives for the project outcomes, thus 
aiding the development of motivation within the arena.  

When considering the spatial component, a science park should provide a physical meeting 
place that fosters communication among participants, as well as build up access to specialized 
equipment, either through sharing between participants or on-site access. Furthermore, it is 
advantageous to source projects within your local geographical proximity, while 
incorporating participants from further afield as the arena develops.  

To align with the procedural component, science parks should utilize their existing networks 
to select an arena topic area that is prevalent within an existing cluster associated to the 
science park, subsequently promoting expertise and hence, a strong reputation. Additionally, 
science parks should develop a general process that can be adapted to specific projects.  
 
Aside from the consequences for science parks, the implications of this study can be 
practically relevant to the participants in open innovation arenas. Managers of large 
companies should consider participation in open innovation arenas to harness the knowledge 
and flexibility of other participants, particularly when looking to solve specific challenges, as 
a result improving innovativeness. By providing resources and real world problems to solve, 
large companies are able to incorporate an expanded knowledge base in a setting more 
liberated from their internal bureaucratic controls. Managers of SME’s can, like large 
companies, improve their business performance and innovativeness by harnessing external 
knowledge. However, SMEs also stand to benefit from access to resources and networks they 
might otherwise not be able to obtain on their own. Academia participation results in the 
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creation of networks with other participants which enables academia to showcase their 
knowledge, thus encouraging the direct commercialization of their research, as well as 
inspiring further funding and promotion. Governmental organizations benefit from 
participating both directly, through the innovative solutions for their projects uncovered 
through the arena process, as well as indirectly, from the improvement and stimulation of 
innovativeness in the region. The participation of users in open innovation arenas empowers 
them in potential decision making processes and enables them to influence something that 
directly affects them. Users also stand to develop a greater understanding of the product or 
service that impacts them and in turn allows them to optimize their usage. 

Looking at the political implications, it can be inferred that the development and success of 
open innovation arenas within science parks, and more broadly the development and success 
of science parks, can profoundly impact on the regional development surrounding that science 
park. Not only is the success likely to translate to increase the innovativeness of the regions, it 
is likely to positively impact on the development, investment, employment and overall 
prosperity of the region. Government funding, supportive regulations and legislations towards 
science parks, as well as the continual provision of challenging projects that stimulate the 
need for innovative solutions, all of the foregoing help a region to benefit in the short and 
long term. 

6.2 Further research  
Throughout the thesis we have highlighted possible limitations to this study as they have 
arisen during the process. It is conceivable that open innovation arenas focusing on different 
research areas have varying requirements for their participants and thus a different emphasis 
on the components presented in this study. Similarly, the way in which a science park 
operates their open innovation arena could foreseeably determine the importance of these 
components. Both the differentiation of research areas and the drivers that motivate science 
park operation of their open innovation arena are areas that can be investigated in greater 
depth in future research. 

Our multiple case study incorporates only European science parks, and from only two 
countries in Europe. While the selection of these countries has been justified, further research 
could broaden the European and global understanding. Further to this, there are likely to be 
differing settings and regulations, depending on the locations selection, which may either 
encourage or inhibit the success of open innovation arena establishment. Thus, the broader 
geographical differences in regulatory settings could also be an avenue for further research. 

We believe our research can provide a foundation for research outside of science parks being 
the establisher and facilitator of open innovation arenas. This could be conducted in the form 
of firm focused open innovation arenas, whereby the arena is no longer operating in a neutral 
setting and instead under the guidance of company objectives. 

We note that this study does not incorporate cases of failed open innovation arenas, simply 
due to the scarcity of empirical data during our investigation. However, these failed cases 
would provide interesting insight and beneficial learning to contribute to the critical aspects 
for successful establishment. 

Somewhat controversially perhaps, our findings contradict the sentiments of a number of 
other researchers when it comes to the importance of ICT. While our participants do not 
consider ICT to be of paramount importance when establishing their arenas, we see this as an 
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area for further investigation. 

The level of openness, or closedness, that constitutes open innovation is a contentious topic 
and one that should be defined more clearly. We see through our study that limitations to the 
openness of the process creep in as participant tries to formalize and regulate the innovation 
process. Openness within open innovation arenas, or lack thereof, provides substantial scope 
for further investigation. 

With the focus of our research on the establishment of open innovation arenas, there is a need 
to understand the later steps. Facilitating the process of open innovation within these arenas is 
a subsequent stage that is not yet well understood. 
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8. Appendix 
a) Interview guide for Master Thesis interview with SISP 
b) Interview guide for Master Thesis interview with Science Park Halmstad 
c) Interview guide for Master Thesis interview with Open Arena Lindholmen, Open 

Ideon and Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst 
 
 
a) Interview guide for Master Thesis interview with SISP 

Introducing the research 

• Introduction of ourselves 
• Discuss research ethics (permission to record the interview, names etc.)  

