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UNIVERSITIES AND SCIENCE PARKS: 
ENGAGEMENTS AND INTERACTIONS IN 
DEVELOPING AND ATTRACTING TALENT 

Eduardo Cadorin1, Eloïse Germain-Alamartine, Dzamila Bienkowska and Magnus Klofsten 

Abstract Throughout the history of Science Parks, many studies have shown that 
they have ceased to be mere facilitators of physical spaces to become important 
providers of services and resources to their tenants. Universities situated in or next 
to them play a key role in getting engaged in the development and the attraction of 
talent to Science Parks, to their tenant firms as well as to the region. Considering 
that skilled professionals are one of the resources that companies seek the most, 
Science Parks have dedicated numerous activities and means to become even 
more attractive to talented individuals, which can especially be found in entrepre-
neurial universities. In this study, we review the literature regarding the interac-
tions existing between Science Parks or their tenants and their local universities. 
Talent recruitment and entrepreneurship issues are addressed as the building 
blocks of these interactions. We strive to identify types of interactions that could 
differ in function of the maturity levels of the firms since their aims are not the 
same: at an early stage, firms tend to focus more on growth, whereas at a later 
stage, they tend to focus more on their development. We then point out policy im-
plications, concerning both entrepreneurial or engaged universities and Science 
Parks. 

INTRODUCTION 

Universities’ ability to generate both knowledge and empowered individuals posi-
tively influences regional outcomes (Florida, 1999; Gibb & Hannon, 2006). In this 
sense, Charles (2006) highlights the important role of universities ‘in the for-
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mation of human capital through the education of students as well as training ac-
tivities for people already in work’ (ibid p.119). Universities thus need to evolve 
along with their economic environments over time to not only survive but also 
better meet the need of these environments. Etzkowitz (2003) states that the as-
signment of the university has been evolving, assuming a new role in economic 
and social development. Back in the 17th century, in their first years of existence, 
even star universities, such as Harvard, did not have a real economic impact, as 
the economy was based on the combination of physical labour and financial capi-
tal only (Audretsch, 2014). Later, in the 19th century, the emergence of applied 
sciences seems to shift the role of universities: knowledge began to play a major 
role in the economy (Youtie & Shapira, 2008). During the world wars, research re-
sults proved to be useful for the American army in particular (Audretsch, 2014). 
From then on, some universities have become ‘entrepreneurial’ (Uyarra, 2010, p. 
1230). The research university seems to have been transformed to encompass the 
concept of entrepreneurship, changing into ‘a teaching, research and economic de-
velopment enterprise’ (Etzkowitz, 2003, p. 110). Processes of the entrepreneurial 
university lead to the creation of firms to bring research results into the market, to 
the transfer of technology, but also to the improvement of university's internal pro-
cesses and structure (Kesting, Kliewe, & Baaken, 2014)—in short, to the use of 
spill-over mechanisms in order to diffuse their knowledge to their economic envi-
ronment (Audretsch, 2014).  

In this context of evolving economic environments, Science Parks work as facili-
tators stimulating and supporting the growth of companies of all maturity levels 
(Rothaermel, Agung, & Jiang, 2007). Today’s Science Parks are the result of 
transformations and evolutions of the first parks that began to operate in the sec-
ond half of the 20th century in the United States (Colombo & Delmastro, 2002; 
National Research Council, 2009). US policy initiatives, such as the Bayh-Dole 
Act and the National Cooperative Research Act in the late 1970s and early 1980s, 
allowed universities and companies to form partnerships to market the results of 
university research (Link & Scott, 2006). New US Parks have emerged in this sce-
nario of university-industry collaboration and have become a model for other 
countries to develop their Science Parks (Westhead, 1997). Regional development 
was the first driving force for the creation of Science Parks, fostering the revitali-
sation of local industries, mainly through the transfer of knowledge and technol-
ogy from the university (Vásquez-Urriago, Barge-Gil, & Rico, 2016).  

The partnership with the university is relevant to Science Parks due to its ability to 
produce and distribute human capital (Mellander & Florida, 2011), and to the in-
flux of students (Etzkowitz & Klofsten, 2005) and researchers with advanced 
ideas and skills (Cadorin, Johansson, & Klofsten, 2017). Considering the univer-
sity as a ‘provider of talent’ (Florida, 1999, p. 68), graduate students, alumni, re-
searchers, and professors are all examples of talent in this study. Their knowledge 
and skills are the driving forces behind the growth of park companies as well as 
the development of new business in a Park. In this partnership, universities can be 
considered entrepreneurial, since the commercialisation of research is part of the 
regional economic development, and/or engaged, to the extent that they seem to 
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get involved in the social development of their regions, for instance, through a role 
of ‘workforce development’ (Breznitz & Feldman, 2012, p. 145). Moreover, be-
cause qualified people are a sought-after resource, Science Parks carry out differ-
ent activities on their own or in collaboration with stakeholders to recruit talent 
typically found in higher education institutions, such as universities. 

