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Abstract

This paper aims to shed light on the perceived mapae of the different Innovation Broker
functions in Innovation Systems from a company pectve. The case study concerns Food
Valley Organization, an important innovation broker the agri-food sector in the
Netherlands. It was analyzed how the about 100 reermdtimpanies evaluated their needs for
Food Valley's services, activities and informatswurces. It was concluded that although, in
accordance to theory, the networking formation fiomc is the most important for all
companies, but substantial differences occur reletehe type of company (i.e. company size
and position in the chain). Based on the findingsan be concluded that next to the
innovation broker functions Demand articulationtWerk formation and Innovation process
management, also Visionary leadership, regionaleldgvnent and internationalization,
Stimulating entrepreneurial experimentation andvi@ing downstream information should
be included in future analyses of innovation brdkeictions in Innovation Systems.
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I ntroduction

Innovation is currently regarded as one of the mimgiortant drivers of business success
(Porter 1985). As a consequence, the importanced®ase the level of innovation and
technological change on the company, industry aatcbmal level is clearly recognized by
companies and governments alike. Innovation anghtdogical change can not any more be
regarded as stand alone activities of a single emypThey are to a large extent context
(innovation system) dependent. Innovation Systeif§ ¢an be defined as all societal
subsystems, actors, and institutions contributmgny sense to the emergence or production
of innovations (Hekkerét al. 2007). The actors, networks and institutions wbotigbute to
developing, diffusing and utilizing new productsdaprocesses are the components of an
innovation system (Berge#t al. 2008). The performance of an IS merely dependshen
quality of its subsystems and how they interachvaach other. For this reason it is very
important to establish effective connections amtiregactors in an IS. Gaps in connectivity
and collaboration reduce the performance of arTHerefore, within IS a role is defined for
specialized intermediary organizations (Klerkx & elevis, 2008b), called innovation
intermediaries, or innovation brokers (IBs). IBsveo a whole range of organizations
involved in supporting the innovation process ia (Howell, 2006). IBs provide mechanisms
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for system connectivity, help to bring technologiesthe marketplace, identify and market
regional strengths, define competitive advantagiesitify technology opportunities and help
to align the different efforts in the IS.

The IS concept is widely used by policy researcheith an interest in the processes
underlying innovation, industrial transformationdaeconomic growth (e.g. Bergedt al.
2008). It is therefore not surprising that mostré8earch take an IS perspective, with the 1B
as the focal actor (e.g. Klerkx and Leeuwis, 200B¥)8b). The perspective of other main
actors as part of an innovation system, most nptdl@d company, is much less common in
studies on innovation intermediation, i.e. up tavndttle is reported on the perceived role
and value of an IB from a company perspective @ik et al., 2010). This is surprising
considering the fact that companies are the magetarganizations.

It is the objective of this paper to fill this gdyy taking a company perspective in the
assessment of the activities and services offeyed $pecific IB and its contribution to the
innovation processes of the participating companiésre specifically, this paper aims to
map the needs for innovation support accordingifferédnt company types (e.g. company
size and position in the chain).

The present case study regards Food Valley Orgams@g\VO), an important IB in the agri-
food industry with regional ties to the mid- eaattpf the Netherlands, and is located close to
Wageningen University and Research Centre. It waated in 2004 with the mission to
become the global centre of innovation in the fawdustry and facilitate the processes of
innovation within the IS. FVO targets producerdarid, and related technology and service
providers.

The paper is structured as follows. First, in S#ct2 the relevant literature on IS and IB
support is discussed. Section 3 presents the ctuadapodel which forms the basis for the
study. Section 4 discusses the methods for theegusection 5 discusses the results and in
Section 6 the main conclusions are drawn.

Theoretical background

Innovation is often approached from a IS perspectivat argues that innovations should not
be seen as stand alone activities but as an emoduti, complex, non-linear and interactive
process, in which a large number of co-evolutionghe scientific, technological, and social
systems occur (Todtling & Trippl 2005). The conseage of this approach is that
organizations are not considered to innovate ilaigm; several additional factors play a role,
such as policy, legislation, infrastructure, furgdimnd market developments (Klerkk al.
2008a,b). Several IS actors can be indentified elevant: entrepreneurs, researchers,
consultants, policy makers, supplier and processnuystries, retailers, and customers.
These actors form networks, to engage in a prozlejgsnt learning and negotiation to shape
an innovation (Malerba, 2002).