General information about interviewee 

• Background, position, open innovation experience, etc. 

 

Interview questions: 

1. Can you explain the importance of an arena within a science park? 
• What is usually the role of the arena within a science park? 
• Main mission, tasks and responsibilities, financing etc. 
• Why is SISP supporting and fostering open innovation arenas? 

 

2. Can you describe the participants that are usually involved in an open innovation arena?  
• What does each participant contribute? 
• How are the participants attracted to participate in the arena?  
• How is the process at the beginning when the arena is established? 
• Do you see each participant as equally important to the success of the arena? 

 

3. How does a science park support the knowledge creation between participants and 
subsequent profits? 

• How does a science park capture and measure this process and try to improve it? 

 

We defined 4 components in an arena; questions will be structured under them. 

Contractual Component: degree of formalization like formal contracts and management of 
intellectual property (IP). 

4. What kind of formal agreements (contracts) should a science park require for the arena? 
• Can you explain their importance to the arena?  
• What effect do formalities have on sharing knowledge? 
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• Is too much formalization reducing the innovativeness? 
• Are there any problems with formal agreements? 

 

5. How is a science park involved in managing IP from the participants within the arena? 
• Can you explain the importance of including IP in an arena? 
• Is IP considered as a tradable good within an arena? 
• Are there any problems regarding IP? 

 

6. What do science parks require of the participants involved (money, fulfillment of certain 
specifications, outcomes)? 

• How important is it? 
• Are there any problems? 

Social Component: creation of trust and motivation within an arena and among the participants in it. 

7. How does a science park establish a level of trust between participants ? 
• How does the trust level influence the arena’s success? 
• Is there more mistrust between companies or individuals? 
• Which are the main problems regarding trust? 

 

8. How does a science park establish and keep a high level of motivation? 
• How does motivation look over time? 
• Does the motivation differ between participants and their organizations? 
• Are there issues of motivation? 

Spatial Component: encompasses the actual physical, or virtual, environment where participants 
have the opportunity to meet and collaborate. 

9. Can you explain the physical or virtual environment of an arena? 
• How important is the environment on the success? 
• How did you create a physical and virtual environment? 
• Do you use ICT to generate ideas and include more participants? 
• What factors did you consider at the beginning?  
• Have those changed over time? Why? 

 

10. How important is specialized equipment? 
• How does it influence the success? 

 

11. What is the role of geographical proximity? 
• How advantageous is it that the participants meet in person? 

Procedural Component: revolves around what processes and activities are undertaken in the arena, 
thus what the different participants actually do in practice. 



!

!

!
Master Thesis - School of Business and Engineering - Halmstad University 

!
! !

71 

12. What are the typical processes in an arena? 
• What are the steps involved? 
• What are the outcomes? 
• How important is it to have a structured process vs. flexibility? 
• How is the process managed and what are the problems? 

 

13. Do the arenas usually have a specific focus/topic? 
• How are the participants selected? 

  

14. In what typical timeframes is an arena operating? 
• Short term (workshops, brainstorming) 
• Long term (projects) 
• What are your experiences what is working better?  

 
b) Interview guide for Master Thesis interview with Science Park Halmstad 

Introducing the research 

• Introduction of ourselves 
• Discuss research ethics (permission to record the interview, names etc.)  

General information about interviewee 

• Background, position, open innovation experience, etc. 

 

Interview questions: 

1. Can you explain how the arena fits into the science park? 
• What will be the role of the arena within the science park – why will it be established? 
• What will be the main mission, tasks and responsibilities, history, financing etc. 

 

2. Can you describe the participants you intend to involve in the open innovation arena?  
• What does each participant contribute? 
• How will the participants be attracted to participate in the arena?  
• How many participants are you intending to involve typically involved? 
• Do you see each participants as equally important to the success of the arena? 

 

3. How will the science park support the knowledge creation between participants and 
subsequent profits? 

• How will the science park capture and measure this process and try to improve it? 

We defined 4 Component s in an arena; questions will be structured under them. 
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Contractual Component: degree of formalization like formal contracts and management of 
intellectual property (IP). 

4. What kind of formal agreements (contracts) do you plan to require for the arena? 
• Can you explain their importance to the arena?  
• Can you think of any problems with formal agreements? 

 

5. How will be the science park involved in managing IP from the participants within the 
arena? 

• Can you explain the importance of including IP in the arena? 
• Can you think of any problems regarding IP? 