University-industry interactions have been discussed extensively over the past few 
decades. Perkmann et al. (2013), for instance, review the literature on university-
industry relations. They study 36 scientific articles published between 1989 and 
2011 that deal mostly with knowledge transfer through the application of research. 
A focus is made on ‘academic engagement’ that occurs both in formal and infor-
mal ways (Perkmann et al., 2013, p. 1). However, in this large panel of references, 
Science Parks are mentioned only three times (Clarysse, Wright, Lockett, Van de 
Velde, & Vohora, 2005; Phan, Siegel, & Wright, 2005; Van Dierdonck, 
Debackere, & Engelen, 1990), and neither talent nor recruitment is ever intro-
duced, as the teaching role of universities does not seem to be the focus of the lit-
erature review. Academic publications dealing with university – Science Park in-
teractions for talent recruitment have been reviewed in this chapter. Research 
often seems to deal with both the issues of talent recruitment and of university – 
Science Park interactions separately (Florida, 1999; Zhu & Tann, 2005). It also 
seems to address talent attraction to the Science Park rather implicitly (Radosevic 
& Myrzakhmet, 2009; Schiavone, Meles, Verdoliva, & Del Giudice, 2014). The 
objective of this study is to study both issues of talent recruitment and university – 
Science Park interactions in an explicit manner. 

This study contributes to the research on entrepreneurial and engaged universities 
by addressing the role of universities in the economic and social development of 
their regions. It aims to identify the types of interactions and engagements occur-
ring between Science Parks and their nearby universities, understanding and quali-
fying the university's role in developing and attracting talent that firms in Science 
Parks can recruit later on. In addition, this study also recognises and points out 
policy implications, concerning both entrepreneurial and engaged universities and 
Science Parks. 

In particular, the following research questions are addressed: (i) What kinds of 
university – Science Park interactions aiming at recruiting and developing talent 
are discussed in the literature? (ii) How do the formal and informal interactions 
between universities and Science Parks contribute to the recruitment and develop-
ment of talent for park firms related to their maturity levels?  

METHOD AND DATA 

The literature review aims to identify different types of interactions between uni-
versities and Science Parks regarding talent development and attraction to a Sci-
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ence Park, thus addressing our first research question. The analysis of the interac-
tions found in the literature leads to the development of a theoretical model that 
suggests an answer to our second research question. Finally, some cases are high-
lighted that aim to illustrate how university – Science Park interactions may ena-
ble the recruitment of talent into the Science Park. 

We searched the databases Google Scholar, Scopus, and Web of Science by using 
a list of keywords (Table 1), as well as queries associating some of these different 
keywords to specify our requests. In addition, we used references' lists of the se-
lected papers to widen our collection of readings. We thus proceeded to an itera-
tive process that comprised the following steps: (i) the collection of a set of arti-
cles; (ii) the adjustment of the collection with the rejection of some studies; (iii) 
the completion of the sample with the use of sources cited in the selected articles; 
(iv) a new adjustment of the sample with the rejection of some studies; (v) until 
the stage where the whole set of relevant cited sources in our sample had been ex-
plored. The search for new sources ended when the new references obtained by 
our interactive search process were either already in our set of articles or did not 
really contribute to the research. We initially determined that a minimum of 30 ar-
ticles would be required, mainly covering the last 20 years of publication on the 
subject. A study was rejected from our collection if that study was not explicitly 
discussing – in the theory or through an example – at least one relationship that 
was (i) occurring between a university and a Science, Technology or Research 
Park; or (ii) dealing with human capital.  This literature review is thus the result of 
the collection and the study of a final sample of 37 academic papers that explicitly 
discuss relationships between universities and Science Parks regarding the devel-
opment or attraction of talent.  

Table 1. List of keywords used to search databases. 

Attract Collaboration 

Cooperation Engagement 

Entrepreneur Incubator 

Innovation Interaction 

Recruit Research park 

Retain Science Park 

Skill Talent 

Technology park Technopark 

University  
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We chose to study some interactions occurring between Linköping University 
(LiU) and Science Park Mjärdevi (SPM) to illustrate our findings from our study 
of the literature. Three main reasons motivate the choice of these descriptive 
cases: (a) their relevance, since LiU has been characterised as ‘entrepreneurial’ 
(Svensson, Klofsten, & Etzkowitz, 2012, p. 1) and the relationship between LiU 
and SPM focusses not only on the commercialisation of university knowledge but 
also on the recruitment and development of talent (Cadorin, Johansson, & 
Klofsten, 2017); (b) the accessibility and the amount of data available, since SPM 
has had a close relationship with LiU for more than 30 years (Etzkowitz & 
Klofsten, 2005); and both LiU and SPM share geographical, social and cognitive 
forms of proximity (Boschma, 2005); (c) the possibility to illustrate a broad spec-
trum of activities and connections that can contribute to the engaged university. 