The IS approach has first been applied on the matievel. The concept has been used since
to develop, analyze and benchmark national innomatpolicies. The term National
Innovation System is not only derived from techiggigolicy but also a shared culture or
language and the focus of national policies, lawd aegulations which condition the
environment. Later the concepts of Regional InnowaSystems and Sectoral Innovation



Systems were launched (Malerba, 2002, Carlssorg)20®the last two decades increasingly
attention is paid by policy makers and social dts¢hto regions as site of innovation and
competiveness in the globalized economy. Most esudraw on the common rationale that
territorial agglomeration provides the best contéat an innovation-based globalized
economy (Asheimet al., 2005). The role of interaction, localization anchbedding
emphasized, the RIS concept thus gives an exptemaif the resurgence of regional
economies as structuring elements in global coripetias exemplified by alleged regional
success stories such as Silicon Valley (Ashetial. 2005, De Bruijret al. 2005).

The literature that employs the IS perspectiveaasingly pays attention to several types of
innovation brokers, also referred to as interméuigbrganizations, third parties, bridge and
superstructure organizations (Howells, 2006). Téenerged as a response to constraints and
challenges apparent on both the demand and supj#yo$ the knowledge infrastructure.
They aim to overcome gaps (information, managedaltural and cognitive) in relation to
innovation processes. Howells (2006) defined threcept of thannovation intermediary as
follows: an intermediary organization is an organization or body that acts as agent or broker

in any aspect of the innovation process between two or more parties. Much research has been
conducted to study these organizations using efffierorientations: the functions (e.qg.
Howells, 2006; Batterinlet al. 2010; Boonet al., 2008) the sector (e.g. Klerkx & Leeuwis,
2008Db), or the relationships (e.g. Johnson, 2008).

IBs arefacilitators of innovation acting as a member of a network of actors in austrial
sector that are focused on enabling the other f.atothe network to innovate (Den Hertog,
2000; van Lentet al., 2003; Winch & Courtney, 2007). The reasons winovation brokers
emerge are diverse, but generally they are createédsponse to a perceived suboptimal
degree of connectivity between the network actare tb market or innovation system
failures. In addition, they contribute to reducimgcertainty in the early stages of innovation
processes when there is a high risk of failure,ctwvhwould preclude private parties from
innovating (Klerkxet al., 2009; Lente vast al., 2003; Smits & Kuhlman, 2004).

Three main functions are used by various authordeiatify the roles of IBs in an IS: demand
articulation, network formation and innovation pges management (Van Lemteal. 2003;
Klerkx & Leeuwis, 2008b, 2009; Batterink 2010). Aecding to Howells (2006), the
following specific type of services can be providby IBs: foresight and diagnostics,
scanning and information processing, knowledge gssiclg, generation and combination,
gate keeping and brokering, testing, validation #&mhing, accreditation and standards,
regulation and arbitration, IP- protection, comnmdization: exploiting the outcomes and
assessment and evaluation. Such services can heasean innovation policy instrument,
directed primarily at helping companies with thi@imovation activities (Smiths & Kuhlman,
2004). Nevertheless, in analyzing the functionsodes of IBs, so far prior studies have not
included the company perspective (e.g. Howells620@inch & Courtney, 2007) or only to a
limited extent (e.g. Klerkx & Leeuwis, 2008b; Brueisal, 2009).

A company perspective on innovation brokering ipla focus on a company’s innovation
activities, or its innovation process, rather tlanthe process of innovation brokering or
intermediation (i.e. demand articulation, networkrnfiation and innovation process

management). Within the innovation managementlitee, several models of the innovation
process have been put forward. Some models of rthevation process take a dynamic
perspective and distinguish between a number oérgéiphases: idea/concept development,
engineering, and release to market (e.g. Coop@®Q;1dc Grath, 1995). Services offered by
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IBs can be related to the different phases of timovation process. Doing so, we argue,
would enable researchers and IBs to increase insighthe value of specific IB services to
companies, and second to identify potential gapsriavation support by particular I1Bs.

Data and methods
Research population

FVO can be regarded as an IB which is regionalfanized and primary active in the Dutch
agri-food industry. Founded in 2004, it startedamiging activities, offering services to and
sharing information with its members. The main objee of FVO is to stimulate innovation
in the Dutch agri-food sector, with demand as riginlg force. The primary focus is on the
agri-food cluster in the region around Wageningerthe Netherlands, although in recent
years the scope of its activities and services madeto include the national level, as well.
Like many other clusters, FVO originated aroundnaversity, Wageningen University and
Research Centre. FVO is a public-private partnprshiis main funding stems from
government, whereas companies contribute by paginmgembership fee. Companies can
become members by invitation only. Members have esgpnivileged activities and
information sources which non-members do not hawe about 100 members of FVO
include SMEs (62%) and large companies (38%). Toapanies differ in size from 1
employee to over 10.000 employees.

