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Abstract
This explorative study of network orchestrationgaeses conducted by innovation brokers
addresses new issues in bridging SMEs and reseestdintes in innovation networks. It
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innovation initiation, network composition and irmadion process management. In addition,

the case findings offer best practices of innovabmokers for these orchestration processes.
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1. Introduction

In recent years EU, national and regional polibi@ge focused on enhancing the
innovativeness of their economies by stimulatirtgriorganizational cooperation by Small
and Medium-sized Enterprises (SMEs). SMEs oftek éssential resources and capabilities
to successfully innovate exclusively by means diause activities (Narula, 2004;
Nooteboom, 1994), making inter-organizational neksessential for SMEs that want to
innovate. Nevertheless, when they want to estahlighbenefit from innovation networks,
SMEs face several obstacles (Hoffmann & Schlo#r]; Kaufmann & Todtling, 2002;
Van Gils & Zwart, 2004). The literature that emmdihe Systems Innovation perspective
(Dosi et al., 1988; Malerba, 2002; Nelson, 1998)easingly pays attention to several types
of innovation intermediating organizations(regioaatl otherwise). Such organizations have
arisen to support SMEs; they aim at eliminatingdhstacles for cooperation and innovation
processes, while stimulating and facilitating thpsecesses (Howells, 2006; Smits &
Kuhman, 2004; Winch & Courtney, 2007). For instagnoaovation brokers may support
SMEs by identifying their innovation needs, artatirig the knowledge demands, setting up
partnerships and managing the inter-organizationaperation processes (Howells, 2006).
The literature on this topic has provided an ov@mwof the functions that these organizations
may fulfil (Howells, 2006; Pollard, 2006; Winch &Qrtney, 2007), how they are organized
in terms of funding, organizational model, mandatd scope (Klerkx & Leeuwis, 2008b;
Kolodny et al., 2001; Van Lente et al., 2003), &od they are embedded within the
innovation system (Huggins, 2000; Klerkx & Leeuw#908a; Laschewski et al., 2002).
Surprisingly scarce, however, is the empirical kizalge of what defines a useful innovation
broker in terms of its organization level impacttba innovation processes of the SMEs
(Boon et al., 2008; Sapsed et al., 2007). In tleirew of SMESs and innovation networks,
Pittaway et al. (2004) concluded that the roleumfs third parties” in innovation networks
has been under-researched (Edwards et al., 2085)d&s systems innovation, management
literature has also focused attention on netwock@stration processes aimed at innovation
(e.g. Dhanaraj & Parkhe, 2006). These studies &jlpitake the position of the commercial
firm as focal actor in knowledge acquisition praes and the establishment of R&D
consortia(e.g. Doz et al., 2000). Research stdltbd'tease out the unique contributions a
‘network orchestrator’ makes, despite of its la€kierarchical authority (Dhanaraj &
Parkhe, 2006). Or as Winch and Courtney (2007¢dfdhe question is still open “to identify
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howinnovation brokers operate, and in which condgitrey function most effectively”. As a
result, this paper aims to answer the followingeagsh question: how do innovation brokers

successfully orchestrate innovation networks of SRE

In order to analyse the network orchestration mses of innovation brokers, the paper
presents both a literature study and four in-dep#ie studies of innovation brokers,
specifically in the agri-food sector. Section 2iesws the relevant literature on innovation in
SMEs, elaborating on the inter-organizational ceingé innovation. As such, we will discuss
the importance of SME-driven innovation networkswithese networks are managed and the
role of innovation brokers in these managementgeses. Then, in Section 3, the
methodology of the empirical research is descrilsetttion 4 discusses the findings from the
cases and derives propositions. Finally, Sectiproides conclusions and suggestions for
further research.

2. Literaturereview

2.1. Innovation in SMESs: an inter-organizational process

Our paper deals with the formation and operatiothefinter-organizational innovation
process of SMEs. The research does not focus aifisganovations, so we use the broad
definition of innovation, that of innovation as ttexploitation of new ideas to produce new
products, processes, services or business pradtamepted from DTI's Innovation Report
2003, in Pittaway et al., 2004). With inter-orgaatianal networks, we are referring to
cooperative relationships between companies aret atttors in which organizations retain
control over their own resources, but jointly decah their use (Brass, et al, 2004). Small and
Medium-sized Enterprises (SMES) are enterprisasatimploy fewer than 250 people, have an
annual turnover below € 50 million, and/or an aniadance sheet which does not exceed €

43 million (EuropeanCommission, 2005).

The topic of innovation in SMEs has received a gdeal of attention from scholars (for a
review see Edwards et al., 2005). An obvious red&sothis attention is that there are many
differences between large firms and SMEs in the wayhich they deal with cooperation and
innovation (Hoffmann & Schlosser, 2001; Nootebod®94; Rogers, 2004). Nooteboom

(1994) addressed a number of characteristics of Si&t can be considered either strengths
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or weaknesses for their innovation processes. Wallwn strengths of SMEs are motivated
management and labour, effective internal commuiicand little bureaucracy
(Nooteboom, 1994). Weaknesses include limited gitiser capacity (Menrad, 2004), lack of
functional expertise, diseconomies of scale andliogt-term perspective of management
(Nooteboom, 1994). These weaknesses are typidsly as justification for establishing
relations with external actors. Therefore, it may Ioe surprising that the majority of SME

innovations are developed in cooperation with atlfelulsink & De Jong, 2006).

Research shows that some SMEs experience poditactsefrom cooperation to achieve
innovations, but others experience major problérhs. positive effects of cooperative
innovation include increased turnover, higher pnafies and expansion of the product range
(De Jong & Vermeulen, 2006; Van Gils & Zwart, 200dgvertheless, there are several
reasons why many SMEs find it difficult to establend benefit from inter-organizational
innovation projects. First, SMEs are often manadgetheir owners. These entrepreneurs are
accustomed to operating independently and witluartain region. Cooperation with other
organizations does not come naturally to them (&iss& Euser, 1991). Second, cultural
differences and the lack of joint research expeedmmper cooperation (Hoffmann &
Schlosser, 2001). For instance, most SMEs are ulidanvith research organizations
(Kaufmann & Todtling, 2002). Third, smaller compasicannot enforce their will upon
others. Therefore, SMEs must be confident thatekalts of cooperative efforts will be
allocated fairly (Van Gils & Zwart, 2004). Fourtlypically for SMEs, knowledge may
unintentionally spill over to other companies, whittended efforts for knowledge
valorization may remain underutilized. Finally,@norganizational innovation projects may
involve companies with divergent institutional andtural backgrounds. An increase in the
number and diversity of the organizations involeeldis to the complexity within the project,
which in the absence of related expertise amon&MEs, quickly lowers the success rate of

an inter-organizational innovation project.

There have been several studies investigatingritieat success factors for innovation in
SMEs (Edwards et al., 2005) and the related intgamizational cooperation between SMEs.
Most notable is a study by Hoffmann and Schlos2@®1) of 164 Austrian SMEs, which
identified the following key success factors faeinorganizational cooperation in SMEs:

» precise definition of rights and duties;

e each partner contributes specific strengths;
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* required resources are established,

» alliance objectives are derived from businessesgtand

» speedy implementation and fast results.
Typically, most key success factors such as thisidecto cooperate and the design of the
partnership relate to the early stages of the aatipe endeavour (Hoffmann & Schlosser,
2001). Other key success factors which have besttifted are the need for both roughly
equal and non-conflicting interests in the proj@issema & Euser, 1991). SMEs, however,
often lack these key success factors for successtublination and network management
(Hoffmann & Schlosser, 2001). So how are such neksvmanaged, and who is driving

them?

2.2. Innovation networks

We have focused on a subset of innovation netwiarisich a “network orchestrator”
(Dhanaraj & Parkhe, 2006) or “brokgiSnow et al., 1992) is the primary actor engagetién
design and management of the innovation networkaépted the framework of Dhanaraj
and Parkhe (2006) who define “network orchestrédtamnthe set of deliberate actions
undertaken by a network orchestrator as it seeksetate value with and extract value from
the network. Keeping the orchestrator in mind, westdistinguish between network design
activities and ongoing network management actwigied processes (Dhanaraj & Parkhe,
2006; Snow et al., 1992). In terms of designingtavork (the network recruitment process),
the network orchestrator has to detail the follayinree aspects (Dhanaraj & Parkhe, 2006):
network membership, network structure and netwaditmn. Network membership is
specified by the size of the network (number ahBj and the diversity of its participants (a
homogeneous or heterogeneous group). Network steu typified by the density of the
networks and their autonomy. Network position dab the centrality of a firm and its
status.

