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Preface 
The project SHIFT ς Support Systems for Sustainable Entrepreneurship and Transformation ς was carried 

out in 2012-2016 within the first call of the EU research network ECO-INNOVERA, which enabled 

international collaborative projects on eco-innovation that were funded by the respective national funding 

organisations of the participating research institutions. The goal of the project SHIFT has been to analyse 

how public, intermediary and private support systems for entrepreneurship have to be changed in order to 

systematically boost the development and implementation of eco-innovation, and make realistic 

recommendations for policy makers and important actors of the support system on how to initiate a 

paradigm change in their supporting schemes. 

This report contains the results of Work Package 7 of the SHIFT project: The roles of interagents and 

unusual collaboration in supporting sustainable start-ups and eco-SMEs ς literature and findings. It has 

been written as a project report for the SHIFT consortium and selected stakeholders of the project. Work 

Package 7 report provides theoretical foundation, an interdisciplinary framework and findings from the 

empirical work carried out in the work package. The foundations of the project as well as the theoretical 

framework are presented briefly in Chapter 1 of the present report, including our considerations on what 

ƳŀƪŜǎ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ άǳƴǳǎǳŀƭέ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦƻǊ ŜŎƻ-SMEs and eco-innovation. The findings 

and conclusions as regards the elaboration of current support system of entrepreneurship and eco-

innovation are included in Chapter 6. In Appendix 4 of the report we have added a little glossary with 

central terms and their definitions. 

In the WP7 report we have, through literature review and empirical cases, aimed at identifying what kind of 

unusual collaboration and related interagents exist, making a special reference to actors supporting eco-

innovation in start-ups and SMEs. By analysing the contents of specific unusual collaboration cases, the 

report strives also to show how these collaborative and interagent services complement or overlap with 

the mainstream support services and how these services are related to overlapping concepts that promote 

entrepreneurship, such as cluster initiative, innovation community and business accelerator. We have also 

assessed the potential that such unusual collaboration approaches have in terms of positive impacts to 

serve the sustainable transformation in the society. It should be kept in mind that our empirical findings 

primarily reflect practical experience in a small country, namely Finland, which has been among the most 

advanced economies both in terms of public innovation support and eco-innovation. We are quite 

confident that many of the features present in the Finnish cases are applicable in other EU countries, too.  

We hope that the potential readers of this report would find it enlightening and useful.  

 

Helsinki, Finland and Porto, Portugal, 30 April 2016  

 

Mika Kuisma and Alastair Fuad-Luke   
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1 Introduction  

 
In this chapter we outline the aims and discuss the background of the work package (WP) 7 of the SHIFT 

project. After presenting the research questions of the study we show some of our preliminary findings 

from a sample of Finnish eco-SMEs as well as define the concept of interagent and the features of unusual 

collaboration. After that we show some of the potential typologies that help in analyzing and classifying 

interagents and collaboration related to eco-innovation support. Finally, we provide an overview of 

literature perspectives on collaboration and eco-ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘΦ ¢ƘŜ ƭƛǘŜǊŀǘǳǊŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ όΨǎǘŀǘŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀǊǘΩύ 

follows in Chapter 2. It covers the EU and wider international territory, while our empirical study focuses 

mainly on Finland and the Finnish (eco-) innovation systems. 

 

1.1 Objectives  and research questions  of the work package    
 

Firstly, we aim at identifying 'unusual collaboration' promoted by interagents that supports start-ups (and 

SMEs), i.e.  

ï the activities are to some extent different from those identified and focused in other WPs which 

concentrate on the support provided by universities (WP2), business incubators (WP3), business 

development organisations (WP4), design services (WP5) and funding (WP6), 

ï a special reference is made to actors supporting eco-innovation,   

ï mainly start-ups are included, but eco-SMEs other than start-ups not excluded either as support 

receivers  

RQ1 - What emergent and innovative types of bringing people and other resources together to 
support eco-oriented innovation and start-ups exist in the current support system (in addition to 
those of actors in focus in WPs 2-6)?   

 

Secondly, our objective is to show how these services are integrated into support systems 

ï How these complement or overlap with the services analysed in WPs 2-6, as well as how they 

potentially integrate other existing (mainstream) support services, 

ï How these services relate to other concepts promoting entrepreneurship, especially ΨŎluster 

initiativeΩ, Ψƛnnovation communityΩ, Ψǎtrategic networkΩ, Ψbusiness acceleratorΩ, and Ψbusiness 

ecosystemΩ. The definitions for these concepts are presented in the glossary in Appendix 4 of this 

report.  

RQ2 - What kind of added value do unusual collaboration and interagents support services create 
όŀƴŘ Ƙƻǿύ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ΨƳŀƛƴǎǘǊŜŀƳΩ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ ŀƴŘ ǿƘŀǘ challenges are involved (in 
terms of technological and behavioural change)? 

 

Thirdly, we aim at assessing their potential for more positive impacts on eco-innovation support, and 

ultimately sustainable transformation in the society.   

 

RQ3 - How should the eco-innovation support infrastructure / policies be developed to better serve 
the transformation of society (technological and behavioural perspectives)?  
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1.2 Preliminary findings on the support networks of a sample of Finnish eco -

SMEs  
 

¢ƘŜ ΨƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭΩ ǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ǎǳpport does not necessarily recognize ǎƻƳŜ ǇŀǊǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǎȅǎǘŜƳ όΨǳƴǳǎǳŀƭ 

ǎǳǎǇŜŎǘǎΩ ƻǊ ΨǿƛƭŘ ŎŀǊŘǎΩύ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƴƎ. In our small sample of industrial partners in Finland 

who joined the steering group for the SHIFT project in Aalto ARTS (Appendix 5), we have found, for 

example, the following unofficial and/or informal support actors:  

ï persons or organizations with large (often international) contact networks with potential 

customers,  

ï personal everyday circle (the entrepreneurs see it often having a central supportive role 

compared to the contribution by official entrepreneurship and innovation support services),  

ï the co-creative role of specialists and committed experts outside the institutionalized research 

and support infrastructure,  

 

¢ƘŜǎŜ ΨƻtherΩ actors that we are calling interagents (see the definition below) may have a very important 

role in the support system of individual start-ups. They may have tens of micro-enterprises in their 

collaborative network, and they seem to have a lot of tacit knowledge on the problems and challenges of 

the current support system.   

No relevant examples of collaborating incumbents and emerging eco-businesses existed in our sample, but 

we should not ignore large established businesses as potential interagents either.   

 

 

1.3 Defining the interagent   
 

WP7 focuses on the ǊƻƭŜǎ ƻŦ ΨƛƴǘŜǊŀƎŜƴǘǎΩ, especially individuals, in supporting sustainable start-ups and 

eco-innovative SMEs with special reference to the Finnish eco-innovation systems. Our working definition 

of the term describes an interagent as   

ï an independent actor or player who has an agenda as intermediary, interceder, mediator or 

middle person to bring people and other key resources together for their self-interest and the 

interests of others in the innovation support system  

Interagents typically have informal organisational form (we note that this is also possible inside an 

otherwise formal organisation / structure). Interagents may play an important role in the development of 

new technologies or new behaviours, or both. Both behavioural and technological changes are needed to 

achieve ΨŜŦŦƛŎŀŎȅΩ, a combination of improved behaviour with existing technology (sufficiency) and existing 

behaviour with new technology (efficiency) (Sherwin and Bhamra 2000). A quite similar framework can be 

found in a conceptual sustainable design matrix by IfM Design Management Group (2014)  ς see Figures 1a 

and 1b below.  
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Figure 1a. From business as usual to efficiency with new technology, or to sufficiency through new 

behavior, or towards efficacy with both technological and behavioral change (source: Diagram by Alastair 

Fuad-Luke adapted from Sherwin & Bhamra 2000).  

 
Figure 1b. Sustainability potential with new technology or new behavior, or creating new scenarios through 

both technological and behavioral change (source: IfM Design Management Group / University of 

Cambridge 2014).  

 

ρȢτ 4ÈÅ ÃÈÁÒÁÃÔÅÒÉÓÔÉÃÓ ÏÆ ÕÎÕÓÕÁÌ ÃÏÌÌÁÂÏÒÁÔÉÏÎ 
 

²Ƙŀǘ ƳŀƪŜǎ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ΨǳƴǳǎǳŀƭΩΚ Here is a summary of our understandings from our literature review 

and our empirical and qualitative research work. 
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First, they have innovative, different organizational design for bringing people and other resources together 

to support eco-oriented innovation and start-ups, in addition to those of forms and actors that are in focus 

in WPs of the SHIFT project, i.e. universities (WP2), business incubators (WP3), business development 

organisations (WP4), design services (WP5) and funding (WP6). As regards the support that unusual 

collaboration is offering, their services are to a certain extent different from existing (mainstream) support 

system or they build up to some extent tailored combination of services. They also have a more informal 

institutional setting in the eco-innovation support infrastructure compared to the more established 

(mainstream) services. Consequently, the aims which are served by unusual collaboration are typically less 

standardised and more case specific than in the mainstream support services. Further, the support 

provided by interagents and unusual collaboration is more of a proactive nature - the mainstream services 

have a tendency to provide more like reactive support. The collaboration approach also includes a multi-

actor support as well as multi-level perspective ς the mainstream support services tend to focus on more 

limited perspectives. One important feature in such collaboration might be their explicit focus on 

supporting sustainable innovation and/or entrepreneurship. The rather explicit aim of the services is also to 

make changes on system (macro / policy) level to promote transformation in the society as well as support 

new business models based on the principles of sustainable development. Last but not least, collaboration 

seems to be offering easily accessible, and highly relevant support to SMEs. 

Thus, the features of unusual collaboration compared to the mainstream start-up support services are 

many. The collaborative support services should in practice include several of the characteristics presented 

shortly in Table 1 below.  

 

Table 1. The nature of unusual collaboration. 

Origins of support service  
  

Features of unusual collaboration supporting eco-innovation 

Organizational design Innovative / different organizational design of bringing people and other 
resources together 

Service offering Building up a different and more tailored combination of services 
compared to the mainstream support system 

Institutional setting Having a more informal setting in the eco-innovation support service 
infrastructure 

Standardization of aims Less standardised and more case specific than in the mainstream support 
services 

Proactivity of services Support offered by interagents / unusual collaboration is more of a 
proactive nature 

Scope of perspectives Multi-actor support as well as multi-level perspective  
 

Focus in relation to 
sustainability 

Focusing especially in supporting sustainable innovation and/or 
entrepreneurship 

Aims in relation to system 
level changes 

Aiming at system (macro / policy) level changes to promote transformation 
(as well as support the new business models) is explicit 

Relevance to start-ups and 
micro-SMEs 

hŦŦŜǊƛƴƎ ŀŎŎŜǎǎƛōƭŜΣ ǊŜƭŜǾŀƴǘΣ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘŀōƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǳǎŜŦǳƭ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƻ ΨƭƛƪŜ-
ƳƛƴŘŜŘΩ {a9ǎ όǎŜŎǘƻǊΣ ƴŜŜŘǎΣ Ǿƛǎƛƻƴύ   

 

 



  SHIFT WP7 report  

8 
 

1.5 Potential  per spectives (frames) about  interagents and unusual  collaboration  
 

There are five perspectives (frames) available through which to classify interagency and collaboration 

related to eco-innovation support. A generic and practical approach to the analysis and classification of 

interagency and collaboration could consist of two dimensions, i.e. which area of services (or functions) 

does interagency offer value creating support, and on which level of business activity does its support focus 

on. These two views are integrated in Figure 2 below.  

(1) Which area of services does interagency offer support / create value? (cf. Velamuri et al. 2011) Is it  

ï (eco-)entrepreneurship / Strategic & Business level view, 

ï (eco-)innovation / Innovation view, 

ï (eco-)marketing / Marketing view,  

ï (eco)design / Design view, 

ï or a combination of two, three, or all four of these?  

 

(2) Which level of business activity does the support focus on? Is it 

ï Vision,   

ï Operations / processes / management, 

ï Product / service /content,  

ï or several of these? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2. The analytical dimensions for the potential classification of eco-innovation support by area of 

services and level of (design) and business activity (adapted from: Fuad-Luke 2012).  

design 
detail

CONTENT

design 
management

OPERATIONS, 
PROCESSES
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A third potential analytical approach is linked to collaborative contexts by means of which the interagent 

offers support and creates added value. Thus, we may ask, 

(3) In which collaborative contexts does interagency offer support / create value? Is it about 

ï creating, 

ï facilitating, 

ï stimulating,  

ï efficiating,  

ï educating,  

ï associating,  

ï corporate context, 

ï or a combination of several of these?  

For example, recent research (Celik et al. 2014) included 500 design-driven social innovation networks 

worldwide presenting a categorization of collaborative social innovation networks based on the 

functionality that these networks delivered. Their findings are reviewed in chapter 2.2.5. 

 

Further, we can also consider what kind of exchanges are transferred in the collaboration - are they related 

to specialized know-how, financial and material resources, or are there communication and networking 

skills involved. In terms of exchanges in collaboration and innovation support, promotor theory is highly 

relevant. It will be discussed in chapter 2.3 below. The theory of social capital is also strongly linked to 

interunit resource exchange as well as formation of start-up firms, entrepreneurship and innovation. The 

social capital has been said to be glue, which forms the structure of networks, and at the same time a 

lubricant that facilitates the operation of networks. Perspectives on social capital are reviewed in chapter 

2.5 below.  

 

Consequently, 

(4) What kind of exchanges are present (transferred) in the collaboration? (cf. Fichter 2012)  

Is it creating and/or transferring  

ï specialized knowledge and know-how   

ï resources (financial, technical, suppliers)  

ï relationships (communication skills, organizational know-how)  

ï structures and processes (interaction and network skills)  

ï or several of these  

 

Last but not least, one highly relevant perspective to analyse any interagent or unusual collaboration would 

be the levels of society on which the collaboration takes place and creates impacts. For example, in the 

transition to a sustainable energy system in large sociotechnical systems, intermediary organisations can 

emerge as mediators in between several actor groups and facilitate collaboration between levels towards 

common goals. Such ΨǎȅǎǘŜƳƛŎ ƛƴǘŜǊƳŜŘƛŀǊƛŜǎΩ ŜƳŜǊƎƛƴƎ in long-term transitions towards a sustainable 

future are shortly discussed in chapter 2.4 below. In the same chapter, we will also review an interesting 

literature summary by Howells (2006) presenting different intermediary roles and functions in the 

intermediation process in innovation. He concluded that the support from the intermediaries is more 

holistic and varied than previously viewed and their functions are also of much wider range. 
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In relation to sociotechnical systems, we can ask, 

(5) On which level of society does the collaboration take place and have impacts?  (multi-level perspective) 

(Geels 2011; Kemp et al 2007) 

ï macro level (system / society)   

ï meso level (regional / cluster) 

ï micro level (local / company)  

ï or several of these 

 

In the empirical part of this study, we utilized all of these five perspectives to analyse interagents and 

related unusual collaboration. Based on the literature study, we also built up a specific multi-level 

framework for the analysis of interagency and unusual collaboration in supporting sustainable start-ups. 

