
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Master programme in Economic Growth, 
 Innovation and Spatial Dynamics 
 

 

The Knowledge Relationship between Science Parks 
and Large Multinational Corporations 

A cluster case-study of knowledge sourcing in Ideon Science Park 
 

Miguelangel Iglesias Torres 
egi15mig@student.lu 

 
Since the 1950, Europe has been pursuing to mimic the innovative success of Silicon Valley through 
artificial innovative clusters or science parks. Today, science parks are abundant in Europe, yet research 
on their performance has mainly focused on their ability to produce successful new ventures. This 
thesis explores the role multinational enterprises (MNEs) have in the development of competences 
and innovative competitiveness of science parks as well as the motivations and perceived benefits these 
firms have for establishing in science parks. This is a qualitative case study of Ideon Science Park 
located in the Skåne region of Southern Sweden. The empirical data for analysis in this thesis is sourced 
from ten interviews with relevant actors in the park including MNEs, small and medium-sized 
enterprises (SMEs) as well as Ideon support and management organizations. The findings in this paper 
suggest that MNEs in a cluster can play a key role in the specialization of knowledge of the cluster 
through increases in the critical mass as well as knowledge spillovers to other actors in the park. MNEs 
are found to benefit mostly from the specialized labor present at the science park. Understanding the 
methodological limitation, this thesis makes an argument in support of a mutualistic relationship 
between MNEs and clusters in terms of knowledge sourcing and flow.  
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1. Introduction 

 

After the success of regional knowledge-intensive clusters in the Unites States, such as 

Silicon Valley and the Greater Boston area, some countries in Europe have attempted to 

imitate this success by artificially catalyzing the development of such clusters with what 

would later be called science parks. The story of science parks begins in Stanford in the 

1950s, with Europe following and inaugurating its first functional park in Cambridge, UK, 

in 1973. The Cambridge Science Park was soon joined by two more European initiatives: 

ZIRST in Switzerland and Ideon in Southern Sweden. The concept later became 

widespread across the region and today science parks are numerous across the continent. 

The most common aim of science parks is to take advantage of knowledge-generating 

institutions both public and private through spatial proximity between these and 

commercializing agents such as established firms or new ventures (European Innovation 

Monitoring System, 1995). Depending on their size and knowledge intensiveness, the 

establishment of firms in related industries potentially fosters a number of innovative 

benefits for other firms in the park as well as the cluster as a whole. The theorized benefits 

of spatial proximity within science parks for guest firms include 1) complex knowledge 

transfer through labor mobility, 2) social interactions, 3) innovative collaborations, 4) 

coordination, and 5) monitoring. 

This study aims to provide insights the benefits and opportunities science parks and 

large multinational enterprises (MNE) can experience by the establishment of local MNE 

subsidiaries within a science park. In this paper the science park will be observed as a 

cluster and draw heavily on the interactions between the cluster’s components and the 

MNEs. The cluster here is not a centralized entity but a collection of collocated firms and 

organizations of varying sizes and objectives within similar or related industries bundled 

together by knowledge inertia and economic convenience. The interaction between clusters 

and MNEs deals to a great extent with the relationship between small knowledge intensive 

firms and larger corporations. The observation of this relationship will focus on knowledge 

flows and innovation rather than a monetary or purely economic perspective. This approach 

makes a quantitative study challenging, consequently a qualitative approach has been 

chosen. Through a knowledge and innovation approach, understanding the different 
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dimensions of information and the mechanisms on which it travels is essential for this case 

study of Ideon Science Park. Theoretically, this is also interesting because it could offer 

preliminary insights on the nature of the flow of information among firms of varying sizes 

within artificial clusters such as science parks. 

In this era of constant technological change and progress it is imperative for firms and 

regions to innovate in order to retain competitiveness. However, innovation is not a linear 

process and many times requires the cross-pollination of knowledge and the collaboration 

of related and unrelated actors (Edquist, 2003). The economies of most developed countries 

today are knowledge-intensive and thus, depend on the generation, exchange and strategic 

use of information. The current fast-paced technological progress and economic change, 

has made access to information crucial, yet dependent on several dimensions of proximity. 