Once the network has been created, the orchestratypdeploy orchestration processes to
realize network output. They do this by (1) manggsource mobility, (2) managing value
creation and revenue appropriation and (3) managgtgork stability and development
(Dhanaraj & Parkhe, 2006). Managing resource myb#ispecially knowledge, includes
processes of knowledge absorption, network ideatifon, reinforcing a shared identity
(essential for motivating members to participaté apenly share valuable knowledge (Dyer
& Nobeoka, 2000) and inter-organizational socidiaain order to increase social and
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relational capital. Through exchange forums anchédrand informal communication
channels, a network orchestrator can enhance gatiah and promote knowledge mobility
within the network. Managing innovation appropatirelates to the idea that in the
innovation network equitable distribution of valumeist be ensured and the related concerns
must be mitigated. A network orchestrator can fiaté these processes by focusing on trust,
procedural justice and joint ownership (Uzzi, 199herefore, organizations engaged in
network orchestration must provide leadership iding trust levels and in communicating
clear, pre-established sanctions for trust viotatManaging network stability refers to
preventing isolation, migration, cliqgues and atirit A network orchestrator can enhance a
network’s stability by using its reputation, by ¢ghening the shadow of the future, and by
building multiplexity (Dhanaraj & Parkhe, 2006).

The framework of network orchestration processeaged on innovation networks is
characterized by a small number of participantsianierefore low-density. Although
Dhanaraj and Parkhe (2006), in detailing their uisedmework, had in mind an orchestrator
that takes the position of a so-called commeraiél firm, which indicates high-centrality, we
would like to show that their framework of innovatinetwork orchestration processes also
fits other facilitative intermediary organizatioti&t are not part of the original network, such
as innovation brokers. These innovation brokers faaitate the design and management of

innovation networks.

2.3. Therise of specialized innovation brokers

In management literature, the firms that are dbedras fulfilling a role as network
orchestrator are typically large and dominant fireng. the hub firm that is part of the
original network. In the context of innovating SMHse situation is rather different as SMEs
do not have all relevant capabilities for fulfijran orchestrating role successfully. Systemic
brokers as network orchestrators have been stfidiedan innovation systems and network
perspective. These studies cover inter-organizatiSME networking and clustering (e.g.
Cooke & Wills, 1999; Major & Cordey-Hayes, 2000; Meki & Tootle, 1996), and the
interaction between research institutes and SMBsdBain & Haudeville, 2002; Isaksen &
Remge, 2001; lzushi, 2003; Kaufmann & Todtling, ZOKolodny et al., 2001). Such
systemic brokers have been labelled bridging omgdinins, third parties, brokers, technology
transfer brokers, infrastructures or organizati@msl boundary organizations. By

synthesizing the various definition terms, Howél806: 720) proposed the broad term
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“innovation broker”. In this paper we follow Win@nd Courtney (2007: 751), who define the
innovation broker as “an organization acting aseantmer of a network of actors in an
industrial sector that is focused neither on tlgaoization nor the implementation of
innovations, but on enabling other organizationmimvate”. Often, these independent
brokers also fulfil other roles than network ordha&tson (Howells, 2006; Winch & Courtney,
2007; Klerkx and Leeuwis, 2008b), although in régeears actors have emerged who
concentrate exclusively on network orchestratiothenxcontext of SMEs (Howells, 2006).
Such dedicated innovation brokers, which principedcus on facilitating innovation by
fulfilling the role of broker or mediator betweeoaperating SMES, are an especially new
phenomenon in the innovation arena of agri-food SNHerkx & Leeuwis, 2008b). In line
with the previously described roles of innovatiookers (Howells, 2006; Snow et al., 1992;
Winch & Courtney, 2007), Klerkx and Leeuwis (200&igntified three basic functions for
innovation brokers: demand articulation, networldarage and innovation process
management. Demand articulation comprises diagaosisanalysis of problems and
articulation of the needs (latent or otherwisepMEs (Boon et al., 2008; Howells, 2006).
Network brokerage refers to making external retetiavailable to SMEs (Cooke & Wills,
1999) and finding financing or funding for innoatiactivities (Kaufmann & Todtling, 2002;
Kolodny et al., 2001). Innovation process managémemarily relates to enhancing
communication and other forms of interaction ampagners, which facilitate intellectual

property rights and commercialization of innovatartcomes (Klerkx & Leeuwis, 2008b).

As regards the position of such an innovation brake¢he network of SMEs and other
organizations that are involved in the innovationgess (e.g. research institutes), the
literature identifies a number of central “values™design requirements” that are needed to
maintain their position. A key premise of the faatbor role of innovation brokers is an
impartial and independent position (Hanna & Wa)2; Hassink, 1996; Isaksen & Remge,
2001), i.e. one that does not adhere to certaiefépred suppliers” or “preferred development
strategies”. In the context of the provision ofamation intermediation services to SMEs,
Kolodny et al. (2001) formulated a number of desigguirements that they see as essential
for proper functioning of innovation brokers: (i$ibility and accessibility to SMEs, (2)
trustworthiness for SMEs, (3) access to appropsateces of knowledge and information
relevant to the innovation process, (4) credibitityhe innovation broker with these sources,
(5) quick response to the requests of SMEs, andd@plementarity to the weaknesses of the

SMEs it serves.
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2.4. Towards a research framework

Our research framework was inspired by the innowvatietwork orchestration framework of
Dhanaraj and Parkhe (2006), which was primarilyetigved with a so called “hub firm” as
the network orchestrator. In this paper we are eored with the network orchestration
processes of innovation brokers. The set of netwledign activities, as defined in the
network orchestration framework, corresponds tantevork brokerage function, as defined
in the systems innovation literature. It is herat 8trategic, complementary partners are
scanned and selected, a partnership is developgkpranoedures and tasks are established.
Therefore, we include this process in our reseitezhework. However, we will refer to it as
the function of network composition, because it bagizes the specific function of getting
the suitable organizations willing to cooperatewnta new network. Moreover, Dhanaraj and
Parkhe (2006) refer to the innovation network managnt process, which comprises the
facilitation of knowledge mobility, innovation amgriability and network stability. In this
manner, the innovation network management proaasesponds to the innovation process
management function of an innovation broker ideadiby Klerkx and Leeuwis (2008b).
Innovation process management is the process aftingean atmosphere that stimulates
knowledge sharing and learning (knowledge mobilignjabling a fair distribution of the costs
and benefits between innovation network membersfiation appropriability) and
anticipating and resolving conflicts between themhers (network stability). Demand
articulation was not put forward as an network esthation process by Dhanaraj and Parkhe
(2006), although it evidently is one of the mospartant functions of innovation brokers
(Howells, 2006; Klerkx & Leeuwis, 2008b forthcomjndt appears to be a core task of such
organizations to independently validate new id&#s¢h & Courtney, 2007) and to present
good options for SMEs. Therefore, we include demamidulation in our research framework
of network orchestration processes and will redethts process as innovation initiation. In
total, we arrive at three main processes of netwotkestration that we include in our
research framework: innovation initiation, netwadmposition, and innovation process
management. The underlying assumption of the resdeamework is that innovation brokers
must have excellent practices for those three ggasewhen they want to orchestrate

innovation networks successfully.
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3. Methods and data

Because the question under study —how innovatiokens successfully orchestrate
innovation networks — is a recent one, a very tetapproach is called for. Miles and
Huberman (1994) suggested that researchers shselqualitative research designs when
there is a clear need for in-depth understandowgllcontextualization, causal inference, and
exposing the points of view of the people undedtin addition, Hoang and Antoncic

(2003) argued in favour of more qualitative, induetresearch into the development of
networks of entrepreneurs to stimulate further wmrkntroducing new theoretical ideas. As a
consequence, we chose a qualitative and indugtipeoach in order to identify best practices
of innovation brokers, and to arrive at theoretmalpositions (Eisenhardt, 1989).

The sampling of the case studies is generally deghas a crucial element in the case study
method (Eisenhardt, 1989; Yin, 2003). The firsesgbn criteria was that the innovation
broker aims at stimulating innovation (through ce@tion) and economic development of
SMEs. The comparability of the cases was enhangéddoadditional features of the sample:
all of the innovation brokers are mainly activeahe agri-food sector and are relatively similar
in size (between 5 and 9 FTE). Several innovatiokdrs that we approached declined
participation because of company policy and timespures. We chose the final set of
innovation intermediating companies in our studgause we had access as researchers to
informants in these organizations. Furthermorethieyr nature, innovation brokers are
involved in several and sometimes many inter-oizgtional processes. By accessing these
brokers, we were able to extract tacit knowledgenfthe people with ample experience in
inter-organizational cooperation, involving moranhL00 SME-driven innovation projects.
The general characteristics of the four innovabookers in our analyses are provided in
Table 1.

