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Abstract

The purpose of this paper is to investigate a mssirmodel that firms can adopt in order to
manage the complexity of openness orientation movation development, outlining how
open the innovation could be.

The paper shows how knowledge intermediaries (Ktjlitate the intermediation between
heterogeneous organizations that are characteizeelational proximity that is the base for
reaching effective innovation. The research degiots Knowledge Intermediaries reinforce
the relationship’s DNA in an Epistemic Network fal@d on loyalty, engagement and
commitment to improve the strength of a relatiopshiade up by a shared vision and shared
destiny.
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1. Introduction and objectives

In a complex and highly competitive global markaimpanies have to innovate faster than
ever. To meet the new challenges of this economic@ment, companies are adopting new
approaches to their innovation strategies and psase(OECD, 2012).

As noted by several scholars, in order to managentw innovation landscape firms are
specializing in their core competences and devetppelationships to access external and
complementary resources (Chesbrough, 2003; Garbb)200penness” has increasingly
become an important orientation for accessing kadge resources in order to generate new
ideas and bring them to the market (Chesbroug3;200ristensen et al., 2005).

Firms may now be looking outside in order to findwninnovation parties, but is this
sufficient for developing effective innovation? Homuch openness actually characterizes and
makes for effective innovation?

The opening up of innovation between parties geeerenefits because it can provide new
firms or innovative firms access to informationy@eé and influence as well as the resources
held by others (Hoang and Antoncic, 2003; Hite &tesbterly, 2001; Shaw and Conway,
2000). But this process may also create comple¥iyat kind of approach should be adopted
in order to manage openness that furthers innavatiod minimizes complexity? Which
parties could be transformed in innovation busimpesters?

This context requires a shift from “searching fateenal party and its sources” to “managing
the relationship with a business partner and is®ueces to reach a goal”. This process is
based on a “co-managed” approach in which firmecsedpecific stakeholders to become
partners that cooperate in innovation developrmeend,transforming knowledge into business
ideas.

In the collaborative perspective the knowledge esegated and transmitted by interaction
between firms, universities and public institutigovernment as depicted in the Triple Helix
Model (Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff 2000). The collabtive governance facilitates information
sharing, learning and innovation (Todeva, 2005ntted on the exchange of knowledge and
resources.

In the co-managed innovation that requires thectiele of key stakeholders a significant role
is undertaken by knowledge intermediaries thategsatied in the findings can be identified in
Incubators and Accelerators.

In order to better understand the phenomenon of daprovation, the paper applied a
qualitative research (Dubois and Araujo, 2004) anchse study approach (Beverland and
Lindgreen, 2010; Barrat, Choi, Li, 2011).

The research is founded on a multiple case studiated to knowledge intermediaries, Como
NEXT Incubator and MassChallange Accelerators. Thee studies belong to a wider
research focused on innovation and spatial relshiqs.

Findings increasingly show that collaborative l@agrcharacterizes co-managed innovation if
founded on interconnected long-term relationshiyzd butline the Epistemic Network. The
innovation is generated and transformed throughapalationships that are characterized by
a different level of relational proximity.

The findings outline that openness can be managetthe basis of a shift from outsourced
innovation to co-managed innovation that is foundedollaborative learning and relational
proximity. Through the latter, founded on a neweiptetation of space, firms can better
identify the right stakeholders in order to tramsidchem from parties to partners with which
to develop long-term relationships to co-produdeative innovation. This kind of proximity
allows different actors to cooperate on the bakthair shared vision, destiny and convergent
goals.



2. From outsourced innovation to co-managed innovain

“Openness” has increasingly become an importargntation for accessing knowledge
resources in order to generate new ideas and ke to the market (Chesbrough, 2003;
Christensen et al., 2005). Removing the distanoe fthe closed model in which innovation
is produced inside the firm, the open approachireguonsidering how a firm’s creation of
knowledge depends not only on what the firm realizait also on what firms do to each
other. From this perspective, innovation implieareections with external actors; firms look
for systematically performing knowledge exploratiogtention, and exploitation both inside
and outside an organization’s boundaries througlimeitinnovation process (Lichtenthaler,
2011).