Knowledge travels by different means depending on its nature. The channels on which 

knowledge can be transferred have opened the exploration of the different dimensions of 

proximity from abstract and cultural in nature to simple spatial proximity. In a cluster 

approach, spatial proximity reigns supreme. 

Extensive work has been conducted upon the significance of spatial proximity for 

innovative performance. Two core theoretical principles explored in this paper are cluster 

theory (Porter, 2000; Enright 2000) and supporting elements drawn from the knowledge 

base discourse (Martin & Moodysson, 2011). The work in these areas ranges from 

theoretical discussions to supporting empirical studies. Similarly, for the study of 

information flows the attention to innovation through a knowledge sourcing perspective 

has been substantial including approaches such as interactive learning (Malmberg & 

Maskell 2006), localized learning (Waxell & Malmberg 2007), and proximity (Boschma, 

2005). Although there has been previous work on the performance of science parks by 

different metrics commonly centering on startups and SMEs, work focusing on the 

application of these aforementioned theoretical approaches into science parks is still 

limited, creating gaps in our understanding of science parks as innovative clusters. 

Due to the limited work on science parks as clusters and the potential for mutually 

beneficial relationship with large multinational corporations, the paper will have a primary 

focus on innovative activities based on the reality of Ideon Science Park observed as a 

cluster itself. Although several studies have explored the benefits MNEs have brought to 
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Ideon, there is very limited work on the benefit Ideon generates for MNEs. The Ideon 

cluster and its interaction with large multinational firms will be addressed through the 

insights provided from a series of interviews, analyzed through a cluster approach aided by 

the localized learning argument and the innovation systems literature.  

 

1.1. Research Aim 

 

The core research aim is to investigate the theoretically based assumption that MNE 

presence in science parks is beneficial to both the firm and the science park itself in terms 

of knowledge sourcing and innovation. Adding to the aforementioned theoretical approach, 

the analysis will draw on theoretical elements from previous work on proximity and 

knowledge sourcing. The justification for such an approach is to explore the potential of 

science parks in the development of a region by fostering competitive industrial 

specialization and innovation through reinforcing interactions of its firms, institutions and 

actors with multinational corporations with local presence. A cluster-based approach 

allows for a theoretical interpretation of the interaction of science parks and its firms with 

larger MNEs. Similarly, this perspective allows to analyze, draw conclusions and 

recommendations using an extensively explored theoretical framework. Resumed in a 

single question: Does the presence of MNEs in a science park generate benefits for both 

the firm and the park? If so, what are the main benefits in terms of knowledge sourcing and 

transfer? 

The relevance of this question is threefold. First, in evidence of innovative benefits to 

science parks from the presence of MNEs, a case can be made for science parks to pursue 

the establishment of such firms in their premises. Second, although it is arguably intuitive 

that MNEs establish in a science park for innovative advantage, the nature of how the MNE 

perceives this advantage is important for understanding how to increase a science park’s 

attractiveness for MNEs. Finally, if the relationship is mutually beneficial, it is important 

to identify the current exploited advantages and the unexploited opportunities.  

It is hypothesized that MNEs establish themselves in science parks in order to gain 

access to complex knowledge embedded in the area rather than by more immediate 

economic gains. The sourcing of complex knowledge can be either through the hiring of 
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skilled labor or through monitoring, interaction and collaboration with other knowledge 

intensive firms. Lund, being a city of modest size with a population of around 87,244 in 

2015 (Statistika Centralbyrån, n. d.), has been able to attract large MNE subsidiaries to its 

science park, Ideon. Thus, this paper is based on the idea that the establishment of such 

companies in Ideon Science Park is primarily knowledge driven. However, focusing on the 

question of how knowledge is extracted by the MNEs. On the other hand, through the 

presence of MNEs, clusters benefit from the knowledge spillovers from local MNE 

subsidiaries generating important boosts to their knowledge base and specialization. 

Although there has been some research in the past covering the reality of science parks, 

most overlook the importance MNEs have to develop competitiveness and relevance for a 

park. Consequentially, the process on how this occurs is also underexplored. This thesis is 

an attempt to fill the gap in research concerning the reality of the relationship between 

science parks and MNEs the benefits each brings to the other. Furthermore, it provides 

insights on the process in which globally competitive knowledge competences can be 

catalyzed through the establishment of MNEs in a knowledge cluster. 