In order to build the cases, we first conducted an in-depth study on the websites of 
both institutions to identify interactions that would potentially result in talent re-
cruitment. Once we had identified the areas involved on both sides, we scheduled 
meetings or sent questionnaires via email to the persons in charge of these areas. 
Semi-structured interviews were conducted with two representatives from Science 
Park Mjärdevi: the former CEO that was involved since the creation of the Sci-
ence Park and had managed it for 30 years; and the current manager of community 
and employer branding. In addition, we met one of LiU Innovation Office's advi-
sors, as well as one senior advisor of Demola. A follow-up interview was held 
with the SPM’s Community and Employer Branding Manager to supplement the 
information collected during the first meeting, but also to obtain information about 
a new activity, and to test our theoretical model. In total, three questionnaires were 
sent by electronic mail, and four face-to-face interviews were conducted, that 
lasted between 30 minutes and 1 hour each. In the end, we presented the written 
cases to each respondent to validate the information, and we brought the necessary 
adjustments according to the feedback received from them. 

UNIVERSITY – SCIENCE PARK INTERACTIONS TO RECRUIT 
TALENT: A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 

In the literature, Science Parks are described in different ways, for example, re-
search parks, technology parks or science and technology parks (Hommen, 
Doloreux, & Larsson, 2006). The inconsistency in definitions can express political 
or financial issues, which emphasise certain individual characteristics of each 
park. In the end, this lack of uniformity makes it difficult to apply the term con-
sistently and broadly. Definitions from international associations, such as IASP 
(IASP, 2017) and UKSPA (UKSPA, 2017), point out that parks should stimulate 
and provide the required support for university-generated knowledge to flow ap-
propriately to park companies in addition to offering high-quality business ser-
vices and a prestigious location. Colombo and Delmastro (2002) and Westhead 
(1997) state that the establishment of connections with universities is an essential 
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pillar for Science Parks to achieve their objectives. Moreover, Science Parks 
mainly aim to nurture the relationship between universities and industry 
(Minguillo, Tijssen, & Thelwall, 2015), promoting proximity among them in sev-
eral ways, such as in geographical, technological, and organisational ways 
(Vásquez-Urriago, Barge-Gil, & Rico, 2016). The result is an environment that 
fosters innovation. 

According to Audretsch, universities' roles are evolving to become ‘broader and 
more fundamental—to provide thinking, leadership and activity to enhance entre-
preneurship capital’ (Audretsch, 2014, p. 320), driven in large part by external ex-
pectations (Pavlin, Kesting, & Baaken, 2016). In addition to research applications, 
a new focus is indeed made on ‘creating entrepreneurial thinking, actions, institu-
tions’, collectively ‘entrepreneurship capital’ (Audretsch, 2014, p. 319). This fo-
cus seems to be in line with the new ‘engaged’ mission of universities (Uyarra, 
2010, p. 1230), where knowledge sharing is dependent on social capital and rela-
tional involvement (Charles, 2006; Clauss & Kesting, 2017). Uyarra indeed de-
fines engaged universities as ‘enablers of regional development’, that provide 
‘adaptive responses’ to ‘regional needs’ through a ‘contribution of higher educa-
tion to social, cultural and environmental development’ (Uyarra, 2010, p. 1238). 
Gibb et al. (2013, p. 1) also state that the ‘societal engagement’ of universities is a 
way for them to behave entrepreneurially. 

The recruitment of graduates from the university to Science Parks is frequently 
mentioned in the literature (Hommen, Doloreux, & Larsson, 2006; Löfsten & 
Lindelöf, 2002; Vedovello, 1997; Walcott, 2002) and confirms the definition of 
the university as a ‘provider of talent’ by Florida (1999, p. 68). The recruitment of 
graduates of a nearby university can thus be considered as talent recruitment. It, of 
course, can be made without the help of a university, once the training of the grad-
uate is completed: the process can happen with exchanges occurring only between 
the graduate and the hiring company. However, the recruitment can also be a real 
interactive process between the Science Park, through the implementation of in-
ternship programmes, for instance (Hommen et al., 2006; Huffman & Quigley, 
2002; Walcott, 2002). This process enables the company to spot talent that could 
be worth recruiting later on to develop the company and also enables the student 
to build skills during an internship by acquiring know-how. This practice is more 
and more frequent, all the more as some universities now demand a certain 
amount of time spent working for an organisation as a requirement for graduation. 
Another way for companies to detect talent is to get students involved in their pro-
jects (Vedovello, 1997). In the framework of a course, for instance, the application 
of theory is made through a semester project that is physically conducted at least 
partially within the university by students, with professors as advisors, but for a 
client, that is the company that brought the project. Some tenant firms having 
spotted talent even proceed to grant scholarships in exchange for signing a con-
tract of employment after graduation (Huffman & Quigley, 2002).  

Direct recruitment, job fairs to present the company on campus and conducting in-
terviews are also often used to attract talent (Hommen et al., 2006; Huffman & 
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Quigley, 2002), as well as headhunting (Zhu & Tann, 2005). Headhunting can be 
practised by several actors: the hiring firm in the Science Park, the Science Park 
management office, or a headhunting company, that could also potentially be a 
member of the Science Park. The formality of these interactions is justified by the 
signature of a written contract: internship agreements in the case of internships, 
signed by the student, the firm and the university; an agreement between the firm 
and the university to define the boundaries of the partnership and of the project for 
which students work for free in the framework of their training; an agreement for 
the job fair, in order to fix eventual fees and to clarify the support provided by the 
university (such as space or material); and headhunting can also imply an agree-
ment between the headhunting organisation and the university or a part of the uni-
versity (such as an alumni organisation) to exchange contacts or to publish adver-
tisements. Firms having a higher level of maturity do these interactions with 
universities looking for talent to renew their business know-how (Klofsten & 
Jones-Evans, 1996). 