In particular, the horizontal relationships involihee actors that belong at the same stage of
supply chain.

In particular, horizontal knowledge relationshipe aarrow in Epistemic Communities (EC)
and Communities Of Practice (COP) that involve enber of actors, linked by sharing the
same profession or the same knowledge frameworkir{Aand Cohendet, 2004 Newman,
2002; Cowan et al., 2000; Haas, 1992). Definedaasetwork of professionals from a variety
of disciplines and backgrounds,” the COP has aeshaet of normative and principled
beliefs, which provide a value-based rationaletha&r social action of community members.
The COP is considered a network based on sharetiggsand mutual engagement that has
developed a “situated” social theory of learningnfftiegrani, 2002; Wenger, 1998, 2002,
2006; Nooteboom, 2006). Differently EC is relatedparticular to the scientific knowledge
characterized by the main qualities: It spreaddyea@ming beyond the concept of ownership;
it loses value over time, especially due to thdatie processes; and it has a “non-rival” use
and therefore can be shared (Rullani, 2003). Theldpment of epistemic communities also
requires investing in their own distinctive diffaces—namely, in that kind of knowledge,
skills, and abilities that make distinctions in tmetwork (Rullani, 2005). Epistemic
communities are then extended communities defimedbyrmembership in the same territory,
the same company, or the same profession, butédgame worldview and characterized by
relational capital.

In the Epistemic Network horizontal and verticdat®nships are combined among them to
share knowledge and to create innovation.

In this context several stakeholders play a prontimele, including firms, research centers,
public institutions, universities (Etzkowitz and ydesdorff, 2000) and other hybrid
organizations that might have different objectiaesl priorities cooperating in the innovation
process (Pekkarinen and Harmaakorpi, 2006; NieticSamtamaria, 2010).

Through interaction an independent firm gains axdesthe sticky as well as the tacit
knowledge of another firm and thus innovation ismeyated by the ability of the firm to
cooperate in an external perspective (Miles e28I06). The co-managed innovation requires
continuous interactive learning based on collatmmaand related to the creation, exchange,
and combination of knowledge (Hakansson and Jomai2891) founded on the development
of interconnected relationships in a long term pective (Hakansson and Olsen, 2011).

In the relational embeddedness perspective thelajawent of a firm depends on the
development of its relationships (Echols and T2@@5). Moreover the interconnection of the
relationships creates a value network founded diakmration, with different actors, in order
to share resources (Hakansson et al., 2009).

Therefore, the modern enterprise cannot be undmfstbrough the analysis of what it
contains, but only from the spatial relations thaiduce it and in which it is placed (Yeung,
2005; Bathelt, 2006). Everything has a positiort, ddso everything is in a relation with the



rest through interdependencies and connectiortbeimelational space, firms coordinate their
actions in order to learn and generate new knovdéBgschma, 2005).

Nor is such space limited to geographical, cultumatlustrial, or intellectual boundaries
(Hakansson et al., 2009: 260). What happens bettveerfirms might bring them closer to
some other interaction processes but push thernefuftom others in a network perspective.
A business network can be considered a space dmmpetifferent actors that occupy a
certain place (i.e., positions). Every positionaimetwork is based on certain resources, but
the network is also defined by the positions of toeinterparts and their resources. Ties
(boundaries) between the organizations of the métveme considered to be factors that
determine the growth and development of the firnaligangas and Gibbert, 2005). The
boundaries of the network, and then the relatigpake, is not static, but it changes based on
relationship development (Hakansson and Snehot@6;2Bloimen and Pedersen, 2003;
Huemer et al., 2004), generating new opportunitsknowledge sharing between new
actors.