The paper continues with the following section presenting the theoretical layout of the 

paper. Section 3 offers a brief historical overview of Ideon Science Park including its 

origins, trajectory and performance over the years, followed by Section 4, which details 

the methodological approach of the study. A theoretical analysis of the interview responses 

and the corresponding implications will be addressed in Section 5. The paper closes with 

concluding remarks in Section 6. 
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2. Theory and Previous Research 

 

Large firms are not only under pressure to exploit their current portfolio of known 

niches, but also under need to adapt to market changes. Schumpeter’s (1942) theory of 

economic development implies that we are today could be in the midst of an Industrial 

Revolution, a phenomenon that could be seen as the adaptive radiation of a successful 

technological trait or ‘meme’. These times are characterized by a technological change that 

through innovation and technological improvement, economies achieve considerable 

increases in productivity and diversification of labor. As technological change creates new 

opportunities and exploitable niches, it brings with it challenges and threats to established 

practices and technologies. Henceforth, in today’s characteristic rapid technological 

advancement, change is a very present threat to large corporations burdened by their size.  

The current economic relevance of innovation stems to a large extent from global 

competitive pressure. In a fast-paced global economic environment that increasingly relies 

on knowledge and its applications, knowledge itself becomes a valuable asset for both 

firms and regions. A science parks’ aim is commonly to aid the flow of information among 

firms and across three important sectors in an economy: academia, government and the 

industry. To explore the science park’s influence on the flow of information and its benefits 

to large firms, it is imperative that the theoretical framework of analysis of information 

flow is discussed. The theoretical framework in this study draws primarily on the cluster 

literature complemented by different theoretical approaches to knowledge sourcing and 

proximities. The theoretical interpretation of clusters is here adapted to the reality of 

science parks and the theoretical justification for it is explained in the closing segment of 

this section. 
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2.1. Innovation, Clusters and Proximity 

 

The global economic environment is in gradual transition towards a knowledge 

economy, broadly defined as the production and services based on knowledge-intensive 

activities (Powell & Snellman, 2004). Global economic challenges force the economic 

actors facing selective disadvantage to innovate to compete and remain relevant. 

Consequently, the economic environment today leans on intellectual capabilities rather 

than on physical inputs or resources to generate value, making knowledge an increasingly 

valuable asset. The deepening reliance on knowledge has made a firm’s ability to innovate 

an important determinant to long-term prosperity (Waxell & Malmberg, 2007). As Porter 

(1998) claims, competitors will inevitably outcompete any one firm that stops improving 

and innovating. Exploration and exploitation of new niches through technological 

advancement and application is key for the survival of firms. To put this into perspective, 

one can refer to the case of American imaging technology company Kodak, which failed 

to adapt properly to new technological developments making it lose relevance, eventually 

becoming outcompeted leading to its demise (Lucas & Goh, 2009). 

More mature businesses will tend to rely on incremental improvements to their core 

technologies and processes, consequentially shifting managerial focus towards cost-

efficiency blinded or constrained in many instances by the size and tradition of the 

business. The focus on incremental improvements tends to prevent the exploration and 

exploitation of new possibilities, carrying with it unknown opportunity costs that can lead 

the firm or institution into ruinous lock-in. As explained above, incremental innovation can 

be insufficient for the survival of large established businesses in a fast-paced technological 

environment, henceforth radical non-incremental innovation becomes highly relevant and 

here is where clusters and the knowledge flows within them come into play. 

Clusters, as defined by Porter (2000 p.15) are “… geographic concentrations of 

interconnected companies, specialized suppliers, service providers, firms in related 

industries, and associated institutions…” linked by commonalities and complementarities 

that compete but also cooperate. Contrary to the firm, the cluster is spatially immovable. 