Given the sample and company profiles four membges can be identified: Food
Processors, technology Suppliers, ingredient sepgphlnd service providers (e.g. consultants
advising about IP protection). The activities ofoBovalley can be divided into three broad
categories: activities, services and informatiorurees. Activities are conferences and
meetings, the focus is on sharing information amamgnbers and networking. Services are
the one on one services to members like help dhrfgninnovation partners or with applying
for subsidies. Information sources are differemety of information made available on the
website, published in a newsletter, or by meansadbus forms of publications.

For this study, all activities, services and infatron sources of Food Valley organization
were categorized according to their nature. Thennwgtegories are: innovation project
support, internationalization, strengthening neksorproviding market information and
others. Furthermore, the different activities, ggs and information sources were linked to
the different phases in the innovation processa(idencept phase, engineering phase, and the
release to market phase). It turns out that 6 déut6o‘products’ are linked to the idea /
concept, 3 to the (early) engineering phase, atwltBe release to market phase, whereas 4
‘products’ were non-specific, such as the websitéhe newsletter (see Table 1). Besides,
there are no services provided by FVO in the ladegineering phase nor in project
evaluation.

Questionnaire construction

In 2009 FVO aimed at assessing its contributioth&innovation process of the participating
companies. An online questionnaire was designeshable its members to evaluate FVO’s
activities, services and means of information Bmrn, as well as to indicate FVO’s
contribution to their innovation processes. Th@oeslents were asked to rate the importance
of FVQO's sixteen services, activities and meanmfafrmation providing (see Table 1) to their
business using 7-point Likert Scales (1 = not langbortant; 7 = very important).



Table 1. FVO's services, activities and meansfifrmation sources

Product Type Category Innovation process phase
1 Market Insights Advice Service market information  Engineering

2 Innovation Link Service innovation project ideeohcept

3 Ambassador program Service internationalization non-specific

4  International Business Service internationalamati release to market
5 International Relationships Service internaticradion release to market
6 Support to start-ups Service Other non-specific

7  Support in obtaining subsidy Service innovapooject Engineering

8 Support in finding partners Service innovatioaject Engineering

9 Food Valley Conference Activity info / networkent idea / concept

10 Innovation meeting Activity info / network event idea / concept

11 FV Society Meeting Activity info / network event  idea / concept

12 Organizing FV Award Activity Other release torket
13 FV Website InformationOther non-specific

14 FV Newsletter Informationother non-specific

15 FV TOP 10 Alert Informationmarket information idea / concept
16 FV Market Insights, Trend Rapport  Informationarket information idea / concept

Data collection

The electronic questionnaire was send to all FVOnbers. After two weeks, all non-

responding companies received a reminder, and eeé& \ater all non-responding companies
were called to increase the response rate. It duone that a number of companies joined the
organization only in the course of 2009, stoppelrttmembership in December 2009, or had
never joined any activities or made use of theisesv This group of companies was labeled
non-eligible. In total, 40 companies respondechtoduestionnaire, which implies a response
rate of 57%, Table 2 shows the response rate papa&oy type. Interestingly, the response
rate of large companies was higher than the regpates of SMEs. This could be explained
by the fact that in the case of SMEs, the questmenwas typically send to the

owner/director, whereas in the case of large comegamnovation or relationship managers

dealt with the questionnaire. Entrepreneurs arenafinder responding to questionnaires, and

innovation and relationship managers are expeadsetmore directly involved with FVO.
Furthermore, the response rate of the food proceseas relatively high.