The close interaction between partners generagesethtional capital, considered by many as
a form of social capital (Coleman, 1990; Granovett878, 1985; Chang and Gotcher, 2007;
Krause et al., 2007), and founded on mutual tmestpect, and friendship (Yli-Renko et al.,
2001). This close interconnection (Nahapiet and sBah 1998; Tsai and Ghoshal, 1998;
Kale et al., 2000) leads to the emergence of arcemge of goals and shared values
(Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998) that improve relalippss and generate better business
performance (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990). The deeknt of relational capital influences
the relational proximity based on stakeholder eegant (Lenney and Easton 2009) and a
sense of shared destiny (Chang and Gotcher, 208lé; € al., 2000; Kohtamaki et al., 2006,
2013). Effective innovation is more often foundedtbhe emerging relational proximity and
its relational space and thus on the new interpogiaf spatial relationships.

2.1 The relational perspective of Incubators’ actiity

The transformation of a business idea into a nesiness requires new skills, knowledge,
new competences and capabilities and an entreprahedsion that could overcome
geographic boundaries. In this knowledge transfecess, the Incubators are focused on
supporting start-ups and innovative companies hglfhem to develop their business.

The concept of Incubator is often used as an dvdelomination for organizations that
constitute or create a supportive environment fevetbpment of new firms (Lindholm-
Dahlstrand and Klofsten, 2002).

In a traditional perspective researches investiyttie provision of physical and geographical
space. According to Hackett and Dilts (2004), aifmss incubation center is defined as “a
shared office space facility that seeks to provisiencubatees (the ‘tenants’) with a strategic,
value-adding intervention system of monitoring dnginess assistance... with the objective
of facilitating the successful new venturing deyeh@nt while simultaneously containing the
cost of their potential failure...It is a network ioidividuals and organizations”. Moreover
through the promoting of the linkages between fiamd academic institutions, incubators act
as catalysts for the transfer of knowledge andrteldyy, thereby facilitating and accelerating
innovation processes (Vedovello, 1997; Bakouroslgt2002). Since the most important
knowledge spillovers from universities are geogreglly bounded (Acs et al., 1992), being
in close vicinity to the sources of spillovers bees crucial for their entrepreneurial
exploitation (Audretsch and Feldman, 1996). Claskalges act as catalysts for the exchange
of experiences, and the transfer of valuable intdrom and knowledge, particularly tacit
knowledge. The transfer of this kind of knowledgguires frequent personal interactions



between researchers, engineers and managers difficidt to realize over great distances
(Malmberg and Maskell, 2001).

Differently, in a relational perspective the valioe new firms included preferred access to
networks as part of their value proposition (Hanseml., 2000; Scillitoe and Chakrabarti,
2010). Networking has been identified as an impar@spect of the incubation process
(Aernoudt, 2004; Phillimore, 1999) and incubataasilitate this networking for affiliated
ventures (Hackett and Dilts, 2004; Hansen et &Q02 Through networking interactions
incubators allow to gain knowledge and resourceis possessed by organizations (Rice,
2002) influencing the development of start-ups’ ibesses (Bolligtoft and Ulhoi, 2005;
McAdam et al, 2006; Hansen et al. 2000). In bussmeetworks incubators create value to the
start-ups by providing access to new ideas anduress that support business processes
(McAdam et al, 2006). With some differences Incobmtnd Accelerators prepare companies
for growth by providing guidance and mentorship.

3. Research Approach

The main aim of this paper is to investigate whatlof approach firms can adopt in order to
better manage the openness of an innovation otientdn particular, how might firms select
parties and transform them into business partrersotproduce effective innovation. The
attention is thus focused on the role of Incubatar&l Accelerators in the systemic
innovation.

In order to better understand the phenomenon of dprovation, the paper applied a
gualitative approach (Dubois and Gadde, 2002; Dubod Araujo, 2004) and a case study
approach (Beverland and Lindgreen, 2010; HarrismhEgaston, 2004; Barrat, Choi, Li, 2011;
Eisenhardt, 1989).

The analysis adopted an abduction process thatlesnatata-driven theory generation
(Jarvensivu and Térnroos, 2010): choices relateti¢aheoretical framework influenced the
empirical investigation. The research involved ateyatic combination of the continuous
interaction between theory and the empirical w@Bdibois and Gadde, 2002; Dubois and
Araujo, 2004; Piekkari et al., 2010).