The framework is presented in chapter 4 of this report.  

 

1.6 Overview of literature perspectives on collaboration (and support) for start -

ups in sustainable innovatio n   
 

 The findings from the literature study give an overview as regards collaboration of small businesses and 

(often bigger) interagent organisations, especially in terms of support for start-ups in the field of 

sustainable innovation. The perspectives on collaboration and interagency are many, with the majority of 

studies focusing on collaboration motives, types, outcomes and other conventional aspects of 

collaborating. As regards this study, we believe the most relevant perspectives are likely to come from 

studies focusing on promotor and intermediary roles, innovation network categories (i.e. collaborative 

contexts) as well as intermediary levels (i.e. business/micro level, meso level, and system/macro level) ς 

see Figure 3. 

 

Figure 3. The various perspectives on corporate collaboration and interagents.   
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1.7 The structure  of the report   
 

After portraying the background and objectives of the study in Chapter 1, we present a brief review of 

perspectives on collaboration for start-up and SME support as well as sustainable innovation based on 

previous literature in Chapter 2. Summary and conclusions of the literature study are presented in Chapter 

3, and Chapter 4 provides an overview of the framework for the analysis of interagency and unusual 

collaboration in supporting sustainable start-ups to be used in this study. An analysis of interagency and 

unusual collaboration with three cases from Finland is presented in Chapter 5. The findings and conclusions 

as regards the elaboration of current support system of entrepreneurship and eco-innovation are included 

in Chapter 6.  
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2 Collaboration for SME support and eco -innovation  ɉȬ3ÔÁÔÅ ÏÆ ÔÈÅ ÁÒÔȭɊ  
 

This chapter focuses on the findings of the literature study related to collaboration for SME support and 

eco-innovation. Due to the aims of the SHIFT research project, we have narrowed the scope of the vast 

literature on inter-organizational collaboration so that we strive to have more focus on entrepreneurial 

collaboration as well as collaboration in the area of sustainable innovation.  

 

2.1 The aim and content  of the literature review  in brief  
 

The aim of the literature study is to get an overview as regards collaboration of small businesses and (often 

bigger) organisations, especially in terms of support for start-ups in the field of sustainable innovation. As 

an introduction we will provide a brief general perspective on previous research on corporate collaboration 

(cf. WP1 report 3.4 Types of collaboration). This includes  

ï Key features of collaboration between businesses; Typologies of collaboration in 

entrepreneurship with very limited, if any, focus on potential organization theories: network, 

actor-network, social capital, agency etc., 

ï Existing empirical research on the collaboration of businesses generally and especially in the area 

of sustainable innovation (partnerships, networks, promotors, champions). 

 

Additionally, we will focus on sǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ άƻǘƘŜǊέ ŀŎǘƻǊǎ ŀƴŘ ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜǎ ƛƴ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ. These perspectives 

include 

ï The capacities, functions and models in collaboration between interagents (intermediating 

organisations) and start-ups, specifically in innovation process (e.g. Howells 2006),  

ï Social capital in collaboration. 

 

At the same time, we also strive to chart sustainability oriented collaboration practices both on EU level 

and in national contexts (especially Finland). We aim to pick up bottlenecks and challenges as well as best 

practices from the findings of previous studies. All in all, the literature study aims to help us to build up the 

necessary framework to analyse the interagency and collaboration cases.   

 

2.2 Perspectives on collaboration   

 

In this chapter we briefly present perspectives on collaboration between businesses from existing empirical 

research on the collaboration in general as well as in the specific area of sustainable innovation.  We will 

start with the concept of networking, and continue to motives of collaborating as well as different types of 

partnerships between organizations. After that we will discuss shortly two specific types of collaboration 

that are relevant to small new businesses, namely collaboration between incumbents and start-ups, and 

new business networks. The last part of chapter 2.2 is dedicated specifically to partnerships and networks 

for environmental engagement and eco-innovation, including social innovation.  
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2.2.1 Network s and alliances  

 

Alliances and co-operative arrangements have received attention from companies since the 1980s (Welch 

1992), and business networks have received more and more attention also by researchers since 1990s. A 

network consists of a set of actors and nodes with a set of ties of a specified type that link them (e.g. 

Borgatti & Halgin, 2011, Geiger & Finch 2010, Håkansson & Ford 2002). Much of the theories of network 

analysis consist of characterizing network structures and node positions and relating these to group and 

node outcomes. Research on social networks has grown considerably, but despite this popularity, there 

seems to be confusion about network theorizing (Borgatti & Halgin, 2011). There are typically multiple 

opportunities available to businesses in a network, as the relationships encourage interdependence 

between different systems and reinforce their complementarity. The macro perspective on networks 

compares the network to an instrument coordinating the companies, whereas the micro perspective 

investigates networks in terms of strategy and operations as a function of the changing dynamics of the 

company (Trequattrini et al., 2012). The setting of boundaries for a network of companies and 

organisations is challenging, as network setting extends without limits through connected relationships, 

making any network boundary arbitrary (Halinen & Törnroos, 2005). 

There are no constraints in the formation of business networks in terms of company size. Company 

networks are formed both by small businesses and large companies (e.g. Trequattrini et al., 2012). In his 

study on the use of alliances by small firms in achieving internationalization, Welch (1992) examined four 

main types of alliance. The first type is a grouping of small firms, perhaps supported by an outside party or 

parties. The second type of alliance is that between small firms in different countries, with each assisting 

the other to penetrate its local market. A third type of alliance is that between one or more small firms and 

a large firm e.g. for the purpose of internationalization (see chapter 2.2.3 below). A fourth type of alliance 

is that between a small firm and another company in the foreign market, perhaps in the form of a joint 

venture. Project operations represent a somewhat unique form of collaboration, often involving a large 

number of companies, large and small, which do not fit readily into the four categories mentioned above 

(Welch 1992). 

A company network is a free business association, which creates structures that are capable of integrating 

the efforts of members, for example, to exchange information and other resources, design and produce 

goods and services, develop new processes, reduce time needed for innovation or entry to the market (e.g. 

Håkansson & Ford, 2002). Networks have been claimed, for example, to be the defining feature of 

innovative regions (such as the Silicon Valley), the locus of innovation in high-tech industries, and shape the 

diffusion of technologies and practices (Owen-Smith, n.d.). 

The social or personal networks of entrepreneurs can be a cost-effective means of obtaining information 

that is valuable to the business, and moving from the personal to extended networks allows entrepreneurs 

to expand their access to information and resources (Dubini & Aldrich, 1991). In practice, Business 

networking has been defined as a socioeconomic activity by which groups of like-minded businesspeople 

recognize, create, or act upon business opportunities. It is a low-cost activity that involves more personal 

commitment than company money. Business networking is regarded as an effective low-cost method for 

developing contacts and also sales opportunities (cf. marketing). In addition to specific networking events 

and tools, such as local networking events, speed networking events and business networking websites, 

networking opportunities include e.g. exhibitions, workshops, professional clubs and websites, and 

societies and associations for specialist subjects (businessballs.com, 2013). 
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Active networking and participation in network partnerships is often seen as a beneficial opportunity for 

creating value and growth (Trequattrini et al., 2012). Strategic partnerships are often mentioned among the 

most important gains of networking. Other potential benefits include access to expertise, products and 

services. The exchange of ideas, mutual support of a peer group, and benchmarking opportunities and best 

practice have also been among the potential benefits of networking for a start-up or small business. 

Stimulation, a positive influence of networking, has also been emphasized in several practitioner oriented 

listings of the benefits of business networking (e.g. amazingbusiness.com, enterprisenation.com, 

is4profit.com 2013). 

 

2.2.2 Motives  of collaborating and types of partnerships     

 

Access to resources and skills discrepancies has been recognized as a motivator for collaboration for a 

long time (e.g. Birley 1985, Hamel 1991). In her study on the role of networks in the process of starting a 

new firm (entrepreneurial process) Birley (1985) emphasized the role and substantial influence of informal 

networks (family, friends, business contacts) ς in addition to the formal networks (banks, lawyers, 

accountants etc.) ς for the nature of the SME.  

Hamel (1991) studied competence and inter-partner learning within international strategic alliances. A 

strategic alliance can be defined as an arrangement between two companies that have decided to share 

resources to undertake a specific, mutually beneficial project. A strategic alliance could help a 

company develop a more effective process, expand into a new market or develop an advantage over a 

competitor, among other possibilities (Investopedia 2014). IŀƳŜƭΩs findings suggest that collaboration 

may provide an opportunity for one partner to internalize the skills of the other, and thus improve its 

position both within and without the alliance. However, not all partners are equally adept to at learning. 

Thus, stability and longevity may be an inappropriate metrics of partnership success (Hamel 1991).  

Since the late 1990s, companies have become increasingly engaged in partnerships also with non-profit 

(non-governmental) organisations. Kolk et al. (2008) identified three different types of partnerships 

between different organizations: public and private organizations, private and non-profit organizations and 

tripartite (a partnership between all three types of organizations). They found that private-nonprofit 

partnerships were most common, while tripartite and public-private partnerships were only emerging in 

their empirical setting in the Netherlands (Kolk et al, 2008). 

 

2.2.3 Collaboration between incumbents and start -ups  

 

¢ƘŜ ǘŜǊƳ άincumbentέ refers here to a company that is powerful and has a large amount of market share, 

ŀǎ ŦƻǊ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜ ƛƴ άǘƘŜ ŘƻƳƛƴŀƴǘ ƛƴŎǳƳōŜƴǘ ǎƻŦǘǿŀǊŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅέΦ ¢ƘŜ ƛƴŎǳƳōŜƴǘ ƛǎ ǘȅǇƛŎŀƭƭȅ όŀƳƻƴƎǎǘύ ǘƘŜ 

largest player(s) in an industry (e.g. Investopedia, 2013). These already established organizations gain 

ŎŜǊǘŀƛƴ ƛƴŎǳƳōŜƴǘΩǎ ŀŘǾŀƴǘŀƎŜǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƳŀǊƪŜǘΣ ŀǎ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ƴŜǿ ŜƴǘǊŀƴǘǎΦ   

Start-ups, e.g. new technology firms often lack certain complementary assets to commercialize their 

innovations. Complementary assets include infrastructure or capabilities necessary to support successful 

commercialization and marketing of an innovation. Consequently, incumbent start-up collaboration is often 

linked to commercialization strategies for start-ups (e.g. Belleflamme, 2012, Gans & Stern, 2003). On the 

other hand, incumbents may face severe difficulties in adapting to radical (technological) change. Radical 
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innovations may even initiate a process of creative destruction leading to the replacement of incumbents 

by new entrants. The concept was derived from the work of Marx and popularized as a theory of economic 

innovation and the business cycle by Schumpeter in his work entitled "Capitalism, Socialism and 

Democracy" (1942).  

Inter-firm cooperation between incumbents and new entrants has been suggested as one way that the 

incumbents can adapt to radical (technological) change (Rothaermel, 2002). In addition, the cooperation 

between incumbents and new entrants may contribute to an improvement in incumbent industry 

performance (Rothaermel, 2001a,b).  

Instead of attacking or competing with established incumbents in the markets, start-ups often choose 

collaborative partnerships with large incumbent firms who possess the necessary complementary assets 

such as manufacturing capabilities, marketing channels, brand name etc. (Rothaermel, 2001a). Start-up 

product entry to the market is often costly, and due to the high entrance cost, start-ups will favour the 

option of partnership with an incumbent firm. This will enable the incumbent firm to make use of the 

external start-up innovation that will be positive for its development. When start-ups do not present much 

competition for the incumbent, their ideas and inventions may sometimes be stolen and imitated by 

incumbent firms (Belleflamme, 2012). Innovators face a strategic trade-off between the protection of their 

ideas and an effective commercialization strategy. Protection against expropriation often requires some 

level of secrecy (Gans et al., 2008). A start-up innovator with weak intellectual property protection is likely 

a weak competitor, dampening the innovation incentives of entrepreneurs (Gans & Stern, 2003). 

In niche markets however incumbent companies do not control complementary assets. This business 

environment is characterized by tight competition between start-up firms and incumbents, and start-up 

ŦƛǊƳǎ Ƴŀȅ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘȅ ǘƻ ŀŎǉǳƛǊŜ ǎǘǊƻƴƎŜǊ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴ ǳǎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ άōƭƛƴŘ ǎǇƻǘǎέΥ ǘƘŜ {ǿƛǎǎ 

watch industry and the mobile telecommunications industry have been frequently used as examples where 

start-ups take advantage of blind spots in the industry (Glassmeier, 1991, Belleflamme, 2012). Start-ups can 

choose whether to compete or to cooperate with an incumbent firm. They are able to protect their own 

innovations from imitations, and thus they do not need the complementary assets of incumbents. 

Similarly, large (incumbent) and small (start-up) firms may have differential roles in transforming industries 

towards sustainable development. In their analysis, Hockerts and Wüstenhagen (2010) present a view of 

industry transformation, where the initial phase is characterized by sustainability initiatives of small firms, 

ƛŘŜŀƭƛǎǘƛŎ ά5ŀǾƛŘǎέΦ Lƴ ŀ ǎŜŎƻƴŘ ǇƘŀǎŜΣ ǎƻƳŜ ǇƛƻƴŜŜǊƛƴƎ άDƻƭƛŀǘƘǎέΣ ŜΦƎΦ ǊŜǘŀƛƭŜǊǎΣ ƳƛƳƛŎ ǎƻƳŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 5ŀǾƛŘ 

initiatives and try to bring them into their mainstream distribution channels. In isolation, none of these two 

developments would necessarily lead to sustainable transformation of mainstream markets, because 

Davids tend to get stuck in their high-quality, low-market penetration niche, while Goliaths have an 

inherent tendency to react to cost pressures by lowering the sustainability quality of their offerings. 

The success of emerging Davids, which can also be seen as a potential competitive threat for incumbents, 

has been instrumental for some of the greening Goliaths to embark on the level of sustainable 

entrepreneurship that they did. It has been argued that the sustainable transformation of industries is not 

going to be brought about by either Davids or Goliaths alone. Instead, the interaction of incumbents and 

new entrants is essential in sustainable entrepreneurship. Achieving the sustainable transformation of an 

industry requires a fine-tuned mix of disruptive and incremental innovation, which can be promoted if the 

interplay of Emerging Davids and Greening Goliaths is understood, rather than focusing only on one of 
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these paths while neglecting the other. Smart innovation policies should try to leverage cooperation and 

competition between Davids and Goliaths (Hockerts & Wüstenhagen, 2010). 