However, there are also interactions mentioned in the literature that deal with on-
park firms with a lower level of business maturity, most of them being new com-
panies emerging from universities or other park firms. Overall, Science Parks ena-
ble a conducive environment for innovation (Cadorin, Johansson, & Klofsten, 
2017), engaging in different activities, such as organising events to create an arena 
where researchers can encounter innovators and entrepreneurs. In this sense, Sci-
ence Parks bring industry and universities closer together, inspiring them to partic-
ipate in regional economic development; they are one example of regional innova-
tion systems (Coenen, 2007). In such systems, universities spread their knowledge 
through education and training programmes (Klofsten & Jones-Evans, 2013; 
Vedovello, 1997). These programmes target students, providing them resources to 
become self-employed (Huffman & Quigley, 2002), but they also focus on entre-
preneurs from Science Parks, in the form of formal courses or more original 
forms, such as breakfast seminars (Klofsten & Jones-Evans, 2013). But universi-
ties can go beyond their role of qualifying individuals through the commercialisa-
tion of their research results (Cai & Liu, 2015; Coenen, 2007), and they can be-
have entrepreneurially by relying on their incubators to support entrepreneurial 
students (Huffman & Quigley, 2002), providing facilities (Walcott, 2002; 
Westhead & Storey, 1995) and services needed to operationalise their new firms 
(Cadorin et al., 2017). This kind of interaction represents a formal link between 
universities and Science Parks.  

The lack of financial resources is a common problem in the initial stages of a firm 
that entrepreneurs need to overcome. To help them through this challenging pe-
riod, universities and Science Parks work together by promoting competitions 
where students present their business plans to a panel of judges and the winners 
receive funding from participating companies (Huffman & Quigley, 2002). 

The geographic proximity is the most perceived way of Science Parks and univer-
sities interacting for talent recruitment. It is informal to the extent that the univer-
sity is seen as a prestigious scientific institution, thus conferring a positive image 
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to companies of all levels of maturity that choose to be located in its surroundings 
(Felsenstein, 1994; Mellander & Florida, 2011; Quintas, Wield, & Massey, 1992; 
Tan, 2006; Vásquez-Urriago et al., 2016). The physical proximity within a cluster 
triggers the existence of informal information networks (Tan, 2006), that, 
strengthened by personal contact (Cadorin et al., 2017) through an alumni net-
work, for instance (Huffman & Quigley, 2002), can enable the flow of information 
concerning the need for or the availability of talent, but also the mobility of human 
resources for the creation of new firms (Dahlstrand, 1997) or for the transmission 
of knowledge and skills (Tan, 2006; Zhu & Tann, 2005). Companies can also con-
vey the needs of technology users and can guide university research according to 
market demands through these informal networks of information (Martínez-Cañas 
& Ruiz-Palomino, 2010). Moreover, as universities internally support the entre-
preneurship spirit of its students and researchers (Bienkowska, Klofsten, & 
Rasmussen, 2016; Díez-Vial & Montoro-Sánchez, 2016; Etzkowitz & Klofsten, 
2005; Klofsten & Jones-Evans, 2013; Klofsten & Lundmark, 2016; Martínez-
Cañas & Ruiz-Palomino, 2010), the physical proximity enables entrepreneurs 
from universities to use the facilities of Science Parks informally (Cadorin et al., 
2017). 

Talented individuals are known to be attracted to ‘progressive environments’ 
(Florida, 1999, p. 71), with a high quality of life, infrastructures, employers, and 
other talent, which is what Science Parks seem to embody. In general, Science 
Parks do not need formal contracts with the university to create such environ-
ments, even though the involvement of the university in the park ownership or 
management certainly implies one, making it a formal interaction (Albahari, 
Catalano, & Landoni, 2013). However, the image of the Science Park and its 
brand (Cadorin et al., 2017) are crucial to attracting talent, and the informal inter-
action between the Science Park and the university lies in their mutual enhance-
ment of image, through individual initiatives – for instance, academic publication 
of quality for the university – but also joined initiatives, such as research partner-
ships or co-organisation of events. Moreover, the interactions can be made directly 
by the Science Park management office (Löfsten & Lindelöf, 2002; Martínez-
Cañas & Ruiz-Palomino, 2010; Phillimore, 1999; Vedovello, 1997), without im-
plying the writing and signature of agreements each time.  