This case belongs to a wider research focused atiabpealtionships (Cantu, 2013). The
research is founded on 70 semi-structured interviemsiuding 38 face-to face interviews and
32 interviews by phone and videoconference. Fifteserviews were focused on the
Incubator and Accelerator. The main interviews wdeeloped with key referents of
Incubators and Accelerators, and actors involvatsimnovation projects.

The main semi-structured interviews were realizegr @ period of two years, lasting from 60
to 120 minutes, with the key referents of Incubmtand Accelerators involved in the
innovation projects. In the second stage the im@ry included general company data,
mission and innovation approach.

The primary data were combined with secondary dmithered from the firm’'s website,
reports, trade press and other company documehes.hdlistic description of the network
generated by multiple sources of evidence (Jarvaraid Tornroos, 2010) has been required
to analyze in greater depth the interconnectedioekships.

4. ComoNEXT Incubator
ComoNEXT (new energy for territory) is the firsallan technological hub (TH) founded in

the Lombardy Region in 2007 in order to improve #tgactiveness of the local economy.
The TH covers an area of 20,986 sgm where 73 erdesgpare settled and 400 people work



together. The network of cooperation involves, glaith the joint venture ComoNEXT Scpa,
400 businesses, thereby providing relationships iims, universities, research centers,
banks, and investment funds.

The high-tech firms are specialized in IT, robaqti¢sotech, new materials, and 3D
technologies. The TH provides information, assistarand advisory services and promotes
the transfer of technology from universities andeaxal R&D centers to businesses. In
particular, since 2012, the TH has facilitated theation and growth of innovation-based
firms through incubation and through value-addesises, such as networking.

In order to support local entrepreneurship, paldity the development of local start-ups,
ComoNEXT decided to develop a business incubat@0i®. To reach this aim, ComoNEXT
involved a new partner, H-FARM that born at Ca’ ra historic 1,200-acre farm close to
Venice (Veneto Region) that has expanded into theed States, India, and the United
Kingdom, has maintained a strong link with theitery of origin. In addition to be an
accelerator in charge of direct mentoring startupsARM provides services related to
business incubators and venture capitalists. Agrduve capitalist, H-FARM invests seed
capital, generating finances for early stage aetsj as an incubator, H-FARM provides
services to speed up actual business development.

ComoNEXT had the possibility to meet with and gekinow H-FARM as both were involved
in a national agreement to promote the developrokmtnovation in Italy. ComoNEXT and
H-FARM worked together and got to know each othagproach to innovation. ComoNEXT
was interested in H-FARM'’s innovative business nhaglerking within the digital context
while adapting it to the peculiarities of the hommarket. The venture incubator offers a
hybrid model that reflects the dual souls of H-FARBIa venture capitalist and incubator.
Thanks to this cooperation, ComoNEXT decided tgada innovative incubator model. The
incubator not only supports the sharing of commesources and spaces (meeting rooms of
different sizes, training rooms, an auditorium,etafia, and parking) but it also includes
added value services such as the study of spemifias of the business plan and project
management, corporate communication, and callsubsidized loans.

For the management perspective, ComoNEXT evaludt€edARM’'s experience. H-FARM
initially controls a large part of the shares, fautors the spread of the remaining capital to
investors and employees of the company. Using shered model, ComoNEXT and H-
FARM, supported by the Como Chamber of Commercaked together to develop the
incubator service located at ComoNEXT.

In 2012, the Como Chamber of Commerce launched“Business Incubator” call for
proposals. The attendants have to be identified in:

-Would-be entrepreneurs: The company should bédlestad and operated within 4 months
of the date of admission to the incubator.

-Micro companies or SMEs that have been registestid the Register of Companies for no
longer than 18 months. Joining the incubator ingpliee opening of the main office, the
opening of a local unit, or the movement of themr@dfice within the incubator itself.