Providing estimations on the volume and quality of collaboration between incumbents and start-ups for 

example in Finland, Germany and Sweden is challenging as well. As mentioned above, the existence of 

tangible relationships and connections between companies has been observed in studies for tens of years 

(e.g. Håkansson & Ford, 2002), and there is also research and theorising on the relationships between 

incumbents and start-ups in sustainable entrepreneurship (e.g. Hockerts & Wüstenhagen, 2010). It seems 

however that there are no statistics available that would provide exact and comparable data on the 

interagency and unusual collaboration approach.  

 

2.2.4 New Business Networks   

 

There are several specific business networking organizations that create models of networking activity that 

allow the business person and/or owner-manager to build new business relationships and generate 

business opportunities at the same time. Business networking can be conducted in a local business 

community, or on a larger scale via the Internet. There are specific networking checklists and tips available 

for effective networking, and recently also teaching techniques for integrating traditional business 

networking skills with the newest social media (Delaney, 2013). 

Providing estimations on the number of business networks for example in Finland, Germany and Sweden is 

challenging. In addition to formal networks there are also informal network structures between 

professionals, (M)SMEs and other organisations etc. The existence of tangible relationships and 

connections between companies has been observed in studies for tens of years (e.g. Håkansson & Ford, 

2002), but there are no statistics available that would provide exact and comparable data on the (new) 

business networks approach. However, it seems that there is a growing trend in terms of networking 

approach.  

 

2.2.5 Partnerships and networks  for  environmental engagement and  eco-innovation   

 

Studies of successful environmental practices implemented by small firms have revealed that relationship 

with other firms or other organizations can contribute to greater awareness of the benefits of these 

activities and also enhance environmental engagement (Lewis et al. 2014). Collaborative relationships may 

provide SMEs with opportunities to overcome some of the barriers to implementing environmental 

initiatives associated with, for example, their size. Collaborative relationships may both educate and 

engage SMEs, and trigger a level of environmental empowerment that tip SMEs for being laggards to the 

path of environmental leadership (Lewis et al. 2014). Naturally, this is true for mainstream SMEs, but small 

companies or start-ups committed to eco-innovation are in a different position as regards the benefits of 

collaboration.  

Collaboration, eco-innovation and SMEs 

 

Carrillo-Hermosilla et al (2009) concluded that engaging in collaboration partnerships and information 

flows is crucial to eco-innovate, although this may be a chicken and egg situation, as a pre-existing 

technological capacity and competency makes such engagement more likely. A key aspect of competency 
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to develop and adopt eco-innovations and use technological opportunities offered by the market depends 

on the creation of relationships and the formation of alliances as well as the use of collaboration networks 

with research institutions (Carrillo-Hermosilla et al, 2009). 

.ŀǘǘŀƎƭƛŀ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ όнлмлύ ŀƛƳŜŘ ŀǘ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǳƴŘŜǊǎǘŀƴŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǊƻƭŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ Ψintermediary institutionsΩ 

(such as trade unions, local authorities, business consortia) in promoting Corporate Social Responsibility 

(CSR) and the adoption of CSR related tools among SMEs in three industrial clusters in Italy. The cluster 

approach included local multistakeholder working groups, communication tools to disseminate expertise 

and best practices, operational models, guidelines to support organizations towards CSR, and audits at local 

level. The approach promotes CSR of the productive system instead of promoting sustainability 

management within the system (the traditional approach). The application of the cluster approach resulted 

in a fundamental instrument to overcome the barriers that prevent SMEs from developing systematic CSR 

initiatives (costs and complexity of the operation). Sufficient technical and financial support to compensate 

lack of competence and resources in SMEs, as well as effective flows of information, was suggested to 

overcome barriers also in the analysis of the innovativeness in the Baltic Sea Region by Vasilenko et al. 

(2011). Tailor-made workshops and network of relevant actors were seen as an efficient tool for knowledge 

transfer from research projects to SMEs in a study of the European food sector by Braun & Hadwiger 

(2011). 

Related to barriers and stimuli for ecodesign in SMEs, van Hemel and Cramer (2002) compared 33 

ecodesign principles distinguished to improve the environmental performance of products in a sample of 

77 Dutch SMEs in 1997. They concluded that internal stimuli were a stronger driving force for ecodesign 

than external stimuli. Enhancing ecodesign in SMEs does not only depend on finding alternative solutions 

for technical problems. Even more important are economic and social factors like the acceptance of 

improved products in the market, as well as the way in which SMEs perceive the market perspectives of 

these products. However, the study of the stimuli and barriers for ecodesign did not explicitly reflect the 

relevance of collaboration either in relation to stimuli or to barriers of ecodesign in SMEs.  

As regards barriers complicating commercialization encountered by eco-innovations, a study by Palmén & 

Åslund (2013) revealed several barriers for eco-innovators. Same three main groups of barriers came up 

both in literature review and in the empirical study of Swedish eco-innovations. These include lack of 

capital, and sales skills. SMEs need both company-specific and more general support by networks. Business 

Development organizations would have a lot to offer via networking, and for specific support such as 

technical advice and financing they could act as a bridging actor instead.  

Using data from 24 UK SMEs from a range of sectors, Jenkins (2009) demonstrated how SMEs can take 

advantage of the CSR opportunities (corporate social opportunities, CSO) available to them, such as 

developing innovative products and services and exploiting niche markets. A crucial part of profiting from 

ǘƘŜ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎ ǇǊŜǎŜƴǘŜŘ ōȅ /{w ƛǎ ǘƻ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇ ŀ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎȅ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƭƛƎƴǎ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀƴȅΩǎ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎ 

goals with a strong commitment to CSR values and principles. In SMEs, the change agent or business 

champion for CSR is usually the owner-manager or the founding team (cf. Chapter 2.3 below on Promotor 

Theory and Champion research below). Jenkins emphasizes also the willingness to draw on external 

knowledge sources. External networks ς engaging with a number of stakeholders ς are crucial to have 

access to all the skills and information needed to adopt CSR practices and realize CSO. Jenkins concludes 

that in many ways SMEs are ideally placed to gain competitive advantage from socially and environmentally 

responsible activities.   
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The taxonomy for strategic sustainability behaviors in SMEs (Klewitz & Hansen 2014) presents the 

sustainability-rooted SMEs as the most advanced level of strategic behavior. This business model builds on 

the integration of economic, environmental and social aspects with market transformation as the ultimate 

goal by spreading sustainability-oriented innovations (SOIs) in niche and mass markets. This strategic 

sustainability behavior is more likely to lead to radical product, process, and organizational (business 

model) innovations SMEs than anticipatory or innovation-based behavior. Sustainability-ǊƻƻǘŜŘ {a9ǎΩ 

interaction with external actors will also be highly extensive compared to medium or lower levels of 

external interaction by other types of SMEs (Klewitz & Hansen 2014, 70).  

Thus, the involvement in networks has been found to be important for eco-innovation (Klewitz, et al., 2012; 

Halila & Rundquist, 2011; Triguero, et al., 2013; Pereira & Xavier, 2012Τ ŎŦΦ tŀƭƳŞƴ ϧ )ǎƭǳƴŘΩǎ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ 

ǇŀǇŜǊ Ψ.ƻƻǎǘƛƴƎ ŜŎƻ-ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴΩΣ нлмоΣ мм). In a case study of 12 innovation cases, Halila & Rundquist 

(2011) found that the use of these networks differs between actors; some use their networks in order to 

solve technical issues in the earlier stages of development, whereas others took advantage of their network 

in the latter stages in order to overcome market barriers. For eco-innovators the network was used more 

for solving technological problems, whereas other innovators used the network to a greater extent for 

assistance with finance and marketing. In addition, eco-innovators had greater difficulty than other 

innovators in attracting venture capital for development (Halila & Rundquist, 2011). Knowledge from a 

network could also drive the change towards a more sustainable business operation (Klewitz, et al., 2012).  

According to the study on European SMEs by Triguero et al. (2013), private companies involved in networks 

with universities, agencies and research institutes are more likely to come up with all kinds of eco-

innovations. Therefore, they also pointed out the importance for the manager to be aware of these actors 

and active for possible collaborations to enhance their environmental innovation strategy. Also public 

policy should promote the creation of these networks between eco-innovative firms, universities, 

governments and consumers (Triguero et al. 2013, 32).  

Yarahmadi & Higgins (2012) examined the green innovation literature to explain the driving forces behind 

environmental cooperative activities of firms. Their findings suggested that firms cooperate with 

governmental agencies, NGOs, suppliers, customers and industry associations to comply with 

environmental laws and regulation, obtain legitimacy (cf. institutional theory) as well as acquire 

competency (i.e. access to resources such as funds, knowledge and skills; cf. resource-based theory). 

However, only competency-oriented motivation seemed to stimulate organisations to cooperate with 

competitors and knowledge leaders. 

McEwen (2013) analysed ecopreneurship as a solution to environmental problems in the context of college 

level entrepreneurship education. In order to stimulate ecopreneurship, and harness the innovative 

potential of ecopreneurs (for the meaning and typologies of ecoproneurs, see McEwen 2013, 266-269), 

society should facilitate collaboration and networking among ecopreneurs and innovation intermediaries. 

They would help the ecopreneur acquire knowledge outside their own organizational boundaries 

(Clarke & Roome, 1999), and as such the ecopreneur gain access to and exchange relevant ecology and 

sustainability-related information. Collaboration between ecopreneurs and innovation intermediaries 

also provide access to direct assistance, e.g., advice on funding sources, advice on business operations, 

identification of potential collaborators, etc., which supplement the ecopreneurs resources and can 

lead to a startup involved with eco-innovations (Klewitz et al., 2012).  
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Categorizing collaborative innovation networks 

 

Recently, Celik et al (2014) implemented an inventory of collaborative innovation networks. The 

research that included 500 design-driven social innovation networks worldwide presented a new 

categorization of collaborative social innovation networks based on the functionality that these 

networks delivered. The preliminary typology of collaborative innovation networks by Celik et al. 

included seven main categories (see Figure 3). They also provided practical examples of each category. 

 
Figure 4. A functional categorization of collaborative social innovation networks (Source: Celik et al 2014). 

The first category όΨ/ǊŜŀǘŜΩ) of the inventory by Celik et al (2014) covers organizations that have an impact 

on society by using creativity as a tool. Examples of these networks include an online platform enabling 

partnership between government and public to find solutions to mostly technical challenges, a group that 

aims to bring active citizens together to make their city more attractive, and a design competition that 

stimulates technically oriented students to work with renewable energy (solar energy).  
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The second category όΨFacilitateΩύ of innovation networks is linked to the rising need of physical spaces to 

bring initiators together and facilitate the idea generation process. Examples of this category include 

physical meeting spaces connecting the users virtually and physically, as well as an accelerator organization 

that helps young entrepreneurs to realize their innovative ideas in many ways.  

Art and culture that enable inspiration and indirectly trigger the innovation process are in the core of the 

third category of innovation όΨStimulateΩύ. Examples of these networks include a technology museum where 

visitors can familiarize with new materials and fabrication technologies and a festival implementing new 

energy, clean-tech and recycling solutions in cooperation with universities, and an initiative that aims to 

cross-fertilize the creative minds of artists with various fields of business by bringing the two worlds 

together. 

¢ƘŜ ŦƻǳǊǘƘ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ όΨEfficiateΩύ ŎƻƴŎŜƴǘǊŀǘŜǎ ƻƴ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ help the innovators financially or make the 

development and delivery of the results more effective through establishing right connections. Examples of 

these include specific funding programs and matchmaking platforms that aim to connect correct customer 

with correct designer. ¢ƘŜ ƴŜȄǘ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ ƻŦ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛǾŜ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎ όΨEducateΩύ Ŏƻƴǎƛǎǘ ƻŦ ōƻǘƘ 

university-based and independent organisations that identify and promote the results of their research and 

innovations worldwide that could be part of a sustainable future.  

There are also groups interested in innovation who are not actively coming together to develop or design 

but who form a network of expertise together. The organisations in tƘƛǎ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ όΨAssociateΩύ organize 

events where members share experiences and educate each other, which enables the flow of knowledge 

between relevant people and fields. Professional groups (labour unions) and international communicative 

networks can be major examples of this category.  

Lƴ ǘƘŜ ǎŜǾŜƴǘƘ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊȅ όΨCorporateΩύΣ ǘƘŜ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ ƻŦ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ is defined by the firm. In addition to large 

companies and fresh entrepreneurs, spin-offs from traditional companies are considered as well. Examples 

of such networks include a large food industry company asking customers to develop new tastes for its 

products, and an SME producing flip-flops made of car tires from South Africa where tires are dumped 

massively. Orphans of South African villages are creating part of the design and profits go to these orphans 

as well.   

There appear to be a large amount of different types of networks involved in eco- and social innovation. 