The issue of internal validity was handled by cartohg multiple iterations and follow-ups
during the analyses. We addressed the problentialbitey by drawing up detailed case
study protocols and by following the required doemtation and transcription standards.
External validity was increased by studying mudtipkganizations and analyzing multiple
findings. Construct validity was enhanced by trislagon of the data sources. We therefore

conducted 18 in-depth interviews (using semi-stmext questionnaires) with key actors



Batterink, Wubben, Klerkx, Gagtk & Molegnana; 8 Chain Conference, Ede 2008

(innovation brokers, SMEs and project leaders). fiflseinterview with each innovation

broker — the interview with the director or genaranager — had a much more open character
than the follow-up interviews, which allowed bett®emparison between the cases (Yin,
2003). In addition to the interviews, we collectetérnal documents, annual reports,

information from the websites, newsletters, etc.

For the analysis of the innovation brokers, we comdb interview data with the collected
documents. All interviews were tape recorded atigt franscribed. For each innovation
broker a detailed within-case description was dgyedl. After this, the cross-case analysis
utilized a matrix technique for comparative anay3ihe resulting matrices allowed visual
identification of differences and similarities imetapproaches of innovation brokers. By
doing so, we investigated the processes and peaaticfour innovation brokers: two from the
Netherlands, one from France and a German-Dutdsdrorder organization. In order to
provide in-depth understanding and contextualipatree have included examples from the
data (Tables 2-8): these tables provide informatioeach case beyond that outlined in Table

1 and serve as the basis for the case discusstbe mext section.

Table 1: Description of the innovation brokers coisipg the sample.

Year of
initiatio Size Legal Number of
Innovation broker n Region (FTE) status Main source(s) of funding  Type of projects interviews
Starting loan from
KnowHouse shareholders. Currently Very diverse. There is
Southeast Public- operating entirely on the  cooperation between
www.knowhouse.nl 2003  Netherlands 9 private earnings from projects several organizations 4
Basic capital collected
Mainly the through share emission.  Very diverse. Projects in
Netherlands, Most earnings are directly “new commerce”,
my eyes not officially from projects, many of partnership development,
limited to one which have transaction- entrepreneurial innovation,
www.myeyes.info 2005 region 5 Private based business models start-ups, etc. 5
Mainly Mainly application based
Dutch- Public- Hardly any structural R&D. Relatively large
GIQS German private, funding. Most funding is projects, often subdivided
border cross- public, mainly based on into work packages or sub-
WWW.gigs.org 2001 region. 5 border large EU framework projectgrojects 4
Individual projects aiming
at starting innovation at
companies; OPTIréseaux -
PEACRITT Funding by the region and for stimulating knowledge
Rhone Alpes state (85%) and the EU transfer to food processing
www.peacritt.fr 2001 (France) 7 Public (15%) SMEs; EU projects 5

10
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4. Case discussion and findings

Given space limitations, this section primarily ldeaith conclusions from the cross-case
analysis, but it also provides extensive informmatm all the individual cases (Tables 2-10).
We focus on how innovation brokers create and ektralue from their networks by trying to
detect commonalities and differences in the orgdimnal characteristics and their roles and
practices in the innovation networks. As such ftlewing sections present results from the
qualitative data analysis to explain best practaféanovation brokers in orchestrating their
innovation networks. The experiences of the innowvabrokers found in this study form the
basis for the formulation of the propositions. @esults focus on three main processes of
innovation brokers from our research framework Seetion 2.3): innovation initiation,

network composition, and innovation process managem

4.1. Innovation initiation

Identifying innovation needs

There are several ways innovation can be initiadeflindamental aspect is the “prime driver”
of a project. An innovation project involving SMEan be driven by the entrepreneurs, by the
availability of certain technologies following reseh, or by the availability of sources of
funding. Hence, innovation projects can be chareete as “SME driven”, “research driven”,
or “subsidy driven”. In particular, research-driveamd subsidy-driven projects have several
drawbacks, most notably that they deliver solutiaitBout a real market potential. Each
innovation broker in our study is, therefore, agiyvconcerned with incorporating the needs
of SMEs in a project idea. They do this by assiséntrepreneurs or SMEs with demand
articulation, i.e. problem diagnosis and specifargtarticulating innovative ideas, and

translating them into knowledge needs and othd¢ofaceeded for innovation (see Table 2).

KnowHouseemphasizes the importance of SME-driven innovatiogy believe this the only
means to arrive at “useful” innovation projects dompanies. Therefor&nowHouse
proactively identifies innovating SMEs, for instanzy organizing innovation discussions
(cafés) and through intensive socialization with émtrepreneurs. By means of extensive

consultation with individual entrepreneurs, thealteinnovation needs can be mapped out.

11
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Both my eyesandKnowHouseacknowledge the great importance of what theythall'dream
stage”. During this stage, SMEs or entrepreneursrcdependently develop their ideas
without being immediately influenced by limitatioard restrictions imposed by funding
bodies (governments), research institutes or attganizations. Moreover, they believe that
innovation brokers should assess whether the SMEgsses a sufficient “sense of urgency”
to engage in the innovation. This enables the Sd&mmit to the innovation network and

be open to the necessary changes.

There are several ways GIQS assesses the neelt=st Sirst, during ongoing visits and
talks with SMEs, new ideas for projects are acqliMany projects are part of large EU
programmes (such as INTERREG) on a specific thembepic. Within such a theme, several
“sub-projects” are initiated by intensively discigsthe options within the GIQS network.
The content of these projects results from iteeatalks and negotiations between the private
and public organizations involved in the proje@c&nd, as the overall project progresses,

more specific innovation needs of SMEs are included

PEACRITToffers a service free of charge, in which a tecainéxpert visits a company in
order to analyze the situation and to identify wet@n needs. In this way, they try to lower
the threshold for SMEs to start innovation actastiLike the other brokers, PEACRITT
assists SMEs in developing their own ideas, but #i®o emphasizes that it is important to

find a common problem and a common objective inpitogects.

With our definition of innovation in mind — the drpation of ideas — we argue that
innovation projects that involve SMEs must truly®dE driven, which implies that the
needs and problems of SMEs must be the point airtiee for any innovation project. There
is a positive correlation between the capabilitynofovation brokers to identify the real
innovation needs of SMEs and the likelihood thatitinovation project will lead to

commercial success. Therefore we have formulatedoflowing proposition:

Proposition 1a: The effort that an innovation brokdocates to identifying the

innovation needs of SMEs positively impacts thevowd's innovation performance.

12
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Table 2: Examples from the data for innovatiotiaion and identifying innovation needs.

Case

”m

KnowHouse “We help them (the entrepreneurs) in their ‘dreaags.

“Entrepreneurs must be enthusiastic. We are rnioggo pull endlessly.”

“There is this example of a programme commission Wad to decide about some 40 innovation projects,
proposed by an applied research institute. Theigeid/the money between 30 projects, which meanttha
projects needed to be downsized, making them ictaéf2 Now withKnowHousethe ideas come straight
from the sector, and we reduced the number of gi®je only a few, but these projects or programmes
really answered a question from the sector.”

my eyes “In traditional innovation projects the first stepan innovation is missing... in our projects weetdke time
for what we call the ‘dream phase’ to better comgalize the initial ideas.”

“We always look at the ‘sense of urgency’ of atrepreneur.”

“We appreciate novel ideas of entrepreneurs antbtkgep them authentic. Many advisory companiesotr
standardize everything according to their own bessrmodels, with the result that the end produaisis
standard.”

GIQS “We actively ask companies to get involved in podg. Sometimes that is difficult. We visit them sk &o
take a look at the new initiative and ask if they willing to take part in this project. Or, we aklem if
they have new ideas for projects. So it basiagdlgs from both sides.”

“They [the SMESs] also need to invest (as with o 6th framework programmes, only 50%, of the
funding is from the EU). So they really must beliwg to do it, because it is partly their own moriey

“We have the comfortable situation that at theitn@igg of a project, we don’t exactly know what wél do.
We more or less have a topic and a partner strictimen we have about six months to define, analpze
plan the pilot project. That is very nice, becatlsge are so many demands, especially since bsdiass
different problems than science. And these two @®hlave to be brought together. My task is to manag
this whole process from the idea stage, to matiemse and business.”

PEACRITT “PEACRITT provides situation analysis by a techh&xepert at the entrepreneurial firm, free of cleqig
order to identify the company-specific problems agldted knowledge needs.”

“In costs little or nothing for entrepreneurs td gvolved in potential projects.”

“We help entrepreneurs to develop new ideas.”

“The added value of the innovation must be sellewt for SMEs, it should focus on benefits for the
companies.”