As of today, 28 startups have been incubated. Wesfan particular on those startups related
to the cooperation between ComoNEXT and H-FARM. dirG.td provides consulting
services primarily in the field of sustainabilitgrfthe design, construction and operation of
green buildings with low environmental impact.

In a similar way the business idea of Edilizia é&mse Ltd is conceived in response to concrete
needs of the construction industry emerged fromctir@rontation and interaction with real
builders, craftsmen and professionals in the dteams to become the reference point for all
online workers in the construction industry, asatalyst and facilitator of proposals and
offers of collaboration. In addition, iPassMe Ltorb with the need to help firms to innovate,



bringing them closer to the world of mobile markgtirealizes a platform able to provide the
opportunity to create and manage the electronis.Pas

In this way the incubator service involves the akspecialized services for the initiation and
development of the company through the skills omGBIEXT, especially the structuring of
innovative ideas, the preparation of the businéss, @nd networking.

More specifically, the networking supported by timeubator service includes access to
knowledge networks through the Technological Huliversities, research centers,
companies, laboratories, institutions, etc.) andig@pation in training initiatives on the
generation of ideas.

5. MassChallange Accelerator

Launched in 2010, MassChallenge began in 2009 thighidea for a startup competition.
MassChallenge is considered as the world’s larggastup accelerator and the first to support
high impact, early-stage entrepreneurs with nagsriattached. Over $1 million in cash prizes
is awarded to winning startups, with zero equiketa

The benefits for startups include mentorship aanhing, free office space, access to funding,
legal advice, and media attention.

The mission of MassChallange is identified in “¢tyta a startup renaissance that is a rebirth
of the creative and inspired society that challenglel conventions and strives primarily to
create new value”. The vision of the Acceleratouldobe synthesized in: “We envision a
creative and inspired society in which everyonegadizes that they can define their future,
and is empowered to maximize their impact”.

MassChallenge program connects entrepreneurs esihurces to help them succeed. The
organization matches entrepreneurs with the ovér &pert mentors made up by senior
executives, lawyers, marketing consultants andeprgneurs. During the four-months
program MassChallenge organizes hundreds of easatdraining sessions, including a one-
week “boot camp.” Events range from large lectusesl networking events to small
workshops.

The Accelerator improves the relationships witlenants, between tenants and local actors
and between tenants and international organizations

In international perspective the accelerator dgyadio MassChallenge Israel that aims to
enable top-tier Israeli startups to access globatkets by connecting them with the
organizations in the Boston entrepreneurial ecesysiMassChallenge does not take equity
from the startups or place any restrictions onwireners. With the help of Israeli mentors,
MassChallenge Israel will identify the highest-puial startups in Israel to participate in the
MassChallenge accelerator in Boston. During ther-foanths accelerator period, Israeli
startups will have access to mentorship, a top-temmunity of several hundred
entrepreneurs, education, training, networking &zefhese startups will be able to return to
Israel after the MassChallenge accelerator with sal@s channels, investors, mentors, and
growth that wouldn't otherwise be feasible. Thenfinust be a seed- or early-stage startup
that means that firm has not raised over $500keéstment, and probably has not more than
$1M in annual revenue. These features have beahadaby start up, such as 30Hands
Leraning.

30Hands Learning provides a blended platform wittopmbination of structured classroom
content and ad-hoc social media.

30Hands engages students with social media interaahaterials and creative expression
through blogging, video, presentations and contierss Through the platform, students feel
more connected to their teachers and peers byttieg online and in the classroom.



Through an easy-to-use interface, the teacherklguiceate courses that outline drag and
drop multimedia content into the course and orgaitiby topic, unit, theme, module, project
team or learning style. Students always have gautxdess to the materials they need, and
teachers can quickly change the course structure.

Courses in 30Hands have a Timeline that allowsestigdto interact with course materials as
well as with Facebook and Twitter. The Timelineoal$ for interactive discussions around
course videos, presentations and other contente wimultaneously providing direct links to
the material at hand.