Celik et al (2014) have presented one of the first efforts that aims at clustering and classifying various 

collaborative (social) innovation networks in a systematic manner. However, the different networks will not 

have to operate in isolation of each other. The real effectiveness of these different collaborative innovation 

networks is how the primary functions cross-over or hybridise. For example, university-based organisations 

ǘƘŀǘ ǘȅǇƛŎŀƭƭȅ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ ǘƘŜ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŎŀǘŜƎƻǊƛȊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ Ψ9ŘǳŎŀǘŜΩΣ ǿƻǳƭŘ ƘŀǾŜ Ǉƻǎƛǘƛƻƴǎ ƛƴ Ψ/ǊŜŀǘŜΩ ŀƴŘ 

ΨCŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘŜΩ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭΦ 

 

2.3 Promotor Theory and Champion Research  in relation to innovation   
 

This chapter section presents a specific perspective on innovation promotion and overcoming of certain 

barriers related to that. Specialized promotor roles and power bases may be relevant in different 

ŎƘŀƭƭŜƴƎŜǎ ƛƴ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎŜǎΦ LƴǎǘŜŀŘ ƻŦ ƻƴŜ ǊƻƭŜ ŀƴŘ ǇƻǿŜǊ ōŀǎŜΣ ΨǳƴƛǾŜǊǎŀƭ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƻǊǎΩ Ƴŀȅ 

combine two or even more of the promotor roles.  
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Promotor theory (Fichter 2012 in Fichter & Beucker 2012) is based on the notion that the success of 

innovation processes depends on overcoming certain barriers; it requires promotors or champions who 

commit enthusiastically to specific innovation projects, new product or the new process idea (Hauschildt & 

Kirchmann 2001) and help overcome those barriers. Witte (1973, 15) defined ǇǊƻƳƻǘƻǊǎ ŀǎ ΨƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ǿƘƻ 

actively and intensively support ǘƘŜ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎΩΦ With regard to barriers, Witte (1977) differentiates 

between two kinds of specialisation, ǘƘŜ ΨǇƻǿŜǊ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƻǊΩ and the ΨŜȄǇŜǊǘ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƻǊΩ, and assumes that 

there is a correspondence between specific barriers and specialised rolŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ΨǇƻǿŜǊ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƻǊΩ 

contributes through hierarchical power ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ΨŜȄǇŜǊǘ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƻǊΩ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜǎ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŜȄǇŜǊǘ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ 

(Witte 1973, 17). Another assumption of promotor theory is that the innovation process will be more 

successful if both types of specialised promotors work closely together (Hauschildt and Kirchmann 1997, 

68). ²ƛǘǘŜΩǎ ƻǊƛƎƛƴŀƭ ǘǿƻ-centre theory of power and knowledge has been extended since its introduction in 

the 1970s. In the 1980s, Hauschildt and Chakrabarti (1988, 385 f) described a third barrier that can hinder 

economic progress: administrative barriers. For this reason, they introduced the role of a ΨǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ 

ǇǊƻƳƻǘƻǊΩ, who actively arbitrates between the technical and the economic world by means of 

organizational knowledge (Hauschildt 1999, 174). Gemünden and Walter (1995) developed a fourth type of 

specialised promotorΥ ΨǊŜƭŀǘƛƻƴǎƘƛǇ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƻǊǎΩ actively encourage an innovation process by means of 

innovation-related business relationships inside and between the organization and its external partners. 

The defining characteristic of relationship promotors is their extensive network competence, i.e. powerful 

relationships with other parties (Table 2).  

 

Table 2. Barriers, power bases and promotor roles in innovation processes (source: Fichter 2012). 

Barrier type 
 

Power base Promotor role 

Knowledge Specialized knowledge 
 

Expert promotor 

Ignorance, opposition, resources Hierarchical potential, control of 
resources 

Power promotor 

Administrative Organizational know-how, 
communication skills 

Process promotor 

Cooperation dependency Networking skills, potential for 
interaction 

Relationship promotor 

 

Promotor theory stresses that the different specialised promotor roles do not have to be played by different 

individuals, but can also be combined in one person, ǘƘŜ ΨǳƴƛǾŜǊǎŀƭ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƻǊΩ. Promotor theory offers a 

consistent and elaborate base for describing and explaining the role of transformational leaders in 

innovation processes; its conceptual focus on a single organization is, however, too limited in scope (Fichter 

2005). For this reason, the original theory has to be extended, by adding two new assumptions: 

1. Cross-boundary cooperation of promotors: In cases of open innovation and complex technologies, the 

innovation process will be successful only if universal or specialized promotors from cooperating 

organizations work closely together. 

2. Promotor roles on all levels of innovation systems: Promotor roles are not limited to those organizations 

ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜŘ ƛƴ άǇǊƻŘǳŎƛƴƎέ ƛƴƴƻvations, but can also be played by innovation intermediates (Howells 2006) or 

individuals from organizations of the superstructure of the innovation system (Lynn et al. 1996; Lynn 1998). 
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The ŎƻƴǎǘǊǳŎǘ ƻŦ άƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎέ ǿƛƭƭ ŘǊŀǿ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƻŦ multi-level innovation systems, 

because it helps to clarify and configure crossboundary relationships and allows systematic connections to 

the research on άǎǳǇŜǊǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜǎέ ƻŦ ǊŜƎƛƻƴŀƭΣ ƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƛƴǘŜǊƴŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ǎȅǎǘŜƳǎ (Lynn et al. 

1996; Lynn 1998). In contrast to promotor theory, the Anglo-Saxon research has, so far, mainly been 

ŦƻŎǳǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ άŎƘŀƳǇƛƻƴέ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ƛƴǘǊƻŘǳŎŜŘ ōȅ {ŎƘƻƴ όмфсоύΦ !ƭǘƘƻǳƎƘ wƻǎǘ et al. (2007) propose that 

champions and promotors differ with respect to the kind of knowledge they possess, a closer look at the 

various specifications of the term άŎƘŀƳǇƛƻƴέ ǊŜǾŜŀƭǎ ǘƘŀǘ innovation champions can in fact be 

conceptualized as άǳƴƛǾŜǊǎŀƭ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƻǊǎέΣ ŀǎ ǘƘŜȅ ŎƻƳōƛƴŜ ǘǿƻ ƻǊ ƳƻǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƻǊΩǎ ǊƻƭŜǎ ƛƴ ƻƴŜ 

(Sand and Rese 2011, 235). 

On the basis of extended promotor theory and the concept of three-level innovation system, the term 

ΨƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΩ was defined as follows:  

An innovation community is an informal network of likeminded individuals, acting as 
universal or specialised promotors, often from more than one company and different 
organizations that team up in a project related fashion, and commonly promote a specific 
innovation, either on one or across different levels of an innovation system. (Fichter 2012, 
13) 

 

2.4 The capacities  and functions of intermediation within innovation  
 

wƻƭŜ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊƳŜŘƛŀǊȅ ƛƴ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǘǊŀŎŜŘ ōŀŎƪ ǘƻ ΨƳƛŘŘƭŜƳŜƴΩ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŀƎǊƛŎǳƭǘǳǊŀƭΣ 

wool and textile industries of 16th-18th century Britain. They not only plied their trade, but were important 

informal disseminators of knowledge about technical improvements (Howells 2006b). The discussion on 

intermediation within innovation that in practice already started in the previous section with focus on 

promotors and innovation communities, will continue in this chapter with an overview of types and 

functions of intermediaries in (eco-ύƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴΦ IƻǿŜƭƭΩǎ όнллсa) analysis of different innovation 

intermediaries on business level is in the core of this chapter, but previous research also opens 

ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ƻƴ ΨǎȅǎǘŜƳƛŎ ƛƴǘŜǊƳŜŘƛŀǊƛŜǎΩ ǘƘŀǘ ŜƳŜǊƎŜ ƛƴ ƭƻƴƎ-term transitions.  

 

2.4.1 Intermediaries supporting innovation, SMEs and transition  

 

According to Klewitz et al. (2012), an intermediary can be seen as a third-party organisation with the 

purpose to achieve desired objectives. They found that SMEs may need facilitation for eco-innovation from 

different types of intermediaries (both public and private) with different levels of support, which can range 

from customized and individual to more loosely held support, such as networks. EvƛŘŜƴŎŜ ōȅ hΩwŀŦŦŜǊǘȅ Ŝǘ ŀƭ 

(2009) also suggests that SMEs require a flexible and evolving intervention model to support ecodesign that 

can compensate for a lack of structured coordination of ecodesign activities. The research reinforces the 

need ǘƻ ōǊŜŀƪ ƻƭŘ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŀƴŘ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ΨǎƛƭƻǎΩ ǿƘƛƭŜ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƴƎ ƴŜǿ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛǾŜ ŎƻƴǘŜȄǘǎ for design and 

innovation.  

In the context of systems innovation research, Van Lente et al (2003) have described hƻǿ Ψsystemic 

intermediariesΩ ŜƳŜǊƎŜ in long-term transitions towards a sustainable future as actors who are useful and 

necessary but not sufficient. They concluded that appropriate policy support was lacking for the important 

task intermediaries were performing. Additional insights into the role of intermediaries in system 
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transitions can be found in research on intermediaries in sustainable water management of Europe (Moss 

et al 2009). The intermediaries were able to translate regulation into practice, transcend organizational and 

regional boundaries and reconfigure relationships between actors in order to facilitate changes. Backhaus 

(2010), who has studied the transition to a sustainable energy system, concluded that in large 

sociotechnical systems, intermediary organisations can emerge as mediators in between several actor 

groups and facilitate collaboration towards common goals. They can support the establishment of new 

actor networks and the articulation and alignment of interests to bring about desired changes. The 

innovative role of intermediaries in the environmental and energy sectors could be described as one of 

bottom-up policy implementers (Backhaus 2010). The intermediary work also calls for better policy support 

(Van Lente et al 2003). 

In a recent empirical analysis of two Finnish government-affiliated intermediary organisations linked to 

strategic niche management (SNM, see WP1 report) literature, Kivimaa (2014) concluded that these 

intermediaries can make an important contribution to sustainability transitions by initiating and managing 

new policy or market processes and by acting as impartial contact point or voice for new networks of 

actors. The analysis of two intermediaries also demonstrated the variety of activities that intermediation in 

for example energy regime change involves. 

Lee et al. (2010) placed the concept of open innovation in the SME context. They also analysed Korean 

{a9ǎΩ ǎǳŎŎŜǎǎ ƛƴ ǿƻǊƪƛƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ŀƴ ƛƴǘŜǊƳŜŘƛŀǊȅ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘƛƴƎ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴΦ ¢ƘŜ ǊŜǎǳƭǘǎ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǘƘŜ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ƻŦ 

open innovation for SMEs and indicate that networking is an effective way to facilitate open innovation in 

SMEs. Similarly, Halila (2007) has developed a model of collaborating in a network for SMEs that should 

help them as a basis for initiating environmental work, such as the adoption of an ISO 14001 EMS.  

 

2.4.2 The various definitions and roles of innovation intermediari es  

 

Based on previous literature, Howells (2006a) investigated the issue of intermediation and the role of 

intermediaries in the innovation process. He defined an innovation intermediary as an organization or body, 

which acts as an agent or broker in any aspect of innovation process between two or more parties. Such 

intermediary activities include: helping to provide information about potential collaborators, brokering a 

transaction between two or more parties, acting as a mediator, or go-between, bodies or organisations that 

are already collaborating; and helping find advice, funding and support for the innovation outcomes of such 

collaborations (Howells 2006a,720).  

Howells concluded that the support from the intermediaries is more holistic and varied than previously 

viewed in the literature of this field, and that their functions are also of a much wider range. He developed 

a typology and framework of the different roles and functions of the intermediation process within 

innovation. Howells (2006a) found several types of intermediating organisationsΩ ǊƻƭŜǎ or actions in 

innovation process. The case organisations of his study covered ten such intermediating function types, and 

they also included functions that had been unrecognized or undervalued. See Table 3 below.   
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Table 3. A summary of studies examining intermediaries and the intermediation process in innovation is 

presented in the table below (source: Howells 2006a, 718).  

 

The types of intermediary organizations by Howells (2006a) from the studies examining intermediaries and 

the intermediation process in innovation are described below briefly in chronological order.  

 

Watkins and Horley (1986, pp. 244ς245) ǿŜǊŜ ǘƘŜ ŜŀǊƭȅ ǳǎŜǊǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘ ΨƛƴǘŜǊƳŜŘƛŀǊȅΩΦ ¢ƘŜȅ looked 

into what intermediaries might do to help the technology transfer process between large and small firms as 

part of a policy initiative. They identify the role that such intermediaries could play in: identifying partners 

in the first place; helping package the technology to be transferred between the two firms; selecting 

suppliers to make components for the technology; providing support in making the deal between the firms 

concerned. 
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Mantel and Rosegger (1987, p. 127) highlighted other roles that such third parties played in the 

(technology) diffusion process, including: support in decision-making of whether to adopt or not; as a 

specification writer or standard setter; and, as an evaluator of the technology once it was in the market. 

Aldrich and von Glinow (1992) took a more involved role for intermediaries (brokers) by focusing on specific 

technologies which intermediaries help transfer between firms and organizations. The emphasis here is on 

existing technologies finding new uses and applications in different sectors and industries. 

Seaton and Cordey-Hayes (1993, pp. 49ς50), reviewing a number of projects covering technology transfer, 

highlighted the role of the Defence Technology Enterprise (DTE) as an intermediary involved in technology 

exploitation. The study evolved into exploring how intermediaries, such as the DTE, interact with their 

clients in the technology transfer process. 

Callon (1994, 1980) identified the important role of intermediaries in initiating change within science 

networks and more localized configurations, local collectives. 

Bessant and Rush (1995) emphasized how many KIBS (knowledge intensive business services) firms such as 

consultants have close and continuous interactions with their clients which can involve crucial, but largely 

hidden, functions in supporting innovative change within their client companies.   

Stankiewicz (1995, p. 174) in his analysis of industrial automation in Sweden identified the role of 

ΨƛƴǘŜǊƳŜŘƛŀǊȅ ŦƛǊƳǎΩ that help adapt specialised solutions on the market to the needs of individual user 

firms. On a broader level, Stankiewicz (1995, p. 198) also recognises the existence of ΨōǊƛŘƎƛƴƎ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴǎΩ 

that help link players within a technological system.  

Shohert and Prevezer (1996, p. 293) also took a more prospective examination of what intermediaries 

might become more involved in. More specifically, the provision of specialist negotiation and contractural 

skills in knowledge processes was seen as a key attribute and role they should develop. 

Turpin et al. (1996) emphasized existing technologies finding new uses and applications in different sectors 

and industries. They bring up the term bricoleur for agents seeking to develop new applications for new 

technologies outside their initial development field.  Bricolage has been studied from different management 

perspectives in the 2000s. .ŀƪŜǊ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦΩǎ όнллоύ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ bricolage in an entrepreneurial setting marked an 

important step in the development of the concept. Entrepreneurial firms recombine and make creative use 

of existing resources, and share a capacity to mobilize practical knowledge in a way that challenges general 

theoretical approaches that specify a priori how resources should be utilized (Baker & Nelson 2005, Di 

Domenico et al. 2010, Duymedjian & Rüling 2010, Halme et al. 2012). 

Lynn et al. (1996, p. 97) ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ǎǘǳŘȅ ƻŦ ΨƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΩ ŀƭǎƻ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ a group of organizations 

that help to link and transform relations within an innovation network or system. These types of 

organizations would form what Lynn et al. όмффсΣ ǇΦ фуύ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǘŜǊƳ ΨǎǳǇŜǊǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜΩ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ which 

act to provide collective goods to their members and help to facilitate and coordinate the flow of 

information ǘƻ ΨǎǳōǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜΩ ŦƛǊƳǎ όǘƘƻǎŜ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ǇǊƻŘǳŎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ΨƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴΩ ƻǊ ƛǘǎ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ 

complementaries). Both studies also highlight that such organizations may be both public and private in 

nature. 