Embedding of innovation brokers

Although innovation brokers organize several eventgder to meet with SMEs and
agricultural entrepreneurs, like innovation “cafésbrkshops or partnership days, and use
several promotional means, they also rely on timeige networking capabilities of their staff
(see Table 3). In this way, these organizationsimectruly embedded in the networks of the
SMEs they target. In addition to becoming visildeSMESs and gaining sufficient
trustworthiness to become a realistic option folowating SMEs (Kolodny et al., 2001),
embedding in networks can also help them to idgptibblems commonly faced by SMEs.
For instance, due to its large networks maintalmethe employees (most notably the
director),KnowHouséds able to identify “common problems”, perceiveanections with

those that could provide complementary assets Keayledge, funding) and make the
necessary links with other actomMy eyes, GIQ&ndPEACRITTorganize specific days for
(potential) partners, not only to publicize thensces, but also to identify potential
problems. For instance, GIQS organizes workshogsvaetings with several stakeholders to

discuss a “common problem”. Such a problem couldrieethat is of interest for the whole
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sector and that serves the public as well (e.g &&dety). GIQS can then use this information

to develop more concrete ideas for new projects.

Consequently, to being able to properly formulagitnovation demands of SMEs,
innovation brokers must be well embedded in thallbasiness and social networks of the
SMEs. We therefore argue that the degree of embgdidian innovation broker positively

impacts the network’s innovation performance.

Proposition 1b: The degree with which an innovatiwoker is embedded in the social
and business network of local SMEs positively ingp#e network’s innovation

performance.

Table 3: Examples from the data for innovationiaibn and network embeddedness.

Case

KnowHouse “We meet the entrepreneurs at all kinds of evesusiél or otherwise) in the region in order to wustend
their problems and needs.”
“We organize ‘innovation cafés’, where entrepresegather and engage in networking.”
“For entrepreneurs, innovation-related activitedee place after office hours, in the evenings... WHouse
visits these companies, also in the evenings.”

my eyes “Sometimes we hear something from two differentgdedn our network and think they could be brought
together.”
“We organize partner days, where we meet diffeeattepreneurs, but also other types of actors.”
GIQS “We organize idea generation workshops where wigeitbusiness partners and scientific partnersvesmd

have an annual meeting where we try to launch eifspopic or theme.”

“Especially the director and the other people mloard have a very good network. The are ablpeaaks
directly to the right individuals.”

“We sometimes visit trade fairs and other expeeingés where we meet businesses, but also scientific
people.”

“We have two people at GIQS who travel a lot arkl te our members and other stakeholders to sdarch
new ideas or to find motivated partners for exgiteas.”

“We organize a big workshop in September, wittstdkeholders. But these activities are limitedio or
three times per year, due to the lack of structiumadiing.”

“We are also becoming more and more involved ingtetters or events organized by other organizations
Through these events, where we meet many busiaeseeps, new ideas reach to our organization.”

PEACRITT  “Many means are used to get SMEs interested irs@ices, such as PR, newsletters, fact sheets, our

website, exhibitions and conference days.”

“PEACRITT organizes a platform day for sharing isleghis so called OPTIréseaux day is seen as a good
opportunity for exchange that encourages enterptséormulate ideas and share them with other
enterprises, experts and the regional authorities.”

4.2. Network composition
The second main function for the innovation braletates to network composition. Network

composition entails connecting in a systematic reatm complementary actors within an
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innovation system. In particular, it entails possas a heterogeneous network, connecting

complementary actors and creating coordination @igisms.

Connecting with complementary actors from the imtion broker network

It is during network composition that an innovatlmoker connects SMEs to other
organizations, such as firms, research organizatiorother actors. In order to make the right
connections, the innovation broker must posseasye land diverse network (Dhanaraj &
Parkhe, 2006). In this way, SMEs may acquire actessevant resources, such as
technological knowledge or funding. SMEs may findspecially hard to connect with
providers of knowledge (technological and otheryvisethemselves. Thus, innovation
brokers can be valuable to the innovation prodes®y have access to and credibility with
those sources of knowledge (Kolodny et al., 200a&)arrive at such a network position,
innovation brokers must possess strong networkapglilities. This was acknowledged by

each of the four innovation brokers in our analyses

KnowHouséds well connected to the local SMEs (as we diseti$s the previous section), but
also maintains a strong network with several sapplof knowledge, most notably the
research organizations who are also shareholdéssawHouse They put a lot of effort into
maintaining an extensive network, so they are tbtguickly connect to other actors and set
up innovation networks. Their network is not linditeo the region or the core sector; they also
make connections outside the agri-food sectorey tre thought to be fruitfuMy eyeds

aware of the fact that many innovation problemsimegmultiple disciplines. As such, they
possess the skills and the absorptive capacitpdenstand complex problems, and to find
experts on each discipline and communicate witmtihdy eyesassesses the potential
partners’ entrepreneurial drive and their willinga¢o cooperate, as they believe those are
crucial ingredients for complementing innovatiomwarks. GIQS is strongly embedded in
knowledge institutions (its members) and can con8&tEs easily to relevant technical
experts. They emphasize that they benefit fronfabethat they know the people from the
universities, so it is easy to contact them andlverthem in projects if needed. Moreover,
GIQS- like KnowHouseandPeacritt— maintains strong ties with public authoritias;ts as
local governmentPEACRITTIs also strongly embedded in networks of regi@MEs and is
at the same time well connected to all relevamdlltechnical centres and research institutes.
This is how they play a crucial mediating rolelzs two worlds of research and industry

often have different cultures and priorities anel tierefore not always easy to connect and
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keep connected. From the above data, we have ais@etthat the size and diversity of the
innovation broker’s network are important factarsietwork composition. Typically, SMEs

lack such diverse networks.

The findings also suggest that network membershit enough for composing a successful
innovation network. Innovation brokers also allecattivities to connect the right partners.
This means that they include complementary orgéinizathat have an entrepreneurial drive
and that are willing to cooperate (also with diéfierr kind of actors). Thus, innovation brokers
can be especially valuable when connecting diffetygres of actors who have different

interests and cultural backgrounds.

Proposition 2a: The size and diversity of an inrt@mabroker’s existing network

positively impacts the network’s innovation perfanoce.

Proposition 2b: The extent to which an innovatiooker is able to connect
complementary actors positively impacts the netisariknovation performance.

Table 4: Examples from the data for network contposi

Case

KnowHouse “Our foundation is “a knowledge portal” for entrepeurs. Wageningen University and Research Centre
(WUR) is also one of the founders. It is imposstioldave a holistic picture of all relevant scies)deut
our network is far reaching, and then it is easynédke phone calls. And we have access to the WUR
system, including e-mail, intranet etc.”

“We often see a broader scope than entreprenewday@ see connections... then we know somebody and
include them.”

“With research institutions it is important that aieeady know them... some researchers just canndt wo
together with entrepreneurs.”

“It can be fruitful to bring entrepreneurs fromfdifent sectors together. Since they are not cotopsti
and they don’t need to cope with status, thesepregneurs are much more open towards each other,
which in turn results in new ideas.”

my eyes “We have a multidisciplinary approach, and we ustierd all components. We also have a strong
network with specialists for those components. \Me laring things together, that is our holistic
approach.”

“Sometimes we hear something from two differentgdedn our network and think they could be brought
together.”

“You really need to meet the people in order to enaldecision about the project idea. You also bave
know if the partner really wants to cooperate.”

“We always look at the ‘sense of urgency’ of arrepteneur. And we look at the setting, and based on
our ‘feeling’ we decide what to do...”

“When considering partners, we really look within@npany at the people.”

GIQS “We have good connections to people from other depnts. But also our connections with public
authorities are important. It is not difficult fas to find the specific people.”

“At a higher level we also participate in a fornfational) network, called “Kompetenznetze”
(competence network), so we are also visible taness and academia through this network.
Organizations search these networks for partngusajects.”

“GIQS has excellent access to knowledge sourcpecesly to sources at the universities of Bonn,
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Wageningen, and Gétingen.”

“You really have to know the people, and from tle®gle you know the connections continue.”

“In North Rhine-Westphalia, we also have good littkgjovernment, such as the Ministry of Agriculture
and the Ministry of Science.”

PEACRITT  “PEACRITT is well connected to many regional resbazentres.”

“As an broker organization, we are closer to thtustrial world than most research organizationsyso
can mediate between industry and research.”

“SMEs usually look for ways to improve economicfpemance, e.g. consolidation or growth of turnover
and jobs. In contrast, academic researchers gmakdication in scientific journals, which requiras
partnership with enterprises that are outstandirtge scientific field. An organization like PEACRIT
can bridge the gap between the two worlds.”

“We are a kind of ‘door opener’ for SMEs to colieely analyze a problem and facilitate a linkage to
technical support.”