30Hands offers professional development workshdyaé immerse Teachers in hands-on
project-based sessions where they learn by doird) lelp Technology Directors and
Administrators plan for technology.

6. Findings and Discussion

The research results are mainly ascribable to therging of collaborative approach that
characterizes the innovation ecosystem outlinirgshift from outsourced innovation to the
co-managed innovation. More and more firms are ifgpKor partners that could provide
resources and could be involved in the processimbviation development. Nowadays the
outsourced innovation founded on the identificatainexternal parties is not sufficient to
reach an effective and competitive innovation.

This challenge requires a process of partner ifiegion, selection and involvement. This
work outlines the relevance of co-membership netwaoecognizing the substance of
suppliers and users, and also the growing impoetasicdifferent innovation partners that
could be identified in research centres, univessjtpublic organizations such as chamber of
commerce and industrial association. The processoammembership network works on
stakeholder trust, commitment and engagement tatereand maintain long term
relationships.

The following proposition emerges:

P1 The shift from outsourced innovation to co-maahgnovation requires a co-membership
network approach founded on stakeholder seleatimmmitment and engagement to develop
innovation co-creation.

In this Innovation Ecosystem, the case describegictie the role of Incubators and
Accelerators in the selection and involvement of ketors in innovation action. In Como
NEXT projects all actors in fact emphasize thevahee of local economy development and
the centrality of sustainability.

At tha same time the selection of start ups belangd incubator was founded on the value
sharing related to sustainability and innovatiorC&n, Edillizia insieme and iPass me work
on the topic of environmental sustainability.

The trust, commitment and engagement of the aetas also due to the ability of TH to
facilitate the sharing and combining of heterogeisedknowledge among different
organizations, such as firms, universities, andegawents, in the process of technology
transfer.

Through interconnected relationships Como NEXT pled coordination competences and
promotion of new entrepreneurial capabilities adl a® technological and support services.
In this process of innovation co-creation Como NEadilitated the interconnections between
different actors. The Polytechnic and Polytechmurdation worked with ComoNEXT on
previous projects, but other organizations did kmadw all the actors involved in the project.
Thus, the project becomes an opportunity to gdtnimw new business partners better and



work together with them. The actors activate nelati@ships among them that allow the
development of the project and the realizationpafcsfic solutions related to the home living
context and diffusion of the entrepreneurial citurhe coordination of international projects
also enabled ComoNEXT to improve the networkingvagtin the international context.
Thanks to the involvement of ComoNEXT and H-FARMthe national innovation initiative,
these two actors were able to well understand recgb activity and decide the co-
development of the service incubator driven by oekng.

Moreover H-FARM is a firm as well as E-Con, Ediéiznsieme and iPassme.

In the context of heterogeneity the TH supportsrifegliation between firms and universities
that are characterized by different perpectiveaddition to this, there is a different mindset
and culture. The cultural value is curiosity in @eania while problem solving in industry.
The strategic approach is scientific freedom irvarsity while technical roadmap in industry.
The time orientation is long term in academia wiplessure from stakeholder in firms.
Consequently:

P2 In the interconnection between innovation preceslitical process and market process
Incubators and Accelerators are considered not aslgnowledge intermediaries but also as
knowledge mediators and network orchestratorstefsectorial innovation.

The research also emphasizes how high performapicéscubators and Accelerators is

generated by new business model.

The attention of ComoNEXT stresses not only tradél elements of innovation offering

system, such as tangible assets and real estatatiops, but also increasingly innovative
services that support networking. ComoNEXT basesdtnpetitiveness on high-level services
related to technology transfer, training, and nekg.

The networking is generated and supported by thealHifferent levels: tenants, local,

extralocal, international area. Focusing on retaiops within tenants, TH promotes the
networking among tenants through specific evendisteaining courses.

The proposition is:

P3. The competitiveness of Incubators and Accelesas increasingly characterized by new
business models founded on intangible assets anarkng development/animation.