Hargadon and Sutton in their study focused on how knowledge brokers, as agents, facilitate the process of 

knowledge and technology transfer άŀŎǊƻǎǎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΣ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƴŘǳǎǘǊƛŜǎΦέ (1997, p. 716) In their 
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study of one technology broker (IDEO, U.S. design consultancy) they also stress that brokering is more than 

just a linking role, but also helps transform the ideas and knowledge being transferred. They identify the 

role of broker as not just supporting a linkage role but as a knowledge repository whose knowledge its 

workers use to provide solutions that are new combinations of existing ideas to their clients.  

Van der Meulen and Rip (1998, pp. 757ς758) also identified a much wider institutional role for intermediary 

level bodies (centred on research councils, other funding bodies, universities and research organizations) 

which are in the strategic level between the policy level and the operational level (research performers) 

and how ǘƘŜȅ ŦƻǊƳ ŀƴ ΨŜŎƻƭƻƎȅΩ ƻŦ influences on other agents within the system.  

Howells (1999, p. 125) seeks to highlight the proactive role that certain types of service (KIBS) firms play as 

innovation intermediaries within innovation systems. 

Provan and Human (1999) brought up the technology brokers as actors filling gaps in information and 

knowledge in industrial networks. 

McEvily and Zaheer (1999) highlighted the role of regional institutions (such as regional industrial extension 

centres) provide in helping to compensate firms which have a poor advice network and lack bridging ties 

(i.e., unique, non-redundant ties in a network); i.e., such regional institutions provide important 

ŎƻƳǇŜƴǎŀǘƻǊȅ ƭƛƴƪǎ ǘƻ ŀ ŦƛǊƳΩǎ linkage network.  

Guston (1996, 1999) and Cash (2001) emphasized the role of boundary organizations in technology transfer 

ŀƴŘ ΨŎƻ-ǇǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴΩ ƻŦ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎȅΦ  

Millar and Choi (2003) defined knowledge intermediaries as organizŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘŀǘŜ ŀ ǊŜŎƛǇƛŜƴǘΩǎ 

measurement of the intangible value of knowledge received.  

Consequently, the potential roles of intermediaries (or interagents) in supporting eco-innovation and start-

ups are many. Several studies show how they may help the technology transfer process between 

companies as third parties in the technology diffusion process or like brokers focusing on specific 

technologies, or filling gaps in knowledge. The role of intermediaries may involve bridging, such as linking 

players within a (technological) system or network, thus facilitating the flow of information. Some studies 

also emphasize the role of intermediaries in initiating and supporting innovative change in client 

companies or larger networks. They may also help in recombining or making creative or new use of existing 

resources, and making new combinations of existing ideas. The role of intermediaries may involve the 

provision of specialist skills like negotiation and contractual skills as well. In certain regions, they may have 

the role of helping to compensate firms which have a poor public advice network and lack bridging ties. 

The archetype of an intermediary organization in supporting (eco-)innovation might in practice include a 

combination or all of the roles mentioned above.     

In terms of functions, the typology of intermediation in the innovation process presented by Howells 

(2006a, 721-722) consists of ten types of innovation intermediation functions throughout the value chain of 

the innovations (products or services). Each of these ten types of intermediary includes further 2-5 sub 

functions (Howells, 2006b):  

1. Foresight and diagnostics (forecasting and technology roadmapping)  

2. Scanning and information processing (information scanning and technology intelligence, selection 

and clearing)  
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3. Knowledge processing, generation and combination (helping to combine knowledge of two or more 

partners, and also generating in-house research)  

4. Gatekeeping and brokering (negotiation and deal making and contractual advice)  

5. Testing, validation and training (prototyping, pilot facilities, scale-up etc.)  

6. Accreditation and standards (providing standards advice, formal standard setting and verification)  

7. Regulation and arbitration  

8. Intellectual property ς protecting the results / the outcomes of collaboration  

9. Commercialisation ς exploiting the outcomes (market research and business planning, support in 

the selling and commercialization process, early stage capital, venture capital, Initial Public 

Offering)  

10. Assessment and evaluation (general assessment of performance and technologies, specific 

evaluation of products in the market). 

!ǎ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ ŀōƻǾŜΣ IƻǿŜƭƭΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ Ƙŀǎ ǊŜǾŜŀƭŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛƴǘŜǊƳŜŘƛŀǊƛŜǎ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ a much wider, more varied 

and holistic role for their clients in the innovation process than has been generally been acknowledged 

(Howells 2006b). However, the list of ten innovation intermediation functions reflects the nature of the 

science and technologȅ ōŀǎŜŘ ōǳǎƛƴŜǎǎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƻǊƎŀƴƛȊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ IƻǿŜƭƭΩǎ όнллсa) survey. 

Thus, it brings up intermediating function types in a context of a typical technology based entrepreneurship, 

but it may leave some other functions undervalued or even unrecognized that might be relevant to eco-

innovation of a different origin. 

 

2.5 Perspectives on social capital  
 

This section focuses on one aspect of collaboration that has been said to both form the structure of 

networks and facilitate their operation, namely social capital. The theory of social capital is strongly linked 

to interunit resource exchange as well as formation of start-up firms, entrepreneurship and innovation. 

There are several definitions available of the concept Social capital. It has strong roots in sociological 

ǊŜǎŜŀǊŎƘ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ǘƘŜƻǊȅ ƻŦ ƛǘ ǿŀǎ ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭƭȅ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǎǳǊǾƛǾŀƭ ŀƴŘ ŦǳƴŎǘƛƻƴŀƭƛǘȅ ƻŦ ŎƛǘƛŜǎΩ 

neighbourhoods (Nahapiet and Ghoshal 1998, 243). Today the concept is well-known among organizational 

researchers, too, and there is a growing number of sociologists, political scientists, and economists who 

apply social capital to seek answers for problems arising in their field of study (Adler and Kwon 2002, 17).   

.ƻǳǊŘƛŜǳΩǎ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǘƘŜ ōŀǎƛǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ ƻŦ ƭŀǘŜr studies: άSocial capital is the entity of the 

actual or potential resources which are linked to possession of a durable network of more or less 

institutionalized relationships of mutual acquaintance and recognition, or in other words, to membership 

with the backing of the collectively-owned capital, a credential which entitles them to credit, in the various 

ǎŜƴǎŜǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǿƻǊŘΦέ (Bourdieu 1986, 51) 

Healy and Côté (2001, 41) provide a compact definition of social capital, which also emphasizes the 

significaƴŎŜ ƻŦ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪǎΥ άώ{ƻŎƛŀƭ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭ Ŏƻƴǎƛǎǘǎ ƻŦϐ networks together with shared norms, values and 

understandings that facilitate co-operation ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ƻǊ ŀƳƻƴƎ ƎǊƻǳǇǎΦέ ¢Ƙƛǎ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴ ǊŜǘŀƛƴǎ ǘƘŜ ŀǎǎǳƳǇǘƛƻƴ 

that a network in itself does not generate social capital; on the other hand, social capital can neither be 

created nor maintained without network.  
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The social capital has been said to be both glue, which forms the structure of networks, and at the same 

time a lubricant that facilitates the operation of networks (e.g. Anderson & Jack 2002, Maak 2007). Most 

conceptual perspectives on social capital can be grouped to άōƻƴŘƛƴƎέ ŀƴŘ άōǊƛŘƎƛƴƎέ social capital (cf. De 

Carolis & Saparito 2006). The bonding views (e.g. Coleman 1988, Putnam 1993) emphasize the social capital 

inherent in the social structure and they focus on actual or potential internal resources. They focus on 

benefits of social glue and thus the internal relations of an organization or a community. The bridging views 

by contrast (e.g. Bourdieu 1985, and most network theorists) stress the benefits of tying into external 

resources inherent in the relations of a social network. The bridging views try to explain how the activation 

of existing or potential external social relations may facilitate successful action (Maak 2007, 333).  

Adler and Kwon (2002, 29-30) have identified three benefits of social capital. The first benefit is that social 

ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘǊƻǳƎƘ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ōǊƻŀŘŜǊ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ŀƴŘ ƛƳǇǊƻǾŜǎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴΩǎ ǉǳŀƭƛǘȅΣ 

relevance and timeliness. The second benefit is that influence, control, and power can be accessed by 

exchanging the resources. Individuals who hold power Ŏŀƴ ƛƴŦƭǳŜƴŎŜ ŀ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ƴŜǘǿƻǊƪΩǎ ƴƻǊƳǎΦ CƛƴŀƭƭȅΣ 

strong social norms and beliefs provide solidarity which encourages adaptation with the norms of the 

network and reduces the need for formal contracts. As regards start-ups and innovation, social capital has 

been found to facilitate interunit resource exchange and product innovation, entrepreneurship, formation of 

start-up companies, and strengthen supplier relations as well as regional production networks (Adler & 

Kwon 2002, 17). Bridging and bonding social capital, consisting of strong and weak ties, has been found a 

robust predictor for nascent entrepreneurs, as well as advancing through the start-up process (Davidsson & 

Honig 2003). This suggests that one of the key roles of e.g. interagents and unusual collaborators might be 

to build social capital within and across multiple layers (including micro, meso and macro levels) of the 

society.   

While there are benefits of establishing social capital, also risks are involved.  Adler and Kwon (2002, 30-31) 

ǊŜƳƛƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜǊŜ Ŏŀƴ ǎƻƳŜǘƛƳŜǎ ƻŎŎǳǊ Ǌƛǎƪǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƳƛƎƘǘ ƻǳǘǿŜƛƎƘ ǎƻŎƛŀƭ ŎŀǇƛǘŀƭΩǎ ōŜƴŜŦƛǘǎΦ ¢ƘŜȅ ŀǊƎǳŜ ǘƘŀǘ 

high investments in establishing and maintaining relationships may not be cost efficient in certain 

circumstances, as is the case in other investment decisions also. Another risk relates to power benefits. 

These benefits might in some cases be contradictory with the information benefits of social capital.  

Social capital tends to increase with use. Thus it is important for people to interact with each other in order 

to produce social capital. Organization members need to have time and space for conversation, action and 

interaction in order to code and language to develop. This way new intellectual capital can be produced. 

Organizations are designed to bring their members together to undertake their primary task. Meetings, 

social events and conferences are organized and they can be viewed as collective investment strategies to 

create and maintain social relationships. These meetings and events provide opportunities to bring ideas 

together and accessible for other members of the organizations. The opportunities may lead to 

development of new intellectual capital. (Nahapiet and Ghoshal 1998, 258)  

Trust and trustworthiness are perceived by many authors to be important elements of social capital (Adler 

and Kwon 2002, 22; Avery and Swafford 2009, 10; Coleman 1988, 102; Nahapiet and Ghoshal 1998, 254; 

Putnam 1993, 38) Trust is the key in the willingness of network actors to share knowledge. It is based on 

social judgments and assessment of the cost. Trust diminishes opportunism and the need for monitoring. It 

also encourages people to cooperate, which again facilitates the development of new products and 

processes (Avery and Swafford 2009, 10). ¢ǊǳǎǘǿƻǊǘƘƛƴŜǎǎ ƳŜŀƴǎ ǘƘŀǘ άƻōƭƛƎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǿƛƭƭ ōŜ ǊŜǇŀƛŘΣ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ 

ŀŎǘǳŀƭ ŜȄǘŜƴǘ ƻŦ ƻōƭƛƎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƘŜƭŘέ (Coleman 1988, 102). If a person does something for another party, he or 
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she can expect this party to do something in return. In terms of support to innovative start-ups and SMEs, it 

is essential the support actors should have a positive role in building trust both in public support actors and 

between businesses.  

 

2.6 Start -ups and intermediation within eco -inno vation on national and EU 

contexts   
 

Several of previous empirical studies related to (eco-)innovation and intermediation focus on a specific 

geographic area. However, these do not often cover the focus area of SHIFT project, namely Finland, 

Sweden and Germany. On the other hand, many of the studies have been carried out in the area of EU as 

well as in other parts of the world. Our sample of previous national and regional research provides 

empirical findings of intermediation and / or (eco)innovation with diverse functional and theoretical 

perspectives, covering regionally e.g.  

¶ Austria (Klewitz and Hansen 2012),   

¶ Baltic Sea Region (Vasilenko et al. 2011),  

¶ Canada (Clarke and Roome 1999),  

¶ Finland (Kivimaa 2014),  

¶ France (Callon 1994),  

¶ Germany (Hauschildt and Kirchmann 2001),  

¶ Italy (Battaglia et al. 2010),  

¶ Korea (Lee et al. 2010),  

¶ the Netherlands (van Hemel and Cramer 2002, Kolk et al. 2008),  

¶ New Zealand (Lewis et al. 2014),  

¶ Sweden (Halila 2007, Halila and Rundquist 2011, Palmén and Åslund 2013, Stankiewicz 1995),  

¶ the UK (Jenkins 2009Σ hΩwŀŦŦŜǊǘȅ Ŝǘ ŀƭΦ нллф, Seaton and Cordey-Hayes 1993, Shohert and Prevezer 1996), and  

¶ the USA (Baker et al. 2003, Hargadon and Sutton 1997, McEwen 2013, van Lente et al. 2003).  

International perspectives on collaboration and intermediation within innovation are provided by the 

works of e.g. Backhaus (2010), Bessant and Rush (1993), Carrillo-Hermosilla et al. (2009), Celik et al. (2014), 

Duymedjian and Rüling (2010), Fichter (2012), Howells (2006a), Moss et al. (2009), Triguero et al. (2013), 

Velamuri et al. (2011), and Yarahmadi and Higgins (2012). Although collaboration, intermediation and/or 

eco-innovation is in the core of these studies, they are based on diverse functional and theoretical 

perspectives. The findings of these studies were already reflected in previous parts of this literature review.  

In the Finnish innovation support system context, there are numerous previous studies available. Their 

focus is typically more on the mainstream conventional innovation support supply and policy level rather 

than on collaboration and intermediaries to support start-ups and eco-innovation, or on firm level demand. 

Thus, the relationship between policies and policy instruments and their role in the development of 

markets, technology, and economic growth has being studied widely (Kivimaa and Mickwitz, 2006; Fuad-

Luke, 2009; Lovio et al., 2011; Panapanaan et al., 2013). Less attention has been devoted to the actors in 

innovation networks and their influence on other networks, policies and the eventual greening of the 

economy. The national innovation support system in Finland has been charted and analyzed already in the 

beginning of the millennium by Georghiou et al. (2003). The Finnish innovation policy has been also 

evaluated from the point of view of fostering entrepreneurship by Toivanen (2009). Intermediaries of the 

Finnish innovation environment were analysed in a regional context by Ståhle et al. (2004). They have 
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described the links between knowledge intermediaries and the environment in a way that might prove 

useful also as a basis for an analytical framework of this study.  