Coordination mechanisms

Before an inter-organizational innovation projeetgystarted, appropriate coordination
mechanisms (e.g. procedures, tasks and propehtg)imust be settled in order to prevent
members from protecting or hiding valuable knowkedand to avoid free riding (Dekker,
2004; Dyer & Nobeoka, 2000). SMEs are often unfeanivith inter-organizational projects,
especially regarding the appropriate coordinati@tmanisms, so this is an area where
innovation brokers can typically be valuable. Oftarcontract takes care of the relevant
procedures, tasks and property rights. On the and bontracts impose formal coordination
of projects, decreasing the level of freedom amativity. On the other hand, contracts can
help innovation brokers and participating actorprievent other partners from behaving
opportunistically. Informal or social mechanisme aften seen as complementary to formal

mechanisms (Dyer & Singh, 1998), although such meisms take time to get developed.

Within the innovation project&énowHousealoes not heavily emphasize the contract, but it
considers the contract more as a backup (see ba@owHouseds able to formulate
confidentiality agreements, but when it comesnarficial settlements, external expertise is
hired. Issues covered in contracts typically inelfidancial matters and elements of
confidentiality. Contracts include passages about and under what circumstances the
project can be modified. Generally speaking, ndrte@partners should be opposed such a

change. Issues related to communication or planaadypically not included.

Based on experience with previous projectg,eyesoncluded that projects without contracts
are more likely to fail. As one of the directorgdsavith the growing mobility of personnel in
modern organizations, it is too risky to rely oalagreements. Thereforay eyesises
contracts in all of its projects. Sinogy eyedas a lot of experience with cooperative projects,

they can formulate the contracts themselves (dftesed on their templates). Howevas;
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eyesalso noted that a contract can be harmful torthevation process, as innovation
requires a certain level of freedom. Therefore taotmany details should be settled in
advance. Moreover, it can take a lot of effortdonfulate contracts, especially when they
comprise many details, which could be disproposeida the size of the project. Like
KnowHousemy eyesonsiderers contracts to be a back up or a saéfyomprising as few
details as possible. In some projeaty, eye'ssolution to this problem is to include various
scenarios in the contract: a best case, a norreala@d a worst case scenario. This enables
the companies to have a better idea where theyeméyip in different scenarios. Sometimes,
more specific, planning-related elements are aisluded.

GIQShbelieves that establishing procedures and stasdara project is one of its most
valuable services. By doing 8)QSmakes larger EU projects more accessible for SMEs.
Moreover, in contrast to the other three innovabookers GIQSemphasizes formal
coordination and administration, as this is oftequired by the funding bodies. Its contracts
usually address property rights, publication righéporting procedures (required by funding
bodies) and cost-benefit issues. SimilaGlQS, PEACRIT Torganizes good project
administration procedures to minimize such actsitior SMEs.

Interestingly, confidentiality is a common issuattinust be settled up-front by the innovation

broker. SMEs seem to be afraid that sensitive métion will leak out through the network.

Because innovation brokers typically have extensigerience with cooperation projects,

they are able to set up innovation networks withappropriate coordination mechanisms.

Proposition 2c: The extent to which an innovatiooker sets up coordination

mechanisms positively impacts the network’s innougierformance.

Note that the findings do not indicate that mamycpdures and tasks should be specified. The
proposition refers to the idea that — compared wilter actors in the network — an
experienced innovation broker is more capable w@ibdishing the most suitable coordination

mechanisms, which could just as well be an informethanism.
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Table 5: Examples from the data for network comjmsand coordination mechanisms.

Case

KnowHouse “Contracts are not very important in our projeetsthey are typically rather small.”

“We have our own standard confidentiality agreetsiewhen it concerns more financial aspects of the
project, we ask for advice from a legal expert.”

“I never refer to the contract during projects.”

“Planning related issues is not part of these eotdr we also do not formalize the method and &aqy
of communication.”

my eyes “If it is useful for the process, then it could ecessary to define planning-related aspects. \d@henof
uncertainty is involved, and interactivity and omemmunication is key, then you should not have too
many protocols.”

“... itis impossible to work without a contractgetiexamples | have seen of projects without corgraie
not the successful ones... The mobility of peopledmpanies is very high nowadays. So personal
agreements are also temporary. Therefore you neefety net.”

“With new things (innovations) it is always diffitt. Together with our partners we make sure tieee
worst case, best case and normal case scenarim #Mhgs go wrong, you know were you stand.”

“Who is doing what, what is everybody’s input? Haill the benefits be divided? Who owns what when
the project ends? What if a company goes bankiTipt®e kinds of elements...”

GIQS “GIQS often takes the lead in this process. Weenttie contracts and set up the administrative pures,
the project plan, etc.”

“We are familiar with the complexity that comes hwiarge-scale EU framework projects. SMEs doné lik
the extensive administration that is often requi@MS makes it easier for them.”

"The contracts include issues of property rightdepts, publication, the reporting procedures armahtial
issues.”

PEACRITT “PEACRITT provides the enterprises with administratand financial engineering, which is really
important and time consuming for the SMEs (whoaweays in a rush).”

“PEACRITT brings professionalism to the innovatjmocess of agri-food SMEs.”

“PEACRITT focuses on the process, other actorsesponsible for the content.”

“Confidentiality has to be settled in a formal way.

“PEACRITT simplifies the administrative framewomkposed by funding bodies on the companies.”

“We promote group autonomy, by stimulating co-resgbility and joint decision making.”

4.3. Innovation process management

The interviews clearly showed that all the innomatbrokers are involved in innovation
process management. It turned out that innovatiokdss are primarily concerned with the
cooperative aspects of the innovation processekample, innovation brokers play an
important role in resolving conflicts between pagating actors. Informal mechanisms — in
addition to structural, motivational, and formalehanisms — also play an important role in
preventing conflicts (Dekker, 2004). In the infodlmantext, issues like trust, transparency
and openness become apparent. Apart from typicgderation-related issues in innovation
process management, other activities of innovgirmeess management are also taken care of
by innovation brokers, such as gate keeping anmdlatd project management and
administration. In the context of this paper, we nmarily interested in innovation process
management issues that are typical in the intearorgtional context, such as handling
conflict, building trust and facilitating networkteractions. Such activities appear to suit
innovation brokers very well, as they take a sonavimdependent position in the network
(Klerkx & Leeuwis, 2008a, 2008b).
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Leadership in handling conflict

Managing the stability of the network is an impattalement in managing the inter-
organizational innovation process (Dhanaraj & Park006). Ideally, projects and networks
should be composed in such a way that conflictaialigely to occur (see Section 4.2). But
when they do occur, innovation brokers should skeasership in resolving conflicts (see
Table 6).

As emphasized by one of the respondentsmaiwHouse solving problems and conflicts in
the innovation networks is one of its core actatiand is perhaps the most valuable service
of KnowHousdor the entrepreneurs. Thus, in case of confketewHousebecomes more
directly involved in the innovation process anégrio steer the project in the right direction.
Surprisingly, conflicts irKnowHousés projects are often not about sharing the castls a
benefits. Perhaps this is due to the fact that mwioteir projects involve an early stage of
innovation, which means that little money has ye#rbinvested by the private companies.
The approach dknowHousecan be characterized as a personal one, whichaiean
KnowHousdocuses not on the organization, but on the peeylieh is especially important
in the case of conflicts. According KmowHouseproblems related to the cooperation
process are especially regrettable reasons taagtopject. One approaédnowHouseauses to
prevent conflicts is to try to make fully explieithy a party is participating in a project. In
essencekKnowHouseé"co-innovators” mainly follow their common sensedealing with
conflicts. BesidesKnowHousenever refers to contracts during projects. Stillyas found

that changing the contract during a project is dones necessary, although this can be a very

tricky practice.

An important role fomy eyesn cooperative conflicts is to anticipate thesebtems, or when
they still occur, to resolve them. According to aieny eyesdirectors, this is at the core of

its activities (similar t&KknowHousg My eyedakes a personal approach and uses techniques
such as mediation or dynamic consensus in ordamiwe at a setting with minimal conflicts.
Formy eyesthe key to finding solutions for a problem istttieey always try to really
understand the underlying causes of a conflictroblem. In order to do smy eyedries to

listen carefully to any opinion and tries to undansl why people say certain things, or have a
certain opinion. Problems can be solved from teispective. Sometimesy eyedas

experienced situations where the interests of dinepanies change (when new, more
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interesting ideas come up, or when day- to-dayaijmers become too time consuming). But
on other occasions, companies may want to charmgeotfitract in order just to shift “the
pain” to another party. When the situation demaridsiging a contraaiy eyesarefully
considers the long-term objective and the impokasfa sustainable relationship with the
respective partner. It can also be the case tismbétter to stop a project, if a company really
wants to stop. In the case of confliatsy eyeslso tries to look for the things and goals the
different people have in common. In this wayy eyedries to take the energy away from the
conflict. What really helps here is thay eyess more of an outsider in some projects. In that
role, my eyesan be considered as a stabilizing factor in deperation process. One of the
directors emphasized the importance of taking nesat all meetings, including all decisions
made and action plans. These minutes are theibdistd to the partners. Accordingrity

eyes problems and related conflicts occur due to k tdopenness and transparency, or
differences in expectations by the partners. lollawing section we will explain the role of

openness and transparency in innovation networks.