The use of the Internet (social media, newsletters) by the Science Park, its tenant 
companies (Cadorin et al., 2017), the university, but also by mixed organisations 
owned by both the university and the Science Park are also informal interactions 
to be noted; they are useful in sharing needs for skills and particular profiles as 
well as events, successes, and a positive image of the environment; in other terms, 
to attract talent to the Science Park. Thus, the importance of social networks 
should not be underestimated; not only the virtual but also real ones, such as 
alumni networks (Huffman & Quigley, 2002; Walcott, 2002) that are precious re-
sources to search for talent for the Science Park and the region, especially from 
their nearby university. Apart from alumni, the staff of the university can also use 
its network to observe the labour market of the Science Park. A case is described 
by Huffman and Quigley (2002, p. 407): ‘a staff member of Berkeley’s Haas 
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School of Business Recruiting Office spends one day a week in Silicon Valley, 
marketing the business school directly to selected firms and collecting information 
on Silicon Valley hiring trends’. 

Informal interactions between universities and Science Parks seem to occur more 
spontaneously and more easily to implement to the extent that formal agreements 
are costly (in time, money and human resources) to set up. 

INFORMAL AND FORMAL INTERACTIONS TO RECRUIT TALENT 
DEPENDING ON THE FIRM MATURITY LEVEL 

The interactions collected from our literature review seem to be characterised by 
two dimensions: a degree of formalism and the alignment with a strategic aim, ac-
cording to the maturity level of a firm or a new venture idea involved in the inter-
action. In this section, we present a model built on our collection of interactions 
collected in the literature given above. Our model (Table 1) displays common 
aims for the interactions sharing the same dimensions, which are in fact intermedi-
ary objectives of the interactions towards the recruitment of talent in the Science 
Park. 

The model proposed in this study is based on the motivations of the engaged uni-
versity to interact with the Science Park or its tenants and vice versa in talent is-
sues. The literature suggests that the university acts as a ‘provider of talent, 
knowledge, and innovation’ (Florida, 1999, p. 68), and it feeds the region with a 
steady flow of talent (Etzkowitz & Klofsten, 2005). This process occurs first in the 
attraction of renowned scientists and engineers, who in turn attract talented stu-
dents who are potential inventors and entrepreneurs as well as future skilled labour 
for park companies (Florida, 1999), suggesting that the university plays both an 
entrepreneurial role by taking part in the local economic development and an en-
gaged role by being involved in the social development of its region. 

On the one hand, entrepreneurial universities and Science Parks interact both to 
assist the creation of new knowledge-intensive enterprises (Klofsten & Lundmark, 
2016) as well as to support the business growth of the park's tenant companies 
(Klofsten & Jones-Evans, 2013). In this way, the purpose of the interactions and 
the way in which they occur are directly dependent on the maturity level of the 
companies involved, as well as the entrepreneurial behaviour of the university; 
and the recruitment of talent to the park’s companies is one of the desired results.  

The level of maturity of companies varies within a spectrum that has its beginning 
in small firms in their initial phase of establishment, traversing to the companies 
that already have experienced management teams and well-established develop-
ment programmes (Klofsten & Jones-Evans, 2013). 

University students and researchers, or even corporate employees, are potential 
entrepreneurs who can create new ventures, leading them through the early stages 
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of the enterprise development. In order to adequately support new entrepreneurs, 
the universities can offer (i) training courses and programs to develop entrepre-
neurship; (ii) consulting with business advisors; and (iii) incubator facilities and 
services (Harper & Georghiou, 2005; Klofsten & Lundmark, 2016) – making it it-
self entrepreneurial. Interactions of the entrepreneurial university with well-estab-
lished companies in the park occur, among other forms, through technology trans-
fers, consultancies of specialised university personnel, or training of company 
employees or hiring researchers or graduate students by the companies involved 
(Harper & Georghiou, 2005).  

On the other hand, the existence of formal and informal links between university 
and industry was first mentioned in 1981 by the OECD, and for example, Löfsten 
and Lindelöf (2002) used this terminology in their research. However, our litera-
ture review has a much narrower focus, as it deals with Science Park-university in-
teractions in order to recruit talent for the Science Park. As we have been review-
ing the literature concerning interactions between Science Parks or their tenants 
and their nearby universities, we have been guided by the proposition of a taxon-
omy of links that can occur between on park firms and the universities as proposed 
by Vedovello (1997). In this taxonomy, three categories of links are defined: for-
mal links, informal links and human resources links. ‘ […] formal links […] pre-
suppose the establishment of formal contracts between the partners, with both the 
commitment and the payment of fees previously established’ (Vedovello, 1997, p. 
494). Informal links and human resources links do not require formal contracts. 
What differentiates these two categories is that ‘human resources links’ deal spe-
cifically with informal individual relations whereas ‘informal links’ concern mate-
rial and knowledge exchanges. This taxonomy was found relevant and used by 
other authors, such as Phillimore (1999) for his study on the Western Australian 
Technology Park, and Bakouros, Mardas and Varsakelis’ (2002) study of Greek 
Science Parks. We also chose to use this categorisation; however, we chose not to 
keep the ‘human resources links’ (Vedovello, 1997, p. 494). In our case, the re-
cruitment of talent for the Science Park is the aim of the interactions, so human re-
sources issues should be considered as aims rather than as interactions. Thus, we 
define: 

– Formal interactions as interactions implying a written agreement or con-
tract between the Science Park or its tenants and the engaged university 
that can but does not necessarily involve a money transaction; 

– Informal interactions as all the other interactions that are not determined by 
the establishment of a formal contract between the Science Park or its ten-
ants and the engaged university. 