In general, The Finnish innovation system in general has been considered successful, and according to 

recent assessment by World Economic Forum (2013), the country had one of the most innovative business 

environments in the world. Additionally, Finland was ranked second in the global Cleantech Innovation 

Index in 2014 (Cleantech Group et al. 2014) and ranks in the top EU countries on the Eco-innovation 

Scoreboard (Eco-Innovation Observatory 2013). In the cleantech index, 40 countries were evaluated on 15 

indicators related to the creation, commercialization and growth of cleantech start-ups. Sweden and 

Germany, the two other countries in the core of SHIFT project, were also among the Top10 nations of the 

world in this ranking, and together with Finland they were in the Top3 nations of EU 28 Eco-innovation 

scoreboard. Consequently, the empirical of focus of SHIFT project is in areas with potentially best level of 

creation, commercialization and growth of eco-innovative start-ups in the world.   

 

2.7 Emerging typology of interagents and  unusual collaborators , and their 

exchanges  
 

The previous studies on collaboration and intermediation bring up a long list of names of actors that could 

potentially be considered interagents or constituents of unusual collaboration. In Table 4 we have picked 

up the terms and concepts that were used in the literature. Naturally, some of them are overlapping or 

sometimes almost synonyms for each other. In addition, we have reviewed each potential interagent or 

collaboration concept based on actor type, i.e. whether it can be considered an individual, an organization 

or a combination of these. Interagency and collaboration always involve bringing people and other 

resources together, and thus it is relevant to consider what kind of exchange is taking place in each case: is 

it about the exchange of knowledge, resources, relationships, processes or something else (cf. Fichter 

2012). In terms of support supply and needs, the exchanges reflect mostly the supply side.  
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Table 4. An emerging typology of interagents, unusual collaborators and their exchanges.  

(άҞέ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƛƳŀǊȅ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻŦ ŜȄŎƘŀƴƎŜǎ ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ǘƻ ǎǘŀǊǘ-ups and (M)SMEs).  

Reference in WP7 
literature review 
(page numbers 
refer to this report) 
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Several (p.12) Network Ot Ҟ Ҟ Ҟ  Ҟ 

Dubini & Aldrich 
(p.12) 

Entrepreneur I Ҟ Ҟ Ҟ   

Several (p.13) Peer group Ot Ҟ Ҟ Ҟ όҞύ  

Several (p.13) Expert I Ҟ     

Several (p.13) Service provider I/O     Ҟ 

Several (p.13) Producer/supplier I/O  Ҟ    

Birley (p.13) Family I/Ot  Ҟ Ҟ  Ҟ 

Birley (p.13) Friend I     Ҟ 

Birley (p.13) Business contact I Ҟ Ҟ Ҟ Ҟ Ҟ 

Kolk et al (p.13) Public organisation O Ҟ Ҟ  Ҟ  

Kolk et al (p.13) Private organisation O Ҟ Ҟ    

Kolk et al (p.13) Not-for-profit organisation O Ҟ Ҟ Ҟ   

Several (pp. 13-14) LƴŎǳƳōŜƴǘΣ ΨDƻƭƛŀǘƘΩ ς large firm O Ҟ Ҟ    

Several (pp. 13-14)  Ψ5ŀǾƛŘΩ ς small firm I/O Ҟ Ҟ    

Battaglia et al (pp. 15-
16) 

Industrial cluster Ot Ҟ Ҟ Ҟ   

Jenkins (p.16) CSR champion I Ҟ     

Jenkins (p.16) CEO /  
Founder of sustainability rooted SME 

I Ҟ     

Palmén & Åslund 
(p.16) 

BDO O Ҟ Ҟ Ҟ Ҟ  

Halila & Rundqvist 
(p.17) 

Technology expert I Ҟ Ҟ    

Halila & Rundqvist 
(p.17) 

Venture capitalist I/O Ҟ Ҟ    

Triguero et al (p. 17) Researcher I/O Ҟ     

McEwen (p.17) Eco-preneur i/O Ҟ Ҟ Ҟ   

Klewitz et al (p.17)  Innovation intermediary  I/O Ҟ Ҟ Ҟ Ҟ Ҟ 

Yarahmadi & Higgins 
(p.17) 

Regulatory interagent I/O    Ҟ  

Yarahmadi & Higgins 
(p.17) 

Resource interagent I/O  Ҟ    

Celik et al (p.17) (Social) innovation network Ot   Ҟ  Ҟ 

Fichter (p.21), Lynn et 
al (p.24) 

Innovation community Ot Ҟ Ҟ Ҟ  Ҟ 

Van Lente et al (p.21)  Systemic intermediary I/O/Ot Ҟ Ҟ Ҟ Ҟ Ҟ 

Backhaus (pp. 21-22)  Network facilitator /  host I/Ot   Ҟ   
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Watkins & Horley 
(p.23); Seaton & 
Cordey-Hayes; Callon; 
Shohert &  
Prevezer (p.24)  
 
Braun (p.23)  
 
Van der Meulen & Rip 
(p.25) 
 
Howells (p.22, 25) 
see Howells (2006a) 
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Mantel & Rosegger 
(p.24) 

Third parties I/O/Ot    Ҟ  

Aldrich & von Glinow 
(p.24) 

Broker  
- diffusers in social systems 

I/O/Ot   Ҟ  Ҟ 

Bessant & Rush (p.24) Consultant as bridge builder  
-innovation processes 

I/O     Ҟ 

Stankiewicz (p.24) Intermediary firm  
-adapt solutions in market to users 

O     Ҟ 

Turpin et al (p.24) Bricoleur  
-application of new technologies 
outside original field 

I/O Ҟ 
 

    

Lynn et al (p.24) Superstructure organisation  
-flow of information to substructure 
firms 

O Ҟ     

Hargadon & Sutton 
(pp.24-25); Wolpert 
(p.23) 

Knowledge/information broker  
-combine existing knowledge, 
information & technologies in new 
ways 

I/O Ҟ     

Provan & Human 
(p.25)  

Technology broker/brokering  
-new products by making 
connections between existing 
solutions, sectors or technologies 
(knowledge)  
new products by making connections 
between existing solutions, sectors or 
technologies (resources) 

I/O Ҟ Ҟ    

McEvily & Zaheer 
(p.25) 

Regional institution  
-ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ΨǎǳǊǊƻƎŀǘŜ ǘƛŜǎΩ ŦƻǊ 
organisations lacking bridging ties 

O   Ҟ   

Guston (p.25), Cash 
(p.25) 

Boundary organisation  
-technology transfer (knowledge)  
-co-production of technologies 
(resources) 

O Ҟ Ҟ    

Millard & Choi (p.25) Knowledge intermediary  
-measurement of intangible value of 
knowledge received 

O Ҟ     

Pilorget (p.23) Innovation consultancy (firm) 
offering services 

O Ҟ Ҟ    

De Carolis & Saparito 
(p.26) 

Bonding interagent I/O   Ҟ  Ҟ 

Maak (p.27)  Bridging interagent I/O Ҟ Ҟ   Ҟ 

Total number observed 29 24 17 8 14 

 

In terms of actor type, some of the potential interagents or unusual collaborators mentioned in Table 4 are 

clearly individuals. These include Business contact, CSR champion, Entrepreneur, Expert (and technology 

expert), Founder (or CEO) of sustainability rooted SME, and Friend. On the other hand, actor types that are 

obviously organizations are many: Boundary organization, Business development organization, Incumbent 
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όΨDƻƭƛŀǘƘΩύΣ Innovation consultancy, Intermediary firm, Knowledge intermediary, Not-for-profit organization, 

Private organization, Public organization, Regional institution, and Superstructure organization.   

In addition, there is a considerable amount of actor types with interagent or collaborator potential that 

might be considered individuals, but organizations as well. These include Bonding interagent, Bricoleur, 

Bridging interagent, Broker, Consultant as bridge builder, Ψ5ŀǾƛŘΩ όǎƳŀƭƭ ŦƛǊƳύΣ Eco-preneur, Innovation 

intermediary, Intermediary, Intermediary agency, Intermediary level body, Knowledge broker, Network 

facilitator, Regulatory interagent, Researcher, Resource interagent, Systemic intermediary, Technology 

broker, and Venture capitalist. Some of the actor types can be considered to be based on a more complex 

structure consisting of individuals and organizations. These include Family, Industrial cluster, Innovation 

community, Network, Peer group, Social innovation network, Systemic intermediary, and Third parties.  

As regards the potential exchange made by such an interagent or unusual collaborator to support (eco)-

innovation and start-ups, it seems that knowledge (e.g. technology transfer) is most often in the core of 

exchange, especially in relation to the intermediation process in innovation (cf. Howells 2006a). Also the 

exchange of resources (financial, technological, supplier, etc.) other than knowledge is quite frequently 

involved, but the knowledge exchange related to collaboration is clearly most important. It looks like the 

exchange related to relationships and processes have been less frequently present in collaboration in 

practice.  

Multi-level perspective (including micro, meso and macro levels) might bring in an interesting addition to 

ǘƘŜ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎΦ IƻǿŜƭƭΩǎ όнллсŀύ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻŦ ŘƛŦŦŜǊŜƴǘ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴǘŜǊƳŜŘƛŀǊƛŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊŜ ƻŦ 

this literature review seems to focus on business (micro) level. Previous research also opened some 

ǇŜǊǎǇŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ƻƴ ƳŀŎǊƻ ƭŜǾŜƭΣ ŜΦƎΦ ΨǎȅǎǘŜƳƛŎ ƛƴǘŜǊƳŜŘƛŀǊƛŜǎΩ that emerge in long-term transitions (Van Lente 

et al. 2003).  

The typology of interagents and unusual collaborators needs further analysis and discussion. At this section 

of the report, we leave the analysis and discussion here. It would be interesting to consider, which kind of 

interagents might support radical innovation, and which might support more incremental innovation. 

Another interesting perspective to consider would be the roles and modes of action of the interagents by 

level of operation (and impact), i.e. where and how do they operate in multi-level perspective (micro, meso 

or macro levels). We might also further define the potential types of interagent or unusual collaborator as 

formal or informal etc. The various types of potential interagent and collaborator types will be briefly 

revisited during the case analysis in this report.   
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3 Key findings on inter -organizational collaboration to support innovati ve 

start -up business in th e literature   
 

This chapter presents brief summary and conclusions from our literature study. The aim of the literature 

study was to get an overview as regards collaboration of small (start-up) businesses and the role of diverse 

interagent organisations, especially in terms of support for start-ups and SMEs in the field of eco-innovation.  

 

3.1 Perspectives on  inter -organisational  collaboration  to support innovative 

start -up business in brief  
 

In the previous chapter we first reflected general perspectives on collaboration between businesses from 

existing empirical research on the collaboration in general as well as in the specific area of sustainable 

innovation.  We started with the concept of networking and types of alliances, and continued to motives of 

collaborating as well as different types of partnerships between organizations. Then we discussed shortly 

two specific types of collaboration that are relevant to small new businesses, namely collaboration 

between incumbents and start-ups, and new business networks. After that we concentrated on 

partnerships and networks for environmental engagement and eco-innovation, including social innovation. 

There are typically many opportunities available to businesses in a network, and there are no constraints in 

the formation of business networks as regards company size. The role and influence of informal networks 

(family, friends, professional contacts) is essential in the process of starting a business, in addition to more 

formal networks. The social and personal networks of entrepreneurs can be a cost-effective means of 

obtaining valuable information for business, and more extended networks allows entrepreneurs to expand 

the access to resources. Thus, active participation in network partnerships is often an opportunity to 

creating value and growth. In fact, access to resources has been recognized as a motivator for collaboration 

for a long time. In addition to partnerships between private organisations, such as collaboration between 

start-ups and incumbents, also other types of partnerships exist between different organisations. Examples 

of these are partnerships between public and private organisations, private and non-profit organisations 

(NGOs), and tripartite, i.e. partnerships between private, public, and non-profit organisations. Incumbent ς 

start-up collaboration is typically linked to commercialization strategies for start-ups, but on the other 

hand, innovative start-ups may help the incumbents in adapting to radical (technological) change, and even 

transforming industries. For example, when transforming industries towards sustainable development, the 

ƛƴƛǘƛŀƭ ǇƘŀǎŜ ƛǎ ŎƘŀǊŀŎǘŜǊƛȊŜŘ ōȅ ǎǳǎǘŀƛƴŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ƛƴƛǘƛŀǘƛǾŜǎ ƻŦ ǎƳŀƭƭ ŦƛǊƳǎ όƛŘŜŀƭƛǎǘƛŎ Ψ5ŀǾƛŘǎΩ vs. slowly greening 

ΨDƻƭƛŀǘƘǎΩύ. Unfortunately the business environment is then often characterized by tight competition 

between start-ups and incumbents rather than collaboration for mutual benefit. 

Several studies on environmental or CSR activities of SMEs in general and specifically green innovation have 

shown that collaboration with other firms or organisations contributes to awareness, enhance 

environmental engagement, overcome barriers and even lead to eco-innovation. Sustainability-rooted 

{a9ǎΩ ƛƴǘŜǊŀŎǘƛƻƴ ǿƛǘƘ ŜȄǘŜǊƴŀƭ ŀŎǘƻǊǎ ƛs often extensive compared to other types of SMEs. In SMEs 

however the real change agent or business champion for CSR is often the owner-manager or the founding 

team, and their willingness to draw on external knowledge and networks. The reasons to decide to be 

involved in networks differ between actors. Some use them in order to solve technical issues whereas 

others have taken advantage of their network to overcome market barriers. A recent study of European 
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SMEs also showed that private companies involved in networks with universities and research institutes are 

more likely to come up with all kinds of eco-innovations (Triguero et al. 2013). Several recent studies (e.g. 

Klewitz et al. 2012, Triguero et al. 2013) also suggest that public policy and society should facilitate and 

promote the creation of these networks between eco-innovative firms (or ecopreneurs), universities, 

consumers and innovation intermediaries.  

An international inventory of collaborative social innovation network (Celik et al 2014) developed a 

typology containing seven main categories. It was one of the first efforts that aims at clustering and 

classifying various collaborative (eco-/social) innovation networks systematically. However, those different 

types of networks will not have to operate in isolation of each other. The real value and impact of the 

different collaborative innovation networks is how their primary functions cross-over or hybridise.  