When conflicts occuiGGIQSfeels responsible to find a solution for it. GIQ&hsiders
experiences and “lessons learned” from previougpt®in improving the structure of new
ones. It is the experience of GIQS that conflintsaoperative projects are often of a
motivational kind. It sometimes seems difficulth@ve a partner doing tasks that are not
primarily in their own interest. In handling cants, PEACRITTcarefully takes into account
the goals of entrepreneurs on the one side ane$aarch institutes on the other side. It may
be a challenge to identify and emphasize commdestaf the project, but this is typically
something in which PEACRITT takes the lead. Balagdhe interests of these fundamentally
different institutional actors reduces conflictannovation networks (Klerkx & Leeuwis,
2008a).

We argue that innovation brokers, due to their rayiosition in the network, should take the
lead in handling conflicts. In doing so, innovatimmokers can have a positive impact on the

network’s innovation performance.

Proposition 3a: Leadership by an innovation brokehandling conflicts in

innovation networks positively impacts the netwsrkhovation performance.
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Table 6: Examples from the data for innovation gggmanagement and dealing with

conflicts.

Case

KnowHouse “Solving problems is actually our core task... we mhaiuse common sense in that we do not use specific
models... although we seem have our own approacteths w

“We approach people personally, bilaterally, anohstimes tell them they should change their attitude

“If there are problems in the cooperation proceg&spull towards a solution. But if they really waat
stop, we will just stop. But if this is a relatidqoblem, and we still see opportunities for thejgct, we
try to solve these problems.”

“You really have to look at what is the real reasb a conflict... often there is some distrust. Reop
always expect the other partners to have hiddendage... | have the feeling that conflicts are more
about something like that, rather than about castsbenefits.”

“You really have to understand why people partitépin a project.”

“In some circumstances, when everyone agrees, aggehthe contract. The contract often states halv an
under which conditions things can be modified. @mssis is not always required, as long as nobody is
against it.”

my eyes “This is the essence afly eyesvorking method, a kind of mediation. You have towstpeople the
common goals in order to get them back together.”

“We can be an outsider, which can make it — thewation network — more stable.”

“For example, a recent conflict was caused by diffé expectations. You first have to determine thist
is the underlying cause of a conflict, and thenr@ntioning the different expectations, you caratmg
resolve it”

“We also use the concept of dynamic consensud.mbans that you should make decisions in a
democratic way, but you also have to listen to @vedy who has a different opinion. Even if it is a
conflicting opinion, they have it for some reason gou have to understand that reason. You have to
find out which fear or experience is fundamentah®way they act, and why someone has a different
opinion.”

“You always have to find a solution when there @oaflict, but when a company wants to stop, yai ju
have to.”

“If a partner is dissatisfied about something drete are fair reasons for this dissatisfactiom tle
change elements in the contract to improve the-teng relationship. However, if it is just a mattdr
shifting the “pain” towards others or to us, them @annot accept that.”

“There is a large project in which | sometimes refethe contract, but | realize it can look ‘chéld’ to
use it...”

GIQS “In my project, two partners work together who algarked together in a previous project. During that
previous project they had a conflict. But theydngorking together again in this new project. Wetfi
tried to find out what went wrong, what was thelpeon exactly, without pointing directly at who was
responsible. And now in this project we try to oniga it differently in order to avoid that problém.

“A typical conflict is that you have defined a @ifent output in the project. It is often diffictdt get every
output from every partner.

“We have to deal with that conflict, because #liso our responsibility that the projects end sssitaly.
Sometimes partners don't really know what they &hda, and then they need more support to define
the specific output. We give them such support.”

PEACRITT “We realize that the objectives of SMEs and redearcare different. In particular, very small eptexes
do not look for fundamental or complex innovatioost instead look for technical solutions already
approved and tested.”

“It is important in a collective setting to have@mmon problem, so we try to direct the projecteatas a
common objective’.”

Enhancing transparency

Trust is a phenomenon often considered as oneedidhic requirements for successful
cooperation in inter-organizational relationshiBst{eler, 2006; Nooteboom, 1999; Uzzi,
1997; Zaheer et al., 1998). Trust can be definéd gsychological state comprising the
intention to accept the vulnerability based upanpbsitive expectations of the intentions or
behaviour of another,” (Rousseau et al., 1998)e&dVacilitators of trust exist, such as social

interactions and transparency between network @axrtiBstieler, 2006). Social interactions
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within a network, characterized by high-quality coaonication, create the perception that
partners act out of care and concern; it fostexrdtmevolence and goodwill of the partner
(Ring & Van de Ven, 1994), hence generating trusthis paper, transparency refers to
timely, accurate, open and adequate communicatrang the people in the network, in
order to develop a shared understanding, to impttew@tmosphere of the relationship and to

foster commitment.

According toknowHousetrust is mainly something that can be enhancedparsonal level
(see Table 7). This means that a person engagedawation intermediation should be
transparent as an individual. This means, accorirone of the respondents, that the person
representing the innovation broker should presenthterself in a vulnerable way.
Transparency means, among other things, that anddsbay what one thinks. Also, the
partners in the innovation network should act tpamently, which means that they should all
know what is on everybody’s mind. In addition, trissenhanced by keeping promises and by
acting consistenthkKnowHousdacilitates transparency by making sure that aftnqers

clearly state why they are participating in thej@cband by being open about situations
(problems) not directly related to the project.isléould explain why somebody acts in a
certain way in a project. This could explain whgrablem occurred, since the reason may
something totally unrelated to the project. Howettealso appears that some people just
“have it” and can stimulate others in the projeché open and transparent. Sometimes a
neutral setting (which could be at the locationth&f innovation broker) stimulates
entrepreneurs to be more open as weilbwHousebelieves that the internal organization
should also be transparent. According to one reggun the colleagues EhowHouseare

also very open towards each other, in a personal Alao in the projects — each run by one
of the co-innovators - the participants should shbeir problems because this leads to new

ideas and solutions.

Openness towards all partners and transparendlygroaesses play important roles in the
success ofmy eyesAs stated on their websitey eyedelieves “you should be open about
what you do and about your beliefs”. Moreover,cklaf transparency is fundamental to
many problems in cooperation. For instance, acogrth the experience afy eyes
problems occur due to differences in expectatioasaged by an unintended lack of
transparency about the expectations), hidden agdgaddeliberate lack of transparency) or
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because of “unasked questions” (lack of opennessadependencies). According to one of
the directors ofny eyesopenness is also about being fair about whatdgoyourself. If a
project appears to be going wrong, you should hlageourage to acknowledge your own
role in this situation. Similarly, in the case otsess you should consider whether you can

really take credit , or whether it was due to sdrimgf or someone else.

By asking many questions during project meeti®§Sforces the various partners to really
think about the project and explicitly state whgyttdo certain things in certain ways. In this
way, GIQS tries to make it clear if there are peof, hidden or otherwise.

Finally, transparency could also refer to previaats and achievements. In that reg&1)S,
my eyesandPEACRITTemphasize that is very important to show trackms of past
successful projects to SMEs. The innovation brokéss stated clearly that in ongoing
projects it is important to present results at amyestage. MoreovePEACRITTand
KnowHousestructurally include small, go-no go decision matsewhich implies that the
various decision moments concern relatively litleney. As a result, these small go-no go
decision moments make the components of innovaif@nt in innovation networks
transparent and comprehensive enough for each memhhbis way, little-by-little, trust will
be enhanced just enough to go one step furthex.léter stage, when there is more trust,
entrepreneurs will be more willing to invest, silbe partners will have more confidence in

the overall project. This can be facilitated byitgiso test sites.
We argue that innovation brokers can play a cruocial in the innovation network by
enhancing transparency in the actions of indivighzatners and the joint innovation

activities. Based on the above findings, we havenigated the following proposition:

Proposition 3b: The higher the level of transpargbetween the network partners
facilitated by an innovation broker, the better tiegwork’s innovation performance.
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Table 7: Examples from the data for innovation gg&management and facilitating

transparency.

Case

KnowHouse ‘It is always important that in an early stage jg@tommunicate explicitly why they are participgtin
the project, but normally that takes quite someetifrhat also makes it easier to settle the findncia
issues.”

“Sometimes it takes 1.5 years before you reallyeustaind why somebody is involved in a project.”