 

6. What will you require of the participants involved (money, fulfillment of certain 
specifications, outcomes)? 

• How important is it? 
• Can you think of any problems? 

Social Component: creation of trust and motivation within an arena and among the participants in it. 

7. How will the science park try to establish a level of trust between participants? 
• How will the trust level influence the arena’s success? 
• Which could be the main problems regarding trust? 

 

8. How will you establish and keep a high level of motivation? 
• Does the motivation differ between participants? 
• Can you think of any issues of motivation? 

Spatial Component: encompasses the actual physical, or virtual, environment where participants 
have the opportunity to meet and collaborate. 

9. Can you explain the plans for the physical or virtual environment of the arena? 
• How important is the environment on the success? 
• How will you create a physical and virtual environment? 
• What factors will you consider at the beginning?  

 

10. Will there be any specialized equipment? 
• How does it influence the success? 

 

11. What is the role of geographical proximity? 
• How advantageous is it that the participants meet in person? 

 

Procedural Component: revolves around what processes and activities are undertaken in the arena, 
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thus what the different participants actually do in practice. 

12. What will be the typical processes in the arena? 
• What are the steps involved? 
• What are the outcomes? 
• How important is it to have a structured process? 
• How is the process managed and what are problems? 

 

13. Will the arenas have a specific focus/topic? 
• How do you select the participants? 

 

14. In what typical timeframes is the arena operating? 
• Short term (workshops, brainstorming) 
• Long term (projects) 
• What are your experiences? what is working better?  

 
c) Interview guide for Master Thesis interview with Open Arena Lindholmen, Open Ideon and 
Stevenage Bioscience Catalyst 

Introducing the research 

• Introduction of ourselves 
• Discuss research ethics (permission to record the interview, names etc.)  

General information about interviewee 

• Background, position, open innovation experience, etc. 

 

Interview questions: 

1. Can you explain how the arena fits into the science park? 
• What is the role of the arena within the science park – why was it established? 
• How long has it been established? 
• Main mission, tasks and responsibilities, history, financing etc. 

 

2. Can you describe the participants involved in the open innovation arena?  
• What does each participant contribute? 
• How have the participants been attracted to participate in the arena?  
• How was the process at the beginning when the arena was established? 
• How many participants are typically involved? 
• Do you see each participant as equally important to the success of the arena? 

 

3. How does the science park support the knowledge creation between participants and 
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subsequent profits? 
• How does science park capture and measure this process and try to improve it? 

We defined 4 Components in an arena; questions will be structured under them. 

Contractual Component: degree of formalization like formal contracts and management of 
intellectual property (IP). 

4. What kind of formal agreements (contracts) does the science park require for the arena? 
• Can you explain their importance to the arena?  
• Are there any problems with formal agreements? 

 

5. How is the science park involved in managing IP from the participants within the arena? 
• Can you explain the importance of including IP in the arena? 
• Are there any problems regarding IP? 

 

6. What do you require of the participants involved (money, fulfillment of certain 
specifications, outcomes)? 

• How important is it? 
• Are there any problems? 

Social Component: creation of trust and motivation within an arena and among the participants in it. 

7. How did the science park establish a level of trust between participants? 
• How does the trust level influence the arena’s success? 
• Which are the main problems regarding trust? 

 

8. How do you establish and keep a high level of motivation? 
• How does motivation look over time? 
• Does the motivation differ between participants? 
• Are there issues of motivation? 

Spatial Component: encompasses the actual physical, or virtual, environment where participants 
have the opportunity to meet and collaborate. 

9. Can you explain the physical or virtual environment of the arena? 
• How important is the environment on the success? 
• How did you create a physical and virtual environment? 
• What factors did you consider at the beginning?  
• Have those changed over time? Why? 

 

10. Is there any specialized equipment? 
• How does it influence the success? 

 



!

!

!
Master Thesis - School of Business and Engineering - Halmstad University 

!
! !

75 

11. What is the role of geographical proximity? 
• How advantageous is it that the participants meet in person? 

Procedural Component: revolves around what processes and activities are undertaken in the arena, 
thus what the different participants actually do in practice. 

12. What are the typical processes in the arena? 
• What are the steps involved? 
• What are the outcomes? 
• How important is it to have a structured process? 
• How is the process managed and what are problems? 

 

13. Do the arenas have a specific focus/topic? 
• How do you select the participants? 

 

14. In what typical timeframes is the arena operating? 
• Short term (workshops, brainstorming) 
• Long term (projects) 
• What are your experiences? what is working better?  

!
!
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