Clusters are a relatively more decentralized entity composed by several self-governing 

firms and organizations usually held together by varying incentives to co-locate. However, 
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the definition of cluster can still be ambiguous and open to interpretation rendering it 

problematic as it allows the concept to take a number of meanings (Malmberg & Power, 

2006). To narrow this confusion, Waxell & Malmberg (2007) offer four core characteristics 

that should be included in the definition of the concept: 1) spatial agglomeration of similar 

and/or related economic activity, 2) economic activities should be functionally interlinked 

through various types of interactions, 3) the members of the cluster should identify 

themselves as ‘cluster members’ and there should exist some form of coordinating 

mechanism, and 4) the cluster as a whole and its hosted firms should experience a superior 

innovative performance. These set of characteristics overlook naturally formed clusters, 

created by mere economic inertia with no deliberate cluster-forming intention by any of 

their participating actors. Ignoring this argumentative weakness, these characteristics are 

satisfactory for the use of the concept in science parks.  

Clusters are regarded as hubs of innovation and competitive information sourcing 

(Porter, 2000). A cluster that has developed a dominant knowledge base, adapted its 

institutions to it and will attract those firms most compatible with it. The interactions 

between the cluster’s actors and the guest firms will reinforce the existing knowledge base 

and institutional framework. This reinforcing behavior fosters industrial specialization and 

spatial differentiation (Porter, 1998). In the innovation systems approach of Edquist (2003), 

innovation and innovative adaptation are viewed as an evolutionary, nonlinear and 

interactive process. In other words, innovation tends to rely on intensive communication 

and collaboration between different actors across industries and sectors. Additionally, 

through an institutionalist perspective, innovation is also considered to be dependent on 

the cross-pollination of ideas and knowledge across “hard” or formal institutions (i.e. 

legally defined laws, firms and organizations) and “soft” institutions (i.e. culture, norms, 

routines and behaviors) (Edquist and Johnson, 1997). Both these approaches make an 

argument for the importance of the transfer of information and knowledge between actors. 

However, for communication and collaboration to take place, both parties must be able to 

understand each other (receptiveness) and also have a channel of communication to 

transmit the information (connectivity). 

To assess the receptiveness and connectivity among actors, one can turn to the 

theoretical work on proximities. As detailed by Storper (1997), proximity is the key for the 
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development of trust and reciprocity in order to from close inter-relations that facilitate the 

transfer of complex knowledge. However, the proximity discourse offers a wide array of 

dimensions exploring the different elements that influence the flow of information between 

different actors in a system. 

Boschma (2005) identifies five types of proximity: cognitive proximity, organizational 

proximity, social proximity, institutional proximity and geographical proximity. In 

Boschma’s (2005) perspective, geographical and cognitive proximity suffice for interactive 

learning, with the remaining three proximities described as non-essential and supporting in 

nature. Even though it is considered unessential, geographical proximity is of significant 

value and serves as a catalyzer and an important complementary to the other types of 

proximity. However, he presents cognitive proximity, or similarities in the knowledge base, 

as essential. In the abstract spectrum of cognitive proximity, moderation is advised. With 

too many similarities in the knowledge base of the interacting elements in a system, there 

is no novel information, whereas vastly different knowledge bases produce 

misunderstanding or render the elements incompatible. Based on this interpretation of 

proximities, a cluster’s spatial proximity is less valuable than its cognitive proximity, that 

is, a cluster’s competitive advantage is defined to a greater extent by the complexity and 

specialization of its firm’s knowledge base, rather than simple geographical collocation 

with other firms. 

Naturally, central to the proximity discourse is the knowledge base in question. 

Whereas Boschma (2005) compounds most knowledge bases into cognitive proximity, this 

approach to knowledge seems simplistic considering the dimensions within this theoretical 

realm. The most documented categorization of knowledge comes from the work of Polanyi 

(1967) who focuses on the distinction between tacit, and codified knowledge. Tacit 

knowledge refers to information which is difficult to write down, context specific and is 

most effectively transmitted through face-to-face interaction. It is contrasted by codified 

knowledge, which can be written down and easily transferred over time and distance. This 

dichotomy can be highly relevant to explain the formation of clusters, as tacit knowledge 

is ‘spatially sticky.’ Thus industries drawing heavily on this type of knowledge will tend 

to locate close to one another. The contrary is true with codified knowledge, which is 

relatively independent of spatial proximity. 
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Another more complex conceptualization of knowledge base is offered by Martin & 