“There was this example in a project where somelwftiyn changed his standpoint, without clearly
explaining why...we thought it had to do with the quany succession (father-son). But it was incredibly
difficult for this guy to explain something likeahin the group (with other entrepreneurs). We estsid
that issue in the group. That helped.”

“Only by being open towards each other, can yostteach other. You must be able to discuss arg;thin
including personal things. As a consequence, we havorking method that we included in our
projects. But if you want to work like that in extal projects, you must make sure this opennesisds
present inside your organization,”

“It starts with people. We are very transparergverrything we do, and we always keep our word. You
must also trust the other people, that means thahgve to present yourself in a vulnerable waynge
open and transparent means that you have to sayyatidhink. Also when we see or hear something
strange in a meeting, we ask about it straightaway.

“When we work with people in the projects, we tyget to the people themselves. We have to know wha
is going on in their normal lives, because thoseneints influence how they function in cooperatiathnw
others. We try to make those personal things tamesp as well. But sharing each other’s personal
matters is something that takes some time befataiits.”

my eyes “Unasked questions sooner or later result in problé

“Projects often fail, or fail to get started, besawf hidden agendas...it is a challenge to be opeiear”

“If something goes wrong in a project you shoulokat yourself first to see if you have a rolehist..
And when things go well, people assume it is dubedr efforts,... but is it really? You should benlest
with yourself... but this goes against the naturemost people.”

“You should be able say what you want (in a coojperaroject), similar to the situation where yae a
the boss. Often, however, dependence is createebrtthe participant with the idea and the financer
That is deadly for a project. The one with the idaanot say what he/she really thinks, which lirtties
potential of the idea.”

“It is a matter of both feeling and common senseddition, you have the facts. And increasinglg,ave
able to show evidence of what we can do. Andvely important to meet each other personally.”

“When it comes to trust, | always consider the wdlial — can | trust them or not?”

GIQS “l ask a lot of questions, because | don't undeidtaverything. Sometimes that seems stupid to thein,
with my questions, they also know at the end whatgroblem is. So it helps to define problems as
well.”

“ Trustworthiness for SMEs depends largely on ytoack record, but also on our people. In the bagmn
it was quite difficult. Now, we have a good repigat— which is that they believe we can improve
cooperation and building partnerships, and thateadly add value. This makes it easier.”

PEACRITT “In the collective efforts it is important that tieeis a situation where individual problems arerbype
discussed.”

“We try to valorize success stories by systemadyigalesenting results from projects.”

“In our framework of collective projects, there aisits to participating companies or study tripee
companies become more aware of the possibilitetscthme with the project, and they experience that
the project is becoming more realistic.”

“In reporting as well, you need to be open and kaohe

Network interactions

In innovation networks, the way partners interaxt aommunicate is said to be an important
factor for success, because interaction betweewvonefpartners enhances trust (Bstieler,
2006). Innovation brokers may be very helpful irdnaéng between the two worlds of
industry and research, who have different mind, fgectations and time frames. In this

regard, innovation brokers may act as a transtatarediator (Klerkx & Leeuwis, 2008b) to
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facilitate a situation that enhances knowledge figl{Dhanaraj & Parkhe, 2006) and

subsequent learning.

KnowHouse'main means of communication is the telephonegdinis seems to be most
appropriate when dealing with the entrepreneurs {sdble 8). The frequency of interaction
differs greatly for each project and accordingh® $ituation. For instance, if there are
problems KnowHouseamnaintains very frequent contact, telephoning sauenes per day. If
there are no problems or urgent matters, the conuation frequency may go down to once
per week. AlthoughKnowHousauses the telephone a lot for communicating duitieg
projects, meetings are also required. During tinesetings, information is exchanged in such
a way that everybody is up to date, so that theermoportant decisions can be made. If there
is a specific problem in the cooperation procelépaaticipants are called in for a meeting.
Such meetings are necessary to solve the conflimtalblem KnowHousds especially
effective in mediating the interaction between agskers and entrepreneurs in the projects, as
they are aware of the different cultures and tlsalteng potential for problems in

communication.

My eyeauses several means for communication and interabetween partners, including
telephone, e-mail, digital document sharing, videoferencing, workshops, etc. Meetings,
with partners coming together at one physical iocatremain crucial fomy eyesprojects.

My eyedhas facilities for such meetings Sometimes angaddent party is included to chair
the meeting, and sometimes an external expertisded, who can add a new perspective to
the project. The frequency of interaction, or thienber of contacts, differs for each project.
Because meetings take a lot of time, and traveften requiredmy eyedbelieves they should
not be held too often. In additiomy eyeglans meetings very carefully, with clearly detine
goals. In some projects)y eyesnakes agreements beforehand about the means and
frequency of communication. An important featuremyf eyeservices are tools that facilitate

inter-organizational cooperation, based on ICT.

GlQSemphasizes that it is important that partners #igtnseet each other face-to-face.
Therefore GIQSorganizes meetings with all project partn&#QSalso often moderates
such meetings. As an outsider they can not onljuaet@the overall objectives of a project,

but also take account of the individual interests
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Finally, bothGIQSandPEACRITTnote that it is important that an innovation brnoke
responds quickly to the SMEs, whereas researchuitest often take much more time. It
appears that innovation brokers are aware of tifereinces between different types of
partners in communication and interaction. Consetiyethey are in a good position to

stimulate the interaction so that there is a gdatfgrm for learning.

Indeed, from the cases we have ascertained thatation brokers are very concerned with
interaction processes in the innovation networkbtaat they take the lead in facilitating
interactions between the network members, who attpresent different types of actors with

different timeframes and cultures.
Proposition 3c: The more interaction between nekwoembers facilitated by an

innovation broker, the better the network’s innéeatperformance.

Table 8: Examples from the data for innovation e management and inter-

organizational interaction.

Case

KnowHouse “We just use the telephone a lot... that just seemsark best”

“Depending on the project, the frequency differaso, when there are problems we make contactaleve
times per day, but if a project runs well, once\week may be sufficient.”

“Meetings are about synchronizing, about makingealecisions... many things can be settled on the
phone, but at sometimes you just have to sit arthedable.”

“There are regular meetings about the progressthard are meetings when there are problems... then,
the agendas and the objectives are totally diftéren

“When a researcher from a research institutiondtided, he/she needs to participate in the progils
the entrepreneurs.”

my eyes “We use all kinds of interactive means of commuti@a video, individual, workshops, games — whateve
may be necessary. In general we have an informalofreommunicating, but we also realize that formal
communication is needed, especially with the feeklia

“Real physical meetings are also very important,this requires a lot of time as well. You needina a
balance.”

“Project meetings should always have a goal, whiefdetermine beforehand. It can really benefit the
meeting if there is an independent party who leadsairs the meeting.”

“My eyedleveloped ICT tools especially to facilitate integanizational cooperation.”

GIQS “You have to respond quickly to SMEs, but you skoalso be careful with potential information
overload.”

“Business partners have a lack of time, so itadlyehard to contact them. Often | call them on tinabile
phone and ask about the project, and | e-mail them.

“To a certain extent, | can guide the discussiothab progress is made during the meetings. | take
minutes, | organize the agenda and the topics| &awdo moderate the meetings, to keep the ovaiail
of a meeting in mind.”

“It is very important that partners physically meath other. It is not easy to build trust by only
communicating by e-mail and telephone. For usiinigortant to have a meeting with all partnerssast
every six months, so that everybody knows whabiagyon, what the problems are and so on. They just
share their knowledge better that way.”

“You can't compel trust, it grows in time. Meetingsd social events are important, and it is quite
important that all the partners visit each othert Bis sometimes complicated to meet each other a
together, people need to travel.”
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PEACRITT “The ideal is to answer the SMEs within three dafytheir request. But it depends on the time ofryea
some times are more problematic for us than others.
“...save time for training and mutual knowledge exul@”
“Peacritt offers a platform in which different tygef actors interact, analyse common problems and
consider joint solutions.”
Our role of ‘translator’ is very important in conel partnerships that comprise a varied set of aétom
different worlds... We build a bridge between thos®lds and try to develop a ‘common language’.”