Table 2. Response rate

Total eligible response % of total % of eligible
Large companies 40 24 17 43% 71%
SME 58 46 23 40% 50%
Total 98 70 40 41% 57%
Food processors 18 12 11 61% 92%
Suppliers of high tech products
or technologies 28 21 13 46% 62%
Suppliers of ingredients or
semi-manufactured products 31 24 8 26% 33%
Suppliers of services 21 13 8 38% 62%
Total 98 70 40 41% 57%

Results

Table 3 shows the companies assessment of thetemgerof FVO’s services, activities and
means of information providing given by the meand the standard deviation (SD) of the
whole sample and of the SMEs and large companiparaeely. To identify significant
differences between categories T-Tests are usesl.highest importance is given to FVO'’s
newsletter, whereas offering support to start-umganies is clearly not regarded important
to the (mostly not start-up) members. Membershily-antivities as the FVO society meeting

Table 3. Company assessment of the importance 6f §8fvices, activities and information sources

Total SME large

Mean (SD) N Mean (SD) N Mean (SD) N
Services 3,71(1,22) 40 3,76 (1,25) 23 3,64 (1,20) 17
Support in finding partners 4,04 (1,81) 40 3,984) 23 4,18(1,81) 17
Support in obtaining subsidy 4,01(1,75) 37 3881) 21 4,06 (1,73) 16
International Relationships 3,99,1,73) 40 4477} 23 3,41 (1,62) 17
International Business 3,85(1,97) 39 427(2,12) 22 3,29 (1,65) 17
Market Insights Advice 3,78 (1,73) 40 3,57 (1,75) 23 4,06 (1,71) 17
Innovation Link 3,68(1,23) 40 3,65 (1,34) 23 3,71(1,11) 17
Ambassador program 3,42 (1,64) 37 3,34 (1,70) 223,53 (1,60) 15
Support to start-ups 2,83(1,91) 36 2,80 (1,80) 202,88 (2,09) 16
Activities 4,18(1,06) 40 4,23 (1,27) 23 4,10 (0,70) 17
FVO Society Meeting 459 (1,37) 39 4,82 (1,56) 22 4,29 (1,05) 17
FVO Conference 4,36 (1,40) 40 450 (1,51) 234,12 (1,22) 17
Innovation meeting 4,29 (1,23) 40 4,15 (1,41) 23 4,47 (0,94) 17
FVO Award 3,44 (1,86) 39 3,39 (2,06) 23 3,50 (1,59) 16
Information Sour ces 4,14 (1,07) 39 4,07 (1,20) 23 4,22 (0,88) 16
FVO Newsletter 4,82 (1,27) 37 4,85(1,44) 23 4,79 (0,98) 14
FVO Website 4,30 (1,40) 38 4,07 (1,58) 22 4,63 (1,09) 16
FVO Market Insights Trend
Rapport 3,73(1,42) 39 3,85(1,41) 23 3,56 (1,46) 16
FVO TOP 10 Alert 3,58 (1,44) 36 3,43 (1,47) 21 3,80(1,42) 15
Italics p < 0,10



and the FVO newsletter are of more importance éontembers than the services that are also
available to non-members, e.g., the FVO conferdraza much lower appreciation as the
member only society meetings and also the websiteegarded of lower importance
compared to the members-only FVO newsletter. Withi& services category the highest
importance is given to support in finding partneés8/Es and large companies assess the
importance of some services, activities and infdimmasources quite differently. Building
international relationships, helping to internatibre business and the FVO society meetings
are rated clearly higher by SMEs. Large compamethé sample are mostly multinationals,
not dependent on an IB for building internationallationships and less dependent on the
expert information provided in the FVO Society negs.

Table 4 shows the assessment of the importanc&®'©f $ervices, activities and information
sources by company type. It displays relativelyhhggore for technology suppliers and
relative low scores for Food Processors and sepriceiders in their perceived importance of
FVO'’s services. A relatively low assessment fowmer suppliers was expected as they do not
develop products themselves and are thereforeepdrtient on the newest technologies.

Service providers are typically part of the FVO watk to enhance cooperation and
interaction with the production companies. Theydleperceive interactive activities such as
the FVO Society meetings and the FVO Conferendeghf importance. Technology

Table 4. Assessment of the importance of FVO sesyiactivities and information sources by compapeg t