We also presented theoretical findings on innovation promotion and overcoming of certain barriers related 

to that in the specific context of promotor theory (Fichter 2012). Specialized promotor roles and power 

bases may be relevant in different challenges in innovation processes. Instead of one role and power base, 

ΨǳƴƛǾŜǊǎŀƭ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƻǊǎΩ Ƴŀȅ ŎƻƳōƛƴŜ ǘǿƻ ƻǊ ŜǾŜƴ ƳƻǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƳƻǘƻǊ ǊƻƭŜǎΦ The extended promoter 

theory defined also a relevant concept, innovation community, which refers to an informal network of 

likeminded individuals who act as universal or specialized promotors and commonly promote a specific 

innovation. 

The review of discussion on intermediation within innovation continued with an overview of types and 

functions of intermediaries in (eco-ύƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴΦ IƻǿŜƭƭΩǎ όнллсa) analysis of different innovation 

intermediaries on business level was in the core of the review. Previous research also opened perspectives 

ƻƴ ΨǎȅǎǘŜƳƛŎ ƛƴǘŜǊƳŜŘƛŀǊƛŜǎΩ ǘƘŀǘ ŜƳŜǊƎŜ ƛƴ ƭƻƴƎ-term transitions. The potential roles of intermediaries (or 

interagents) are many in supporting eco-innovation and start-ups. Several studies have shown how they 

may help to transfer technology between companies as third parties in the technology diffusion process or 

like brokers focusing on specific technologies, filling gaps in knowledge. The role of intermediaries may 

involve bridging, such as linking players within a (technological) system or network, thus facilitating the 

flow of information. Some studies also emphasize the role of intermediaries in initiating and supporting 

innovative change in client companies or larger networks. They may also help in recombining or making 

creative or new use of existing resources, and making new combinations of existing ideas. The role of 

intermediaries may involve the provision of specialist skills like negotiation and contractual skills as well. In 

certain regions, they may have the role of helping to compensate firms which have a poor public advice 

network and lack bridging ties. An intermediary organization might in practice include a combination or all 

of the roles mentioned above in supporting (eco-)innovation.  

One section of our literature review focused on an aspect of collaboration that has been said to both form 

the structure of networks and facilitate their operation, namely social capital. The theory of social capital is 

strongly linked to interunit resource exchange as well as formation of start-up firms, entrepreneurship and 

innovation. The bonding views of social capital emphasize the actual or potential internal resources and 

relations. The bridging views of social capital explain how external relations facilitate successful action. As 

regards start-ups and innovation, social capital has been found to facilitate resource exchange and product 

innovation, entrepreneurship and formation of start-ups, as well as strengthen value chain and regional 

networks. Social capital increases in use, which in turn needs time and space for conversation and 

interaction. Trust is perceived a key element of producing social capital, encouraging people to cooperate.   
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Many of the previous empirical studies related to (eco-)innovation and intermediation focused on a specific 

geographic area. However, only some of them cover the focus area of SHIFT project, namely Finland, 

Sweden and Germany. On the other hand, many of the studies have been carried out in the area of 

European Union with to certain extent harmonized legislation and policies in terms of entrepreneurship 

and eco-innovation promotion, as well as in OECD countries with mainly common economic systems and 

shared goals in terms of entrepreneurship and innovation. Thus, the relevance of findings can be 

considered rather high independent of the origin of the empirical data in the previous literature. We should 

also keep in mind that Finland, Sweden and Germany, the countries in the core of SHIFT project, were 

among the Top10 nations of the world in a global cleantech innovation and entrepreneurship ranking in 

2014 (Cleantech Group et al. 2014). Consequently, the empirical focus of SHIFT project is in areas with 

potentially best level of creation, commercialization and growth of eco-innovative start-ups in the world.  

In order to build up an emerging typology of interagents, collaborators and their exchanges, we also 

collected a long list of terms of actors that were mentioned in the literature and that could represent 

potential types of interagents or unusual collaborators. Some of the terms were overlapping and almost 

synonyms to each other. Depending on the term, a specific actor can be classified as an individual, an 

organization, or an actor type based on a more complex structure of individuals and organizations. As 

interagency and collaboration always involve bringing people and other resources together, we also 

considered what kind of exchange would be taking place. Knowledge (e.g. technology transfer) seems to be 

most often in the core of exchange, especially in relation to the intermediation process in innovation. Also 

the exchange of other resources than knowledge was quite frequently involved.  

 

3.2 Conclusions of liter ature review  for empirical case studies  
 

According to our definition of the term, an interagent is an independent actor or player who has an agenda 

as intermediary, interceder, mediator or middle person to bring people and other key resources together 

for their self-interest and the interests of others in the innovation support system. Thus, the interagent is a 

key role in promoting and organising collaboration that brings the necessary key resources together. The 

literature study presented an overview as regards collaboration of small businesses in general, and 

specifically the roles of interagent organisations. Existing empirical research on the collaboration of 

businesses generally and especially in the area of sustainable innovation presents several typologies based 

on a variety of theories.  

 

The various perspectives on collaboration and support for start-ups in sustainable innovation are reflected 

in Figure 5 below. One perspective on collaboration and intermediation was already presented in the 

introduction of this report: collaboration and intermediation may serve specific changes in behaviour 

and/or technology or they may impact on value creation related to a certain business function along the 

value chain. The major part of previous literature can be divided in three groups in terms of perspectives on 

collaboration. They can be considered to form the current mainstream of collaboration literature. First, 

there are studies related to motives: what are the driving forces behind collaboration activities. Second, 

there are studies that focus on types of collaboration. Thirdly, a growing number of studies have analysed 

the outcome of collaboration.  
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Categorization of collaboration and innovation networks based on their delivered functionality represent 

findings from a rather fresh perspective that could be called Innovation network category. A more 

traditional perspective in terms of collaboration is presented by social capital view. Many of the studies 

have taken, in addition to another specific conceptual focus on collaboration and intermediation, regional 

perspectives. Most of these studies are based on findings and literature from EU or at least OECD countries.  

 

The most interesting and relevant frameworks in terms of intermediation and support for sustainable 

innovation are presented by the perspectives of promotor power and role, intermediary role and function 

as well as intermediary level. As regards promotor power and role perspective, when building up the 

emergent typology of interagents and unusual collaboration in the previous chapter we already considered 

types of exchanges taking place: is it about knowledge, resources, relationships, processes or something 

else (cf. Fichter 2012). The summary of studies examining intermediaries in innovation (Howells 2006a) 

forms the core of intermediary role and function perspective. Finally, intermediary level perspective that 

emphasizes the different levels of the socio-technical system is interesting in terms of analyzing the 

collaboration, support needs and supply as well as transformation.  

  

 

 
Figure 5. Perspectives on collaboration and support for start-ups in sustainable innovation. 

 

The key findings from the literature as regards different perspectives on collaboration and intermediation 

are presented in Table 5. The potential dimensions to analyse collaboration and interagents to support eco-

innovation in start-ups are many. Most of them would be interesting and relevant to include in the analysis 

of specific interagent cases. As mentioned above, the most interesting and relevant frameworks in terms of 

intermediation and support for sustainable innovation are presented by the perspectives of promotor 

power and role, intermediary role and function as well as intermediary level. Additionally, innovation 

network category view with its categorization of delivered functionalities might be useful in case analysis, 

together with area of services perspective.  
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Table 5. Findings from the literature as regards different perspectives on collaboration and intermediation 

(The shading refers to the higher relevance of specific perspectives to the present study).  

Perspective Key findings Authors 
Area of services Focus on changes in behavior and/or technology;  

Organizational function or view of business activity 
Sherwin & Bhamra 2000, IfM 2014 
Velamuri et al 2011 

Collaboration motive Access to resources and skills discrepancies;  
Complementary assets;  
Usual link to commercialization strategies of start-ups  
The driving forces behind environmental cooperative activities of 
firms behind green innovation 

Birley 1985, Hamel 1991  
Rothaermel 2001  
Gans & Stern 2003, Belleflamme 
2012  
 
Yarahmadi & Higgins 2012 

Collaboration type Types of alliances by small firms  
Three types of partnerships (public ς private, private ς non-
profit, tripartite) in addition to private ς private partnerships;  
Incumbent start-up collaboration;  
New business networks;  
Industrial clusters 

Welch 1991  
 
Kolk et al 2008  
Gans & Stern 2003, Rothaermel 2002  
Delaney 2013  
Battaglia et al 2010 

Collaboration outcome Greater awareness (educate and engage);  
Instruments to overcome barriers that prevent SMEs from 
developing CSR initiatives or taking advantage of CSR 
opportunities;  
 
 
Competency to develop and adapt eco-innovation  
 
 
Networks with universities and research institutes more likely to 
come up with eco-innovations for SMEs  
Facilitating open innovation in SMEs 

Lewis et al 2014  
Battaglia et al 2010, Braun & 
Hadwiger 2011, Vasilenko et al 2011, 
van Hemel & Cramer 2002, Palmén & 
Åslund 2013, Jenkins 2009, McEwen 
2013  
Carrillo-Hermosilla et al 2009, Klewitz 
et al 2012, Halila & Rundqvist 2011, 
Triguero et al 2013,  
 
Triguero et al 2013 
Lee et al 2010 

Innovation network 
category 

Categorization of collaborative social innovation networks based 
on the functionality that they deliver (preliminarily seven 
categories) 

 
Celik et al 2014 

Promotor role Four types and roles of individuals who actively and intensively 
support the innovation process 

Fichter 2012  

Intermediary level Facilitation of SMEs for eco-innovation (business level);   
Systemic intermediaries in long-term transitions 

Klewitz et al 2012, Howells 2006a  
Van Lente et al 2003, Backhaus 2010 

Intermediary role & 
function 

Summary of studies examining intermediaries in innovation;  
The roles of intermediaries in supporting eco-innovation;  
Ten types of innovation intermediation functions throughout the 
value chains of innovations 

Howells 2006a 
Howells 2006a, 2006b  
 
Howells 2006a, 2006b 

Social capital category Bonding social capital (glue);  
Bridging social capital (lubricant);  
The benefits of social capital 

Coleman 1988, Putnam 1993  
Bourdieu 1985  
Adler & Kwon 2002  

Region Empirical data from projects/organisations on national level  
International (EU/OECD level) data and/or literature   
 

e.g. Ståhle et al. (2004) (Finland)  
See Chapter 2.6 for details 

 

For the purposes of starting to build up an emerging typology of interagents, collaborators and their 

exchanges, we also collected a long list of terms of actors in the literature review of this study. As reflected 

above, some of the terms were overlapping and almost synonyms to each other. Depending on the term, a 

specific actor can be classified as an individual, an organization, or an actor type based on a more complex 

structure of individuals and organizations (see Table 6 below).  
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Table 6. A classification of potential interagent and collaborator actors according to their organizational 

background (see also Table 4 in Chapter 2.7 for authors and more details).  

 Actor type 
Background Individuals Organisations Individuals or 

organizations 
(More complex) 
Multi-actor structure 

Term mentioned in 
the literature on 
collaboration and 
innovation support 

Business contact  
CSR champion  
Entrepreneur  
Expert  
Founder / CEO  
Friend  
 

Boundary organization  
Business Development 
Organization  
LƴŎǳƳōŜƴǘ όΨDƻƭƛŀǘƘΩύ  
Innovation consultancy  
Intermediary firm  
Knowledge intermediary  
Not-for-profit organization  
Private organization  
Public organization  
Regional institution  
Superstructure organization  

Bonding interagent  
Bricoleur  
Bridging interagent  
Broker  
Consultant  
Ψ5ŀǾƛŘΩ όǎƳŀƭƭ ŦƛǊm)  
Ecopreneur  
(Innovation) intermediary  
Intermediary (agency)  
Intermediary level body  
Knowledge broker  
Network facilitator  
Regulatory interagent  
Researcher  
Resource interagent  
Systemic intermediary  
Technology broker  
Venture capitalist 

Family  
Industrial cluster  
Innovation community  
Network  
Peer group  
Social innovation network  
Systemic intermediary  
Third parties  
 

 

¢Ƙƛǎ ƭƛǎǘƛƴƎ ƻŦ ŀŎǘƻǊ ŎƻƴŎŜǇǘǎ ŀƴŘ ǘŜǊƳǎ ŦƻǊƳǎ ŀƴ ŜȄŎŜƭƭŜƴǘ ΨǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅΩ ǘƘŀǘ Ŏŀƴ ōŜ ǳǎŜŘ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎŀǎŜ 

analysis. As mentioned above, interagency and collaboration always involve bringing people and other 

resources together, and thus we also considered what kind of exchange would be taking place in relation to 

each actor type. Knowledge (e.g. technology transfer) seems to be most often in the core of exchange, 

especially in relation to the intermediation process in innovation. Also the exchange of other resources 

than knowledge was quite frequently involved (see Chapter 2.7 for more details).  

Most of the actor types mentioned in the listing are well-known and widely used. Thus, we will not define 

them in detail here. One of the interesting in terms of unusual collaboration and eco-innovation, and also 

less frequently mentioned actor type is bricoleur. Turpin et al. (1996) brought up this term for agents 

seeking to develop new applications for new technologies outside their initial development field. More 

recently, the term has been used in more entrepreneurial and business setting e.g. in social enterprises (Di 

Domenico et al. 2010) and in developing base-of-the-pyramid markets (Halme et al. 2012).    

Before moving on to the analytical framework of this study, we will revisit the fundamental question of 

what makes collaboration or intermediation practices unusual? Collaboration of eco-innovative start-ups 

with and support from the focal areas of other SHIFT WPs, i.e. universities, incubators, business 

development organisations, design service providers, and funding certainly exist, but would collaboration 

be considered ΨǳƴǳǎǳŀƭΩ ƛŦ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŦǊƻƳ ǎŜǾŜǊŀƭ ƻǊ ŀƭƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜǎŜ Ψǳǎǳŀƭ ǎǳǎǇŜŎǘǎΩ hybridise? Previous literature 

neither offers a clear nor a systematic view what migƘǘ ōŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŜŘ ΨǳƴǳǎǳŀƭΩ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻǊ 

intermediation. As already discussed in the introduction of this report, our view of the nature of unusual 

collaboration consist of (at least) nine features, most of which should be present in our specific cases in 

Finland (see p6 of this report).  
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4 Framework  for the analysis of interagents  and unusual collaboration in 

supporting sustainable start -ups 
 

In this chapter we will present the analytical multi-level framework to be utilized in the empirical part of 

SHIFT WP7. Based on the findings from the various perspectives presented in the literature study as well as 

our early empirical findings from this field during the first phase of the project (WP1), we first discuss very 

briefly and show the key dimensions of the framework of analysis, and after that we will present the 

analytical framework for the case studies.  