5. Conclusions

This paper addresses the problem of SMEs findigessful ways to innovate in a
partnership and determining the successful pracfmeinnovation brokers to orchestrate
such innovation networks. As such, our in-depthlgtof four innovation brokers makes a
welcome contribution to the existing literatureionovation networks and innovation brokers
as it addresses the call for studies of the agi@atices of successful innovation brokers
(Sapsed et al., 2008: 1329). Based on three magtifuns for such innovation brokers in
orchestrating innovation networks — innovationiation, network composition, and
innovation process management — eight propositi@re developed, each accompanied by
numerous best practices identified from the calasresults indicate that innovation brokers
contribute to the innovation performance of a nekwehen they engage in a number of
network orchestration processes (see Figure 1yvhtion brokers orchestrate innovation
initiation by identifying the actual innovation rdseof SMEs (Proposition 1a) and by being
strongly embedded in the social and business nksaafrthe SMEs (Proposition 1b).
Innovation network composition can be successftulbhestrated when innovation brokers
possess a large and diverse network (Propositiparizhby the extent to which an innovation
broker is really capable of connecting with compdemary actors (Proposition 2b). Moreover,
network composition can be further enhanced byvation brokers (due to their experience
in cooperative efforts) by setting up appropriaderdination mechanisms (Proposition 2c).
Innovation brokers typically play a core role imdéng conflicts that accompany the inter-
organizational processes, thereby orchestrating¢hel innovation process (Proposition 3a).
Additionally, innovation brokers orchestrate theamation process in networks by facilitating
transparency (Proposition 3b) and enhancing interabetween network members
(Proposition 3c).
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Figure 1: Innovation broker-related determinantdmiovation networks performance

Main functions of innovation brokers Sub-processes facilitating innovation performance

—— 1a. The innovation broker identifies the innovatimeds of

o SMEs
— Innovation initiation

1b. Degree of embeddedness of the innovation biiaker
— social and business network of SMEs

2a. The size and diversity of the innovation brekekisting
network

2b. The extent to which the innovation broker ikdb

— Network — T connect complementary actors
composition

2c. The extent to which the innovation broker sgts
—— coordination mechanisms

— 3a. Leadership by an innovation broker in handtiogflicts

Innovation process 3b. Enhancement of transparency between the network
— management —— 1 partners facilitated by the innovation broker

3c. Interaction between diverse network membei$itiaed
— by the innovation broker

It should be noted that our theoretical framewankdrchestrating innovation networks by
innovation brokers is not conclusive. First of #ike four in-depth case studies could have
missed important elements of innovation networkhestration. Second, due to the space
limitations that accompany a scientific paper, wald not elaborate on every sub-process.
However, our results do confirm the findings froriséing literature on innovation networks
and innovation brokers. For example, we found itmadvation brokers help to initiate
innovation networks by facilitating articulationtagns and demand; they do this by searching
for, delineating, filtering and matching cooperatartners, and by guiding the actual
cooperation during the innovation process. Thisesponds with the findings of Sapsed et al.
(2007) and Klerkx and Leeuwis (2008a). Our findia¢go correspond with the proposals of
Boon et al. (2008). In their study of the orphangdr sector, they proposed several techniques
for supporting continuous demand articulation arowration co-production, such as
consultation, mediation, coordination deliberat@o co-production. Further research should
make clear if our study on innovation brokers ia #gri-food industry is also relevant to

other sectors or other types of diverse networks.
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We did not specify possible interactions, but ityrba self evident that, due to non-linear
practices, project initiation, network composit@md innovation project management interact
with each other. Although these processes represepiential stages in the innovation
process, it is clear that, for instance, the wajnanvation project is initiated may impact the
composition of the network. Because the knowledgaahd of an SME is well articulated by
an innovation broker, the best complementary pestoan be sought in the existing networks
of the innovation broker. Moreover, a well-composetivork can be regarded as the basis for

a successful innovation process.

The generalizability of the propositions is limitked the relatively small size and scope of the
sample. Larger-scale empirical efforts are necgdsastatistically assess the relationships
presented here and to help define the contexthichathese relationships vary. Moreover,
given the complexity of inter-organizational inntiea processes of SMEs, the results of this
study could vary significantly between differentiatries and different institutional settings.
We recommend quantitative studies, both at thd lei@novation networks (comparing
networks that are being orchestrated by an innowdtroker with networks that are not) and
at the level of the innovation broker (comparinfjedtent types of innovation brokers and the
impact of certain organizational characteristicgperformance). Moreover, how innovation
brokers function in different types of innovatioatworks (with respect to structure: density,
centrality and size) is another theoretical iséia¢ should be investigated further, since the
structure of a network may impact the network osttagion process (Dhanaraj & Parkhe,
2006).

Policymakers can take into account the best peiotentified in our study when they
establish innovation brokers as an instrumentitousate innovation of SMESs, regional or
otherwise. However, this does not mean that a géremplate for the design of an
innovation broker can be used when one wants &bksh a new innovation broker. As was
explained during one of the interviewH:you want to set up something similar to our
organization in a different region, you should malee it is independent from how it is set
up here. You really have to consider the dynami¢seoregion and set it up accordingly.”
This corresponds with arguments forwarded by Tagdand Trippl (2005) that copying a
successful recipe for innovation support is unjikel be feasible, and that context-specific

interventions must be designed. Nevertheless, ase study findings are derived from a
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number of successful innovation brokers with rigpegience in inter-organizational
processes. It could therefore serve as a starting for further research into the domain of

orchestration processes in innovation networks\ES.
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Appendix 1: Description of the four innovation brokers studied.

KnowHouse

KnowHousewhich began operations in 2003, presents itsedf fcilitator of innovation,
specifically aimed at stimulating innovation in thgri-food sector in the south-eastern part of
the Netherlands (North Limburg). It can be chanaztel as a “pure” innovation broker
(Klerkx & Leeuwis, 2008b)KnowHousestarted operations in 2003. As of June 2007,
KnowHouseemployed 9 FTEs, 5 as “co-innovators” involvedeskers in innovation
projects, and 4 as support stafnowHouses currently involved in about 30 projects, and
has been involved in more than 100 projects sitsceaginningKnowHousehas public
shareholders (e.g. local governments, universiéad)private shareholders (e.g. privatized
research institutes, banks, agricultural supplaspmanies). AlthougKnowHouseobtained
starting capital from its shareholders to bridgerahe first three years, these days the
company’s turnover comes directly from the innawatintermediation activities it conducts
for its clients KnowHousecarries out activities for demand articulationtwegk compaosition

and innovation process management.

my eyes

Officially founded in September 200&1y eyestarted operations in April 2006. The
company is not a “pure” innovation broker, althouigtarries out specific intermediation
functions;my eyeslso offers specific knowledge intensive servisegh as ICT support. As
of June 2007my eyeemployed 5 FTEs and was involved in about 30 ptsjélso
including unpaid projects). It is the missionno§ eyedo bring producers and consumers
closer together by making and facilitating the ssegy connections. The company is directed
by 3 individuals who hold some, but not the maygraf the sharesvly eyesalso has a
certificate structure with B-shares, which are hgidharily bymy eyegartners (in projects
and networks). Of the 5 FTEs currently employechateyesonly 2 are on the payroll. The
other employees can be seen as entrepreneurs whidl &ie able to earn directly from the
company’s activities and projects. Although thecdhetlice is located in the Dutch province
of Gelderland, the company does not have a speeifional focusMy eyescarries out

activities for demand articulation, network compiasi and innovation process management.
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GIQS

GlQSfocuses on facilitating cross-border public-prevpartnerships between Germany and
the Netherlands. Its two parent organizations laeduniversity of Bonn and Wageningen
University.GIQShas 5 employees, 3 appointed®QSand 2 who are “virtually appointed”
through the university of BontIQShas about 30 official member, of which most pgrate
or has participated in projects. The core fundorg3IQSis only €15,000. In terms of
funding and cooperatioglQSis active in complex projects such as large EUERREG
frameworks of cooperatioiIQS“translates” complex projects into smaller prageat work
packages that are accessible to SMEHSQSis involved in the entire life cycle of the projec
GIQSmainly carries out activities for network compasitand innovation/partnership

process management.

PEACRITT

The mission oPEACRITTIs to improve economic development of the agrigfgector in
Rhéne-Alpes (France) through various activitieselrat SMEs and other stakeholders.
PEACRITTfunctions primarily as an broker between SMEs lamulvledge institutes, and in
addition, is involved in training SMEs in the fisldf innovation and cooperatidREACRITT
employs 7 FTE and is involved in a substantial neinds$ regional projects. An important
feature ofPEACRITTIis a programme called “OPTlIréseaux” (Opti-netwpviich focuses

on themes related to innovation and technical gamizational development. An
OPTlréseaux programme comprises a minimum of Gaamdximum of 12 SMEs. The
companies forming an OPTIréseaux programme areostgupby at least two experts from
technical centres or other research instittRERACRIT Tsafeguards the OPTIréseaux concept,
and takes the role of coordinator and facilitatetmeen the experts and the enterprises. The
activities ofPEACRITTin an OPTIréseaux programme involve individuatredats
(diagnostics of the project for each involved gnise, technical assistance, training in the
enterprise, engineering) and collective elemerdarfecting the enterprises in the
OPTlréseaux networkPEACRITTis a non-profit organization which relies complgten
public funding, mainly from the regional and naabgovernments. Members pay a small
contribution.PEACRITTIs also involved in European projects, making tlemressible to

regional SMEs.
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