Moodysson (2011) who present three industrial categorizations of knowledge: analytical, 

synthetic and symbolic. Each is based on the level of formality in the knowledge sources 

as well as the level of tacit and codified knowledge employed in the industry. Industries 

based on analytical knowledge are dependent on codified scientific knowledge. New 

knowledge is created mainly through formal models, codified science and rational 

processes and relatively independent of geographical location. Synthetic knowledge is also 

highly codified yet the dominant knowledge form is tacit, thus exchange of knowledge is 

expected to occur primarily in geographical co-location. The innovative potential of this 

knowledge base relies on new combinations of existing knowledge with the intention to 

solve identified problems (Martin & Moodysson, 2011). Finally, the concept of symbolic 

knowledge refers to knowledge that is primarily tacit and highly context specific. It is 

mainly present in cultural industries dependent on the interpretation of elements catered to 

a specific social reality. Henceforth, this last knowledge category is spatially bound to a 

specific cultural element’s geographical coverage. In the spatial dimension of knowledge 

sourcing, analytical industries are primarily global, followed by more region specific 

synthetic industries and with symbolic industries even more reliant on their local 

surroundings.  

The cluster approach of this study naturally leads to a special interest in the spatial 

dimension of proximity. Similar to the ideas presented in Boschma (2005), Malmberg & 

Maskell (2006) recognize the importance of spatial proximity for the exchange of 

knowledge through a concept they label as localized learning. Malmberg & Maskell (2006) 

identify three sources of localized learning: vertical, horizontal and social. The vertical 

dimension of localized learning can be broadly defined as learning by interacting. 

Knowledge complementarities can be sourced from the interaction of firms linked through 

input/output relations along the vertical axis of a production chain. Learning by monitoring 

characterizes the horizontal dimension of localized learning. Horizontally related firms can 

learn from each other by observation of peers under similar conditions. The third source of 

localized learning refers to the knowledge spillovers through social interactions catalyzed 

under spatial proximity. Furthermore, Matrin & Moodysson (2011) propose three methods 

on which knowledge sourcing and exchange are captured from organization to 
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organization: First, monitoring refers to the acquisition of information through indirect 

means and intermediary carriers of knowledge. Second, mobility refers to the transfer of 

information through the recruitment of skilled labor from other organizations or firms. This 

mechanism is associated with the transfer of tacit knowledge embedded in people. Lastly, 

collaboration refers to the exchange of information and knowledge through intentional 

efforts through direct interaction with other actors. 

Based on the aforementioned theoretical concepts an argument can be made that 

clusters should encourage the exchange of information and ideas. As previously defined, 

clusters have some form of central management which guides its efforts for survival and 

growth (Waxell & Malmberg, 2007). The cluster’s heterogeneity of interests inherent to its 

characteristic component diversity limit its agency over itself. In most cases today, this 

agency is bound mostly to policies aimed at climate control rather than active control of all 

its assets. According to Porter (1990), these are the conditions that define a cluster’s 

competitive edge and success, or what he calls the Diamond of Competitive Advantage: 

 

1. Factor Conditions: This attribute refers to the cluster’s position with regard to the 

factors of production, such as infrastructure or availability in skilled labor to 

compete in a given industry. More competitive clusters tend to have more 

specialized factors of production. Higher specialization naturally reduces 

competition by making the factors scarcer and more difficult to imitate by foreign 

competitors. Cluster stakeholders can improve the factor conditions of a cluster by 

investments in physical infrastructure as well as in educational institutions to 

increase the volume and quality of the supply of skilled labor in the relevant areas.  

 

2. Demand Conditions: Clusters gain competitive advantages in industries where 

local demand provides guest companies an earlier, potentially clearer picture of 

emerging customer needs. Local demand pressures the cluster’s firms to innovate 

and outcompete each other as well as foreign competitors. The size of the cluster’s 

demand is far less significant than its character. Additionally, in a cluster within a 

nation whose values are globally spreading, local firms can anticipate global trends. 
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The income level, culture and specific circumstances of the population establish the 

nature of its demand. 

 

3. Related and Supporting Industries: Internationally competitive local suppliers 

create competitive advantages in customer industries through several means. 