Food Processors Technology suppliers Ingredigppliers Service providers

Mean (SD) N Mean N Mean N Mean N
Services 3,33 (1,44) 11 4,22 (0,96) 13 3,75(1,19) 8 3,37 (1,19) 8
Support in finding partners 3,64 (2,25) 11 4,65%) 13 4,25 (1,49) 8 3,38 (1,77) 8
Support in obtaining subsidy 3,64 (1,69) 11 4D27) 11 4,13 (1,81) 8 3,00 (2,00) 7
International Relationships 3,27 (1,62) 11 4,6891 13 4,00 (1,69) 8 3,88 (1,55) 8
International Business 2,55 (1,70) 11 5,23(1,92) 13 3,86 (1,57) 7 3,38 (1,41) 8
Market Insights Advice 4,27 (2,01) 11  346(1,66) 13 4,00 (1,77) 8  3,38(1,51) 8
Innovation Link 3,55 (1,29) 11 3,77 (0,93) 13 eQ,41) 8 3,38 (1,51) 8
Ambassador program 3,09 (2,07) 11 3,65 (1,43) 133,14 (1,07) 7 3,83 (1,94) 6
Support to start-ups 2,64 (2,06) 11 3,45 (2,21) 112,25 (1,58) 8 2,83 (1,47) 6
Activities 4,11 (0,91) 11 4,21 (1,37) 13 4,07 (0,78) 8 4,31 (1,10) 8
FVO Society Meeting 4,45 (1,51) 11 4,85 (1,28) 134,14 (0,90) 7 4,75 (1,75) 8
FVO Conference 4,36 (1,29) 11 4,04 (1,66) 13 41389) 8  4,88(1,36) 8
Innovation meeting 4,73 (1,27) 11 4,12 (1,29) 134,00 (0,76) 8 4,25 (1,49) 8
FVO Award 2,91 (1,58) 11  3,83(2,13) 12 36377 8  3,38(2,07) 8
Information Sour ces 4,36 (1,23) 11 420(133) 13 3,89(0,77) 8  3,93(055) 7
FVO Newsletter 4,89 (1,36) 9 4,81 (1,60) 13 4593) 8 5,14 (0,90) 7
FVO Website 4,55 (1,37) 11 4,27 (1,67) 13 4,238} 8 4,00 (1,27) 6
FVO Market Insights Trend
Rapport 3,82 (1,66) 11 3,88 (1,42) 13 3,50 (1,69) 8 3®79) 7
FVO TOP 10 Alert 4,09 (1,70) 11 3,85(1,41) 13  2,83(0,98) 6 2,83(0,98) 6




suppliers report a high importance to services émegal. The importance of helping to
internationalize business can be explained in tlgh hevel of specialization of these
companies and therefore a great need for a largetanthan the national market.

Table 5. Assessment of the importance of FVO sesyiactivities and information sources groupeddiggory

Food Processors Technology suppliers Ingrediappliers Service providers

Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean N
Networking 4,51 (1,07) 11  4,33(1,25) 13 4,23(0,73) 8 4,63(1,05) 8
(Market) Information 4,06 (1,56) 11 3,73(1,25) 13 3,67 (1,49) 8  3,35(0,86) 8
Innovation projects 3,61 (1,45) 11 4,41(0,97) 13 4,13 (1,25) 8 3,29(145) 8
International services 2,97 (1,47) 11 4,51 (1,48) 13 3,88 (1,53) 8 3,61(1,49) 8

Italicsp < 0,05

Table 5 shows the assessment of the importanc&'©f $ervices, activities and information
sources grouped by category (see Table 1). Hereleaely see the great need for networking
for service providers and the low need for helgamducting innovation projects, the latter
being of major importance to the technology supplidlso food processors indicate that
networking together with getting (independent) nearknformation is important for their
organizations. For food processors, help with magonalization is not very important. As
was already indicated this group contains a nuraberultinational companies that clearly do
not need an IB to internationalize. In accordandé Viterature (Klerkx & Leeuwis, 2008a)
the networking function of FVO is indicated as ajthimportance by all the companies.

Table 6. Assessment of the importance of FVO sesyiactivities and information sources groupethby
phase in the innovation process

Food Processors Technology suppliers Ingrediappliers Service providers

Mean N Mean N Mean N Mean N
idea / concept phase 4,09 (1,11) 11 4,18 (0,94) 13 3,95 (0,96) 8 3,83(0,86) 8
Engineering phase 3,85 (1,64) 11 4,29 (0,93) 13 ,13 ¢1,40) 8 3,29 (1,61) 8
Release to market phase 2,91 (1,17) 11 4,53 (1,57) 13 3,90 (1,44) 8 3,54 (1,21) 8

Italicsp < 0.05

Table 6 shows the assessment of the importanc&'©f $ervices, activities and information
sources grouped the phase in the innovation pro&essFVO most services, activities and
information sources are related to the idea geloerand preliminary assessment phase. A
few services are focused on the early engineerimasg or releasing the product to the
(international) market. The highest need is foundh® idea / concept phase of innovation for
all groups except for the technology suppliers.yTtege the support of FVO in the release to
market phase significantly higher than the foodcpssors. Whereas technology suppliers are
interested in FVO help in all phases of the innmvatprocess, food processors seem
especially interested in the early idea and conpbpse. When they get the innovative ideas
they are able to bring them to the market togetvitr their preferred suppliers and they do
not need the help of an IB like FVO.