The development of networking involves several opizgtions in different geographical
places. The innovation is generated by the intareoted relationships between actors that
belong to different network positions, that arerelsterized by different resources butalso by
the goals convergence in terms of innovation. Titendon on this topic is also a feature of
H-FARM and its portfolio; the platform “Grow The d&Met” debuted in 2012 gaining
popularity, awards and important partnerships (Sfood, WWF ltaly).

Focusing on service incubator, the start-ups sh@esame values about sustainability. E-
CON provides consulting services in the field o$tainability for the design, construction
and operation of green buildings. Edilizia Insielté aims to become the reference point for
all online workers in the construction industry.idtparticular interested in sustainability as
well as iPassMe. The latter is a B2B service irdtsgt with Apple technology Passbook.

The transfer of knowledge is therefore not out wfep“epidemiological contact”, but rather
founded on stakeholders’ trust, commitment andagament.

The drivers of co-membership network influence strength of a relationship based on a
shared vision and shared destiny. In a circulaspmstive, a vision and shared destiny will
increase the trust, commitment, and engagemeheddtors (Cantu, 2013).

The more organizations present a shared visionnibre objectives converge and values are
shared, as most relationships—Ilong or short—betweganizations are strong.



The depth of the relationship is therefore closkiked to the drivers of network co-
membership (trust, commitment, engagement) anstigngth (convergent vision and shared
destiny). The stronger these dimensions becomendhe it will be possible to reach a shared
vision and a convergence of strategic objectivean{(, 2013). Certainly the geographical
dimension can facilitate the exchange of knowledgs, it is not enough to strengthen the
commitment of the actors and their engagement.

The proposition is:

P4 The Technological Hubs can assume an importdatim strengthening the commitment
and engagement of stakeholders. Technological Hsbgport the development of
relationships between actors located in differelaicgs/positions, but characterized by a
relational proximity made up by a shared vision argthared destiny.

In fact the cooperation between the actors becostesger through the increasing of
relational proximity.

Incubators and Accelerators promote the developroknelationships at different levels of
relational proximity. Geographic concentration aaffuence the network horizon made up by
potential relationships, but it is not sufficiewnt ¢reate the network context made up by the
stronger relationships.

From this perspective, Incubators and Acceleratapport the relational proximity based on
a shared vision and long-term relationships. Sparithoose Incubators and Accelerators on
the base of relational proximity.

It then becomes the fundamental skills of the aetetwork coordinators to sustain a common
vision that unites in this way not only the actsettled (characterized by a first geographical
proximity), but also the actors who participatédoal or international projects.

7. Conclusions and managerial implications

In an economy where open innovation has becomeé¢heerpiece, firms are increasingly
considering how best to manage openness that iea&ffeetive solutions. Openness means
new organizations, new relationships, and new iietsy but how can firms manage this
openness will affect their development of an effecinnovation solution.

In the shift from outsourced innovation to co-magginovation firms need to select and to
involve in innovation development not only sup@i@nd users but also several stakeholders
that could be identified in firms, universities aresearch centres, public organization and
knowledge intermediary such as technological hufrem this perspective, firms select
stakeholders based on relational proximity: firmreselop strong relationships with actors that
are characterized by a shared destiny, sharechvésid goal convergence.

The involvement of actors is influenced by the drss of co-membership network: trust,
commitment and stakeholder engagement.

As the findings outline the selection and involvemnef stakeholder and innovation partner is
facilitated by Incubators and Accelerators that enand more work on new business model
founded on value added service and networking ptem@nimantion. Incubators and
Accelerators facilitate and support relationshipwag actors belonging to different position
but characterized by the same relational proximity.

The knowledge intermediaries help to define thédntrigegree of openness, but this also
requires them to better know the needs of theiaritmand of business partners to maintain
long term relationships. This analysis leads todéfnition of virtuous business models for
knowledge intermediaries that are also considenediators and network orchestrator.

This requires that incubators and Accelerators Ilshstabilize the new business model and
improve the engagement of partners in order to tartheir loyalty and their fidelity for
long-term relationships. Loyalty programme couldsbaequired.
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