4.1 Building up the framework of analysis  

 

Supply, demand and the gap between them  

 

The WP1 of SHIFT project summed up three major aspects of a business support system, the demand side 

(firms and entrepreneurs), the supply side (organisations that support businesses) and a gap that might 

exist between these two. Whether this gap exists, depends on a possible mismatch between the supply and 

demand sides in business support activities (cf. Gibb 1992, Klofsten and Mikaelsson 1996). It often happens 

that the support that is given does not correspond to the real needs within businesses in general, or small 

firms in particular (see Figure 6).  

 

Figure 6. The gap approach of the project (Hjelm et al. (2013) in SHIFT Work Package 1: Theoretical 

Foundation by Fichter et al. 2013). 

Gibb (1992) has argued that there are several barriers associated with business support, for example a 

scepticism from the small business manager regarding the value of support, inability to pay to take part in 

support, lack of time and the preference to be engaged in activities that seem to give a more direct return 

on investments rather than indirect activities such as business support activities. Kanda et al. (2012) in their 

study of public support for cleantech MSMEs have highlighted some challenges on the demand side, such 
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as unawareness of such support programmes among some MSMEs, and also the difficulty in accessing such 

programmes stemming from amongst others the confusingly large number of initiatives and organisations.  

The exchanges / components of support 

 

As mentioned in the conclusions of the literature study, one of the most interesting and relevant 

frameworks in terms of intermediation, unusual collaboration and support for sustainable innovation are 

presented by the perspectives of promotor power and role. Linked to the promotor theory, the emergent 

typology of interagents and unusual collaboration in the previous chapter already considered types of 

exchanges taking place: is it about knowledge (expertise), resources, relationships, processes or something 

else (cf. Fichter 2012).  

Multi -level perspective (MLP)  

 

Transition management approach has presented a model of co-evolution of innovations at different 

(product and system) levels, as sustainable development requires changes in socio-technical systems and 

wider societal change in beliefs, values and governance (Kemp et al. 2007, Loorbach 2007). On the micro 

level, inside the so-called niches, novelties are created, tested and diffused. Examples of such novelties are 

new technologies, rules and legislation, organizations or even new concepts and ideas. The macro 

(landscape) level is the overall societal setting consisting of social values, political cultures, built 

environment and economic development and trends. The processes of change occur on the macro level, 

and directly influences the meso (regime) level as well as the micro level (niches) by defining the room and 

direction for change.  

Intermediaries of the Finnish innovation environment were analysed in a regional context (Ståhle et al. 

2004). The study described the links between knowledge intermediaries and the environment in a way that 

sort of combines the three perspectives described above. According to this view, the basic aims, 

responsibilities and roles of the intermediaries depend on the level. The macro, meso and micro level 

intermediaries have different influence in the success of the environment. (National or international) macro 

level focuses on the structural components of the innovation environment, i.e. building control and 

development mechanisms. Examples of such macro level actors in the Finnish context are Sitra, Tekes, and 

the Academy of Finland. The (regional) meso level aims at uniform strategies. Examples of such actors are 

incubators and business development organizations. (Local) micro level takes in turn responsibility of 

developing know-how and substance. Knowledge intensive public and private service companies have been 

mentioned as examples of this level. The visualization of this innovation policy and management related 

multi-level approach is presented in Figure 7. It is also useful as a basis for the analytical framework of this 

study.  
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Figure 7. The innovation environment approach (Ståhle et al. 2004). 

 

After this brief description of the conceptual building blocks we will present a simplified visualization of the 

conceptual framework for this study in Figure 8 below. It was developed by NODUS team of Aalto 

University in collaboration with the SHIFT project consortium partners.  

 

Figure 8. The basic conceptual framework behind the study.  
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The framework strives to illustrate what interagents (and unusual collaboration) might act to fill the 

potential gap between support needs and support supply. Support (in form of various types of exchanges) 

flows not only on a specific level of the system, but between the macro, meso and micro levels as well. The 

core of the framework consists of the potential gap between support supply and demand (Hjelm et al 2013 

/ SHIFT WP1), the exchanges and promotor roles (Fichter 2012), and interagent level (multi-level 

perspective / e.g. Loorbach 2007, Ståhle et al. 2004).  

 

4.2 Description of the analytical framework for the case studies  
 

The analytical framework used in the case studies was developed further from the basic conceptual 

framework behind the study by adding the innovation (or entrepreneurial) life-cycle stages in the chart. This 

allows the research team to make conclusions that reflect also the interagency and collaboration in 

proportion to life-cycle stages in a start-up or young SME. See Figure 9.  

 

Figure 9. The framework used in WP7 case analysis. 
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Before starting the field work with the cases, we tested the framework in a specific event with a group from 

our industrial partners consisting of Finnish MSMEs. This test showed that it was easy to adapt and 

understand by business people who were not familiar with all the theoretical foundations behind the 

framework. 

Naturally, when selecting and analysing the interagent and collaboration cases, we must also consider the 

features of unusual collaboration. Our own listing of the constituents of unusual collaboration was 

presented in Chapter 1.4 of this report (see Table 1). Additionally, relevant literature perspectives to be 

utilized during the case studies include Intermediary role and function (e.g. Howells 2006a-b, see also our 

ƻǿƴ ΨǾƻŎŀōǳƭŀǊȅΩ ƻŦ ƛƴǘŜǊŀgents and unusual collaborators in Table 6), Innovation network category (Celik 

et al. 2014, see Chapter 1.5 and 2.2.5), and Area of services perspective (Sherwin & Bhamra 2000, IfM 

Design Management Group 2014, see Chapter 1.5).   

In the next chapter we present the interagent and unusual collaboration organizations used as case studies 

and reflect the findings from these. The presentation will also include a brief discussion on the findings in 

the light of the literature on collaboration.  
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5 The interagents  and unusual collaboration in supporting sustainable 

start -ups ɀ analyzing three cases  from  Finland  
 

This chapter first revisits the research aims and describes briefly some methodological considerations. After 

the presentation of the selection of cases for this multiple case study, the analysis of the cases will follow 

based on the framework developed in the previous chapter of this report. Finally, we will consider the 

added value provided by the interagent and collaboration cases for startups and SMEs, as well as the 

impact and challenges of unusual collaboration and the problems especially in the Finnish support system 

for start-ups and eco-innovation in general as reflected by the case studies.  

 

5.1 Intro duction   
 

As already noted in the bŜƎƛƴƴƛƴƎ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΣ ǘƘŜ ΨƻŦŦƛŎƛŀƭΩ ǾƛŜǿ ƻŦ ŜƴǘǊŜǇǊŜƴŜǳǊǎƘƛǇ ŀƴŘ ƛƴƴƻǾŀǘƛƻƴ 

ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŘƻŜǎ ƴƻǘ ƴŜŎŜǎǎŀǊƛƭȅ ǊŜŎƻƎƴƛȊŜ ǘƘŜ Ψǳƴǳǎǳŀƭ ǎǳǎǇŜŎǘǎΩ ƻǊ ΨǿƛƭŘ ŎŀǊŘǎΩ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ŀƭǎƻ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘƛƴƎ ƛƴ 

the overall support system. When discussing with the Finnish industrial partners (except for two BDOs, all 

of them were MSMEs ς see Appendix 5 for a list of collaborating partners) in the beginning of the project, 

we soon realized that remarkable support can also be provided by persons or organizations with a lot of 

tacit knowledge and large contact networks, personal everyday circle as well as specialists and committed 

experts outside of the institutionalized support infrastructure. Figure 10 shows an example diagram of the 

support system of an eco-fashion agency that participated in the first partner event of the project in March 

2013. Public support actors seem to be located far away from the core, but instead, an interagent with 

good international contacts worldwide seems to play a key support role. 

 

Figure 10. Visualization of a specific support system of an individual SME. Key support actors include family, 

customers and an interagent. The institutionalized support system is not located in the core. 

25.4.2013SHIFT Workshop, Aalto University, Helsinki 
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These preliminary findings from the networks of our own national sample of start-ups and SMEs did not 

include any relevant examples of collaboration between incumbents and emerging eco-businesses, but 

ƛƴǎǘŜŀŘ ŜȄŀƳǇƭŜǎ ƻŦ ΨƻǘƘŜǊΩ ƻǊ ǳƴǳǎǳŀƭ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ ŜƳŜǊƎŜŘΦ ¢ƘǳǎΣ ǿŜ ŘŜŎƛŘŜŘ ǘƻ ŦƻŎǳǎ ƻƴ ΨƻǘƘŜǊΩ ŀŎǘƻǊǎ 

in ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊŜ ƻŦ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘƛǾŜ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴΦ ²Ŝ ŘŜŎƛŘŜŘ ǘƻ Ŏŀƭƭ ǘƘŜǎŜ ΨƻǘƘŜǊΩ ŀŎǘƻǊǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŎƻǊŜ ƻŦ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƻƴ 

bringing people and other resources together as interagents.  

¢ƘŜ ŦƛǊǎǘ ŀƛƳ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǎǘǳŘȅ ό²tтύ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜŘ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ ǿƘŀǘ ƪƛƴŘ ƻŦ Ψǳƴǳǎǳŀƭ ŎƻƭƭŀōƻǊŀǘƛƴƎ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ŀŎǘƻǊǎΩ 

exist and making a special reference to actors supporting eco-innovation in start-ups and SMEs. This part of 

the study was already partly covered by the literature review. Secondly, by analysing the contents of 

specific unusual collaboration cases, the study strives to show how these services complement or overlap 

with the mainstream support services (cf. WPs 2-6 of the SHIFT project) and how these services are related 

to overlapping concepts that promote entrepreneurship, such as cluster initiative, innovation community 

and business accelerator. Thirdly, the study aims to assess the potential that such unusual collaboration 

approaches have in terms of positive impacts to serve the sustainable transformation in the society. 

Consequently, we formulated the research questions as follows:  

RQ1 - What emergent and innovative types of bringing people and other resources together to support eco-
oriented innovation and start-ups exist in the current support system (in addition to those of specific actors in focus 
in WPs 2-6 of the SHIFT project, i.e. universities, incubators, BDOs, DSPs and funding)?  
 
RQ2 - ²Ƙŀǘ ƪƛƴŘ ƻŦ ŀŘŘŜŘ ǾŀƭǳŜ Řƻ ǘƘŜǎŜ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ ǎŜǊǾƛŎŜǎ ŎǊŜŀǘŜ όŀƴŘ Ƙƻǿύ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ΨƳŀƛƴǎǘǊŜŀƳΩ ǎǳǇǇƻǊǘ 
system and what challenges are involved (in terms of technological and behavioural change)?  
 
RQ3 - How should the eco-innovation support infrastructure / policies be developed to better serve the 
transformation of society (technological and behavioural perspectives)? 
 

 

Research strategy of the study is based on qualitative method (limited number of cases). Due to the novelty 

of the phenomenon, and the difficulties in identifying interagents and/or getting others to identify 

themselves as interanets, we have decided not to initiate quantitative surveys. At this stage, it is important 

to describe and to understand the nature of interagency and unusual collaboration, and qualitative case 

method serves these purposes better now that we do not aim at generalizations yet. It would also be 

difficult to design justified survey questionnaires before first understanding the background of unusual 

collaboration and potential challenges related to it. It is also unclear whether e.g. entrepreneurs would 

understand the conceptual framework of the study and potential survey questions derived from it. It would 

be essential to be able to speak same language with them. However, we tested the conceptual and 

analytical framework of the study with some of our Finnish industrial partners in a specific partner event in 

Helsinki in May 2014 and November 2014. After some minor elaborations brought up by the comments 

from the testing of the framework we could proceed to apply the framework during the expert interviews 

related to cases in 2015.     

We interviewed one interagent (i.e. expert playing a central role in the collaboration to support start-ups 

and eco-innovation) per case, and each interview lasted 1 ς 1.5 hours. All the expert interviews were 

undertaken in Finnish language (to facilitate dialogue), recorded and transcribed. In addition to interviews, 

data from other relevant sources have been used in the analysis. The researcher of the project was also 

offered an opportunity to observe a club event of one case and a fair organized by another case. Each 

interviewee was given an opportunity to see the interview themes and questions in advance. The interview 
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questions were slightly modified according to the case and interviewee, but basically the themes and 

structure of questions remained the same from one interview to another. A copy of the basic interview 

guide document sent to the interviewees before each interview is attached to this report as Appendix 2, 

and the list of interviewees in Appendix 3.   

 

5.2 The case selection   
 

The case studies of the work package WP7 were restricted to three interagent and unusual collaboration 

cases from Finland only. Originally the research team aimed at finding relevant interagent and collaboration 

cases in Sweden and Germany, too, but due to difficulty in finding relevant cases, potential cultural and 

language issues, and time constraints, the empirical work focused in Finnish cases only. Thus, the findings 

may partly reflect country and also industry specific conditions in the Finnish business context. Despite of 

that, the findings from this geographically limited case analysis may reflect relevant issues and challenges 

on other markets, too. We start by presenting the cases then analyse their basic characteristics. 

 

5.2.1 The presentation of the cases  

 

Our case selection reflects the fact that, for example, in the EU the significance of housing (energy), 

transport (energy), and food as contributors to the environmental footprint of the society is big. Food and 

drink, private transport and housing together account for 70-ул҈ ƻŦ 9ǳǊƻǇŜΩǎ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ ƛƳǇŀŎǘǎ 

stemming from final consumption (Tukker et al 2006). Thus, mobility, housing as well as private 

consumption in general can be considered the hot spots to enable innovations and behavior change, i.e. 

transform everyday lifestyles and decrease environmental footprints (ANPED 2013). The interagents and 

collaboration in our cases strive to support the emergence and development of innovations and start-ups 

that would contribute to the reduction of environmental burden of consumption in diverse ways. Two of 

the cases focus to a large extent on energy and mobility clean-tech business, whereas one case aims at 

supporting more sustainable business models in a specific consumer goods sector, namely fashion.    

 

Local Energy & FinSolar  

 

Suomen Lähienergialiitto (Local Energy Association) is a fairly new actor in the energy business field in 

Finland. It was founded in April 2013. The association represents both technology suppliers, member 

associations of renewable energy, and consumers. The aim of this collaboration is to give a common voice 

for the sector that combines sustainable local energy production, energy efficiency and smart use of 

energy. Representing solar, bio, geothermal, hydro, wind etc. technologies the collaboration strives to 

promote energy businesses focusing on local energy production and efficient use of energy in Finland. The 

association also strives to influence political decision makers, and to communicate, i.e. provide consumers 

with reliable information on sustainable energy. Linked to the promotion and support of local renewable 

energy technologies, FinSolar project started in 2014, aiming also to promote the agenda of the Local 

Energy Association. Key goal is to create and promote favourable conditions to build up domestic market 

for solar energy technology to utilise the potential of Finnish know-how. Thus, it is more like collaboration 