Discussion and Conclusions

The reader should realize that the analyses inctige study are based on an IB focused on a
specific sector, which may have lead to over orenr@mphasis of certain services, activities
or information sources. Therefore the following claisions are tentatively drawn.

First, by taking a company perspective in mapphgrieeds for innovation support IBs can

offer, we identified in which phases of the innowatprocess companies need innovation
support services most. It is interesting to notltat although FVO'’s services and activities

cover all phases of the innovation process, mggpat is focused at the idea/concept phase
of the innovation process (or the early stage efdéhgineering phase), whereas support for
the release to market phase and the engineerirggphaarticular are much less covered by
FVO. FVO could ask itself the question whether tmbalance is actually desired. The results
of this study indicate that especially technologyl angredient suppliers are just as well in

need of support for the engineering and releasestixet phases.

Second, if we look at the three main functionsBs:Idemand articulation, network formation
and innovation process management, it is cleay ithaiccordance to theory that indicates that
linking actors in ISs is a core function of IBsgeBatterinket al. 2010; Klerkx & Leeuwis,
2008b), the networking function of FVO is mentionasl of the highest importance by all
types of companies. Especially the food procesasodsthe service providers are interested in
the networking possibilities of FVO. For food presers, FVO provides possibilities to get in
contact with right partners for the idea/concepagehof the innovation process, whereas for
service providers it is of great importance to igetontact with manufacturing companies in
general. The demand articulation and innovationcgge management needs are clearly
different for the different member types of FVO. ¥vl the technology suppliers, being
dependent on knowledge based innovation for theturé competiveness, are clearly
searching for innovation process (management) stipploe food processors are more
interested in services aimed at demand articulation

Third, as just illustrated, we distinguished betwelkfferent types of companies in mapping
the needs for innovation support. Although most Bse to deal with different types of
companies, most studies on IBs did not differeatla@tween them. Our results suggest that
such a differentiation can yield additional insglabout the needs for innovation support,
which may help IBs to better align and communicaiyvices to the right types of companies.

Fourth, this study identified functions not incladdén the IBs functions framework. In
addition to the demand articulation, network conmpms and innovation process
management functions, FVO makes quite some effogeitting downstream market infor-
mation by food processors and in helping in inteomalization for SMEs in general and
technology suppliers in particular. FVO turns auiptay a major role providing independent
market information outside the supply chain to fpodcessors. The high competition level in
the agri-food sector, especially between retailand food processors, might explain the
relatively high need for market information. Moreoy being a neutral party, FVO can
provide legitimate information for relatively lowosts. Given the recent emphasize on the
importance of the presence of an impartial parthen(collaborative) innovation process (e.g.
Batterinket al. 2010; Klerkx et al, 2009), FVO could become mosei@ of this “status” and
exploit this role also in other services. If we ddd recent findings from Alfaret al. (2010),
we come to the following suggestion for additiontloé framework for future analyses of IB
functions in ISs:



Visionary leadership and regional development (Wit al. 2010)
Internationalization

Demand articulation

Network formation

Stimulating entrepreneurial experimentation (Alfaral. 2010)
Innovation process management, and

Providing downstream information.

O O O0OO0OO0OO0Oo

It should be noted, however, that IBs should naessarily focus on all functions stated here.
As put forward by Klerkx and Leeuwis (2009), thpeg of functions an IB should focus on
really depends on the ambition of the IB (i.e. @mental, radical, system innovation) and the
number of actors involved. Moreover, visionary leathip could, for example, also be seen as
a form of high level, high ambition demand arti¢ida (see Klerkx and Leeuwis, 2009).

Finally, the approach presented in this paper neag food starting point for other IBs who
want to assess the relevance of their innovatiokdsing activities and services by their
target companies. In addition to taking the framdwad the three main IB functions (e.g.
Batterinket al. 2010; Klerkx & Leeuwis, 2008b), we also used thmpany’s innovation
process as a framework to analyze the needs fowation support. In doing so, we have
identified a number of “support gaps” of FVO that probably had missed when taking the
IB functions framework only. In addition, by takimgcompany perspective, more in
particular an innovation process perspective, awdBld be able to align its resources better
to the needs of their target companies. Futurearebeshould, however, point out whether
this innovation process perspective is also usefather contexts, e.g. in other sectors, for
other IBs.
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