Supplier proximity can provide the most cost-effective inputs efficiently and 

quickly. This extends beyond convenient access to components but also opens the 

possibilities of mutual collaboration and innovation through close work 

relationships. Proximity between suppliers and end-users allows both to take 

advantage of short lines of communication, quick and constant flow of information, 

and a constant exchange of knowledge, ideas and innovations. Firms have the 

opportunity to influence their suppliers and use their technical efforts as testing sites 

for R&D work, accelerating the firm’s pace of innovation. The competitors, 

suppliers and any other related firm and industry increase the pool of available 

knowledge and enhance the flow of information and technical interchange speeding 

the pace of innovation. 

 

4. Firm Strategy, Structure, and Rivalry: The cluster’s circumstances and context 

dictate the tendencies in how companies are created, organized and managed. The 

local reality will determine the successful strategies and attributes for firm survival 

and growth as well as the nature of local competition including the pace of 

innovation. Firms’ priorities and goals adapt to the cluster’s environment and 

culture shaping the business’ practices. Furthermore, the geographic concentration 

of strong local rivalries stimulates the creation and persistence of competitive 

advantages through innovation and improvement. 

 

The complexity of information flow within clusters makes action taking problematic. 

This challenge is exacerbated by the decentralized and heterogeneous nature of the cluster 

itself, binding it to only policies of ‘climate control.’ Henceforth, clusters are pressured to 

generate and attract competitive knowledge intensive firms, while at the same time, 

facilitating the exchange of information to embed itself with knowledge and capacities that 
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are hard to attain from distance. The more specialized and complex the information attained 

in the cluster the more competitive it will become in terms of attractiveness for large 

multinational firms. Although a cluster can generate its own competitive knowledge base, 

inputs and knowledge from MNE can enhance it even further. 

 

2.2.  Multinational Enterprises versus Small and Medium-sized 

Enterprises 

 

In order to move forward on the relationship between the previously defined clusters 

and multinational enterprises (MNEs), MNEs must also be defined. It is important to 

expand on what separates the large corporations from their smaller counterparts. As 

previously mentioned clusters are, among other things, agglomerations of multiple firms 

and organizations. Firms within clusters range from large multinationals to the seed-stage 

startup. Naturally, there are core differences among these and distinctions need to be made 

from the hosted large firms and the local small to medium-sized enterprise (SME). 

Legally speaking, the European Union considers as a SME any company with less 

than 250 employees and annual turnover not exceeding 50 million euros. A MNE would 

be any firm that surpasses any of these two metrics. However, the separating line between 

SMEs and MNEs is open to interpretation. Chen & Hambrik (1995) argue for a distinction 

based on sheer organizational size or the market share of the firm in its corresponding 

industry. Acs & Audretsch (1988) recognizing this categorization inconvenience, set a 

simpler milestone separating both firm types at 500 employees. Following this conceptual 

divide, this paper defines as SME any firm below 500 employees and a MNE being any 

firm above this employment level with international presence.  

The differences between these two businesses is more complex than mere 

employment or turnover metrics. Naturally, both classifications of firms have 

organizational differences. In general, small firms are credited with being more flexible in 

production and price, speed and high-risk behavior, whereas large firms have been ascribed 

with advantages such as economies of scale, experience, brand recognition, market power, 

and greater geographical coverage (Woo, 1987; Woo & Cooper, 1982; Katz, 1970).  



13 
 

A more relevant difference for the purpose of this study, is the variation of the 

innovative performance of each under similar environmental conditions stemming from 

geographical coexistence. Although cumulative R&D investment plays a significant role 

in the innovative performance of a region as a whole, its effect on firms varies depending 

on the investing party and the size of the firm in question. In most cases, the bulk of R&D 

expenditure is among the largest industrial corporations, this expenditure is usually 

complemented by public investments, such as university research (Scherer, 1991).  

It is easy to assume that large firms with a larger share of R&D investment would 

significantly outperform the collective performance of small firms, yet this is not entirely 

the case as the source of innovations has been relatively balanced between SMEs and 

MNEs (Acs & Audretsch, 1988). Furthermore, investments in R&D made by both large 

firms and the government can benefit the innovative activity of small firms (Jaffe, 1989). 