Defining those two descriptive dimensions of the interactions collected in the liter-
ature, as showed in Table 2, enabled us to create our classification of interactions, 
all aiming at recruiting and developing talent for the Science Park.  
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Table 2. Interactions collected in the literature 

 Interactions with Science Park tenants having a: 

Lower maturity Higher maturity 

Fo
rm

al
ism

 o
f i

nt
er

ac
tio

ns
 

Formal 

Organise or participate in education 
and training programmes. 

(Klofsten & Jones-Evans, 2013; 
Vedovello, 1997) 

Recruitment of graduates. 

(Hommen et al., 2006; Löfsten & 
Lindelöf, 2002; Vedovello, 1997; 

Walcott, 2002) 

Provision of resources to help stu-
dents become self-employed. 

(Huffman & Quigley, 2002) 

Internship programmes. 

(Hommen et al., 2006; Huffman & 
Quigley, 2002; Walcott, 2002) 

Commercialisation of knowledge. 

(Cai & Liu, 2015) 

Scholarships in anticipation of em-
ployment after graduation. (Huffman 

& Quigley, 2002) 

Business plan competitions. 

(Huffman & Quigley, 2002) 

Job fairs on the university campus. 

(Hommen et al., 2006; Huffman & 
Quigley, 2002) 

Breakfast meetings and seminars ac-
cessible through membership to en-

trepreneur club. 

(Klofsten & Jones-Evans, 2013) 

Researchers and students' involve-
ment in projects. 

(Vedovello, 1997) 

Use of university’s facilities. 

(Walcott, 2002; Westhead & Storey, 
1995) 

Engagement of university academic 
staff for consultancy.  

(Vedovello, 1997) 

Incubators. 

(Huffman & Quigley, 2002) 

Involvement of universities in park 
ownership/management. 

(Albahari et al., 2013) 

Regional Innovation Systems. 

(Coenen, 2007) 

Headhunting. 

(Zhu & Tann, 2005) 

Informal 

Support for academic entrepreneur-
ship. 

(Bienkowska et al., 2016; Díez-Vial 
& Montoro-Sánchez, 2016; 

Etzkowitz & Klofsten, 2005; 
Klofsten & Jones-Evans, 2013; 
Klofsten & Lundmark, 2016; 

Martínez-Cañas & Ruiz-Palomino, 
2010) 

Marketing the business school to pre-
viously chosen companies and ob-

taining information regarding hiring 
trends. 

(Huffman & Quigley, 2002) 

Human resources flow, mobility re-
sulting in the creation of new firms. 

(Dahlstrand, 1997) 

Human resources flow, mobility re-
sulting in the flow of knowledge and 

skills. 

(Tan, 2006; Zhu & Tann, 2005) 
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Students using Science Park’s facili-
ties. 

(Cadorin et al., 2017) 

Science Park brand/image. 

(Cadorin et al., 2017) 

Personal contact. 

(Cadorin et al., 2017) 

Use of internet (newsletters and so-
cial media). 

(Cadorin et al., 2017) 

Physical proximity to the university. A location that confers status and prestige. 

(Felsenstein, 1994; Florida, 1999; Quintas et al., 1992; Tan, 2006; Vásquez-
Urriago et al., 2016) 

Informal Information Networks 

(Tan, 2006) 

Alumni network. 

(Huffman & Quigley, 2002) (Huffman & Quigley, 2002; Walcott, 
2002) 

 Fostering links between the univer-
sity and park tenants. 

(Löfsten & Lindelöf, 2002; Martínez-
Cañas & Ruiz-Palomino, 2010; 

Phillimore, 1999; Vedovello, 1997) 

We observe that within each category, the interactions tend towards a common ob-
jective that is a step towards their ultimate goal of recruiting talent for the Science 
Park. Indeed, we observe that: 

- for firms or new venture ideas with a lower level of business maturity: 

o formal interactions tend to support talent creating their own businesses, 
resulting in the integration of talent in the Science Park; 

o informal interactions tend to create meeting places so that talent can find 
inspiration and resources to settle their business in the Science Park; 

- for firms with a higher level of business maturity: 

o formal interactions tend to support businesses in spotting talent in the uni-
versity, to be able to recruit them after graduation; 

o informal interactions tend to create an attractive environment where busi-
nesses can spread their need for skills and meet talent.  

The categorisation proposed in this paper based on two dimensions, i.e. degree of 
formality and degree of maturity, is summarised in Table 3 below and further ex-
plored through the use of illustrative cases in the next section.  

  



13 

Table 3. University – Science Park interactions to develop and attract talent. 

 Interactions with Science Park tenants having a: 

Lower maturity Higher maturity 

Fo
rm

al
ism

 o
f i

nt
er

ac
tio

ns
 

Formal 
Support talent in the develop-
ment of new ideas and creation 
of new firms. 