Innovative performance of all firms within a specific region has been found to benefit with 

an overall increase in the total R&D expenditure (Acs, Audretsch & Feldman, 1994). Both 

large and small firms benefit directly or indirectly from “spillovers” of R&D investments, 

either within corporate initiatives or public universities, although at different degrees. Even 

as corporate investments in R&D have a greater effect in large firms, university research 

is more important for smaller firms.  

Contrary to SMEs, large MNEs have a much wider resource base to draw from. Not 

only do MNEs have access to more resources due to their spatial coverage and economic 

power, but also have an internal resource market that could give the MNE independence 

from the aforementioned factor conditions of the cluster. Thus, while SMEs are forced to 

take advantage of regional assets and adapt to regional challenges, the MNEs can source 

its needs from its external linkages in case of regional shortcomings. 

Regarding innovative activity, SMEs and MNEs respond differently to environmental 

changes. Winter (1984) introduced the hypothesis that small and large firms are affected 

differently by the economic and technical conditions that surrounds them. Acs & Audretsch 

(1988) find support to this claim and offer insights to the nature of these differences. The 

authors present evidence supporting the notion that higher employment share held by large 

firms in an industry has a positive impact on innovative activity through the activities on 

small firms. Adding to this, availability of skilled labor was found to have a greater positive 
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significance for small firm innovative activity than to large firms. However, higher 

concentration levels in an industry’s market share were found to affect negatively the 

innovative activity of a region. This suggests that the innovative potential of a region can 

be marred by large firms crowding-out smaller competitors and that the increased 

innovative activity stems from the smaller firms pushed into pursuing innovative strategies 

to remain viable in the presence of larger more powerful competitors (Chen & Hambrik, 

1995).  

This latter premise sheds light on the mutualistic relationship of MNEs and the 

pluralistic cluster. In short, the organizational and innovative differences between MNEs 

and SMEs make their relationship symbiotic, as each exploits niches in different ways, 

while at the same time adding to each other’s innovative potential. Too many MNEs in a 

cluster and the system will lose out on the innovative potential of skilled labor which SMEs 

are arguably better at exploiting. , large MNEs contribute with considerably larger 

investments in R&D and training, which have been shown to increase the overall 

innovative potential of the region. As SMEs produce successful innovations through trial 

and error, MNEs can acquire these at their convenience. Nevertheless, the mutualistic 

relation between MNEs and clusters is quite complex. 
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2.3. The Cluster-Multinational Enterprise Mutualism 

 

MNEs need to innovate to survive. SMEs are trial organisms that MNEs can take 

advantage of. The speed of technological and economic change today could potentially 

punish the inflexibility which is commonly ascribed to large organizations such as MNEs. 

To offset this inflexibility, the change-threatened MNEs must rely on innovations and the 

pursuit of knowledge to retain dominance and relevance. 

Successful clusters are those that excel at perpetual innovation and increasing 

specialization of its factors of production rather than on advantages of scale. Host firms 

benefit from and add to local knowledge at a cluster generating a reinforcing “upward 

spiral” which characterizes leading clusters (Solvell, 2002). Usually, a large firm cannot 

gamble limited resources into unorthodox projects, yet the relatively decentralized clusters 

can produce these through endogenous private ventures. By economic selection of locally 

grown firms, clusters offer large established firms access to promising new approaches for 

exploiting a certain niche. Thus, the large firm’s adaptive inflexibility can be offset to a 

certain extent by acquiring or collaborating with successfully adapted and tested innovative 

firms within the cluster. Consequentially, higher specialization of SMEs is of more use to 

MNEs. On the other hand, MNEs in clusters enhance the clusters knowledge base and 

specialization. 

The nature of a cluster’s endemic ventures is of key importance for its competitive 

performance as well as its value to MNEs. Gereffi, Humphrey & Sturgeon (2005) offer a 

categorization of customer relations based on three characteristics: complexity of 

knowledge, degree of codified knowledge, and capacity of suppliers, each defining the role 

the supplier firm plays in the cluster.  In their analysis, the authors identify five main types 

of global value chain (GVC) governance here translated into the context of MNE suppliers 

within a cluster: market, modular, relational, captive and hierarchy. From these, in a 

successfully innovative cluster, it is expected that suppliers are either modular