Support firms in spotting talent 
in the university, and create op-
portunities for temporary in-
volvement. 

Informal 
Create meeting places so that 
talent can find inspiration and 
resources. 

Create an environment where 
firms can express their needs for 
skills. 

ILLUSTRATIVE CASES OF INTERACTIONS 

In the following section, we present six cases that describe university – Science 
Park interactions related to talent recruitment. The cases are coherent with our 
model (Table 4):  

Table 4. Illustrative cases from Science Park Mjärdevi 

 Interactions with Science Park tenants having a: 

Lower maturity Higher maturity 

Fo
rm

al
ism

 o
f i

nt
er

ac
tio

ns
 

Formal 

Demola 

LiU Game Awards LARM 

LiU Innovation Sommarmatchen 

Informal LEAD incubator Östgötamorgon 

LARM  

SPM and student organisations of LiU interact informally to promote recruitment 
fairs together annually, creating opportunities for companies, regardless of their 
maturity level, and students to get to know each other. In such interactions, LiU 
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has a slight participation or even none. This practice is justified in the words of the 
SPM Community and Employer Branding Manager:  

‘[...] for matters regarding talent attraction, I have more interactions with student unions 
than with LiU as an organisation, because this is a more direct and faster collaboration’. 

SPM invites companies, but the contract and payment of the fee are carried out di-
rectly with the student union Lintek. Approximately 200 students and 35 compa-
nies participated in the 2017 edition. 

LiU Innovation 

LIU Innovation is owned by Linköping University (LiU) with the mission to sup-
port academic entrepreneurship. Its primary aim is interacting informally with stu-
dents and researchers to mature their business idea and prepare them with all nec-
essary skills. In the end, the team should be self-sufficient and able to properly 
conduct their venture to grow into a valuable business in the next stage, that is for 
some ventures joining the incubator, LEAD. Although LiU owns LiU Innovation 
and is one owner of LEAD, they are housed in Science Park Mjärdevi facilities, 
immersed in its business environment and somewhat out of the academic context, 
representing a smooth integration of the academic and business environment and 
vice versa. 

Sommarmatchen  

Sommarmatchen is a 6-week programme promoted by LiU Innovation, where a 
group of university students have the opportunity to formally participate and get 
involved in projects of prospective or newly formed research-based companies of 
LiU researchers. Temporary hiring during summer holidays allows companies to 
test the students, who are required to take academic ideas to a different perspec-
tive, such as a market analysis.  

The links generated by the programme are the basis for the future recruitment 
of students, allowing them to stay in the region after graduating. This opportunity 
generation is one of the leading concerns of LiU, according to an innovation ad-
viser at the LiU Innovation office, who states: 

‘[...] make students stay and start their careers in this region is the challenge of the 
university, Mjärdevi and Region Östergötland’. 

LiU Game Awards  

Linköping University (LiU) annually develops a competition among entrepreneur-
ial students called ‘LiU Game Awards’. Science Park Mjärdevi formally partici-
pates as an event sponsor. In the competition, students present the games that they 
have developed, which are evaluated by experts from the gaming industry, and the 
best games are awarded. These events aim to support students with new ideas and 
business in their early stages. 
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Demola 

Placing students and companies in contact is a means of building the students' en-
trepreneurial skills and facilitating recruitment as they both have the opportunity 
to recognise the qualities of the other. Considering this, Linköping University 
(LiU) offers an entrepreneurship course for interdisciplinary development in coop-
eration with the international development platform Demola. In this course, stu-
dents can broaden their networks and also develop their professional skills. The 
projects are created based on real problems of the companies and students work in 
teams to offer a solution. The course promotes the integration of companies with 
students, who are able to demonstrate their qualities, which links to future recruit-
ment. In addition, by working with other students and developing new solutions, 
there is also the creation of links between students, who may in the future develop 
a new venture together. Both situations contribute to the recruitment of young uni-
versity talent. 

Östgötamorgon  

The purpose of recruiting talent is not limited to current students but extends to 
Linköping University (LiU) alumni network. Former students are also desired. In 
order to attract former students back to the region, the County of Östergötland or-
ganises an event called ‘Östgötamorgon’ in collaboration with LiU, which is in 
charge of sending invitations to its alumni, Science Park Mjärdevi and twelve mu-
nicipalities in the region of Eastern Sweden. The event consists of meeting around 
three times each semester in Stockholm for networking and attending lectures dur-
ing breakfast. The goal is to strengthen ties with former university students and 
bring them back to the region as they potentially have extensive business experi-
ence and can add value to both small and large park companies. 

CONCLUSIONS AND IMPLICATIONS 

The reviewed literature as well as the illustrative cases suggest that universities 
have been playing their role ‘in economic and social development’ (Etzkowitz, 
2003, p. 110), assuming a mission ‘in developing pedagogies and practices that 
stimulate entrepreneurial attributes and values, provide real insights into the entre-
preneurial life-world’ (Gibb & Hannon, 2006, p. 90). By acting entrepreneurially, 
the university prepares and supports its students and researchers, as well as the 
workers of the Science Park, in all aspects involving entrepreneurship. This seems 
facilitated by the existence of a structure and diverse services provided in the asso-
ciated Science Park – whether by the Science Park office itself or by the univer-
sity. This engagement of universities in their social and economic environments, 
however, does not only benefit the emergence of new businesses, but also in-park 
consolidated companies, for instance. They might also gain the opportunity to in-
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teract with university students during their studies or even after graduation, allow-
ing them to select the best professionals for them, in terms of qualifications and 
alignment with the company profile. 

One of our main aims was to search the literature for theory regarding the interac-
tions occurring between engaged universities and Science Parks to recruit talent 
for on-park firms. While looking for an answer to our first research question, we 
noticed that some interactions are mentioned, but in most cases, university – Sci-
ence Park relations and talent recruitment are treated separately in academic litera-
ture. Our literature review has highlighted the fact that these interactions can be 
characterised by two dimensions in particular: the degree of formality (Vedovello, 
1997); and the degree of maturity of the involved firm (Klofsten & Jones-Evans, 
2013). Our literature review has also raised questions regarding the stakeholders 
involved in the interactions: even though we have been focussing on interactions 
between the engaged university and the Science Park, both organisations gather 
multiple stakeholders: for instance, interactions can occur between the Science 
Park management office, or tenant firms, and between the university administra-
tion, or organisations belonging to the university, or even student organisations. 

Furthermore, we have studied more in depth how the formal and informal interac-
tions contribute to the recruitment of talent, for firms with different levels of busi-
ness maturity. Our classification of interactions lead us to distinguish four main 
types, thus answering our second research question: (i) creating meeting places, 
where firms can diffuse their need for specific skills and (ii) meeting talent 
(Huffman & Quigley, 2002; Tan, 2006), and (iii) where talent can find an attrac-
tive environment to start a new business (Cadorin et al., 2017; Díez-Vial & 
Montoro-Sánchez, 2016); (iv) spotting talent (Hommen et al., 2006; Walcott, 
2002); and (iv) supporting talent in their creation of new companies (Huffman & 
Quigley, 2002; Westhead & Storey, 1995). Beyond classifying the interactions 
collected from the literature, this theoretical model shows intermediary objectives 
that are used together by Science Parks and their nearby engaged universities to 
facilitate talent recruitment. 

Observing the interactions occurring between Linköping University and Science 
Park Mjärdevi for talent recruitment enabled us to verify that these interactions il-
lustrate what we have found in the literature. For example, firms with a higher 
level of maturity tend to create formal links with the university in order to renew 
their staff by recruiting graduates. Recruitment fairs and participation of university 
students in firm's projects seem to be efficient recruitment tools. On the other 
hand, new ventures or firms with a lower level of maturity take advantage of the 
formal links with the university to get a qualified support to develop their busi-
ness. In this case, the university needs to be entrepreneurial and engaged in devel-
oping the entrepreneurship skills of its students by providing training programmes 
or helping them to develop their ideas by offering consulting services at innova-
tion offices and incubators. The informal links occur mainly considering the geo-
graphical proximity of firms and universities as well as their participation in 
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events. Young and senior talents can be reached in such events and recruited to 
companies either with high or low maturity levels. 

A number of policy implications arise from this study for engaged universities, 
Science Parks and their tenant firms. Firstly, university managers might stimulate 
the entrepreneurial spirit of students and researchers, giving them the opportunity 
to network, develop their skills, and mature their ideas. Entrepreneurship courses 
that integrate students and researchers in firm projects, seminars and network 
events are examples of activities that can contribute to the qualification of the 
young entrepreneurs so that they are prepared to enter the incubator and later in 
the Science Park, retaining talent in the region. 

Secondly, Science Park managers might be alert to the needs of their tenants and 
create opportunities for companies and talent to meet and get to know each other. 
The matching of interests will occur naturally when the environment is open to 
networking and interactions. Providing such environment should be one of the 
main objectives of the managers in order to recruit university talent. 

Finally, tenant firms need to understand that in order to recruit university talent, 
they must increase their participation in academic activities, seeking to interact 
with students and researchers, so that they have the opportunity to get to know 
companies and their projects better. The participation of the company in academic 
courses besides contributing to the entrepreneurial training of the students also 
creates interpersonal and professional bonds that will influence a future recruit-
ment cycle. In order to influence students positively when they are seeking em-
ployment, company managers should plan activities to advertise the brand and the 
company's areas of expertise, in addition to its needs for talent with certain skills. 
In addition, small actions, such as integrating students and researchers into their 
networks, creating links and encouraging the discovery of common interests 
among academics and entrepreneurs, can also contribute to attracting academic 
talent.  

Future research could explore to what extent tenant firms can influence the content 
of the teaching offer of the engaged university. It could also investigate to what 
extent the university influences the choices of its nearby firms to orientate their 
activities towards an area covered by the university, both in terms of research and 
education. Such studies could develop policy implications for universities to 
closer adapt their curriculum to the needs of the society, benefiting themselves, as 
well as the workforce, businesses, and also the economy as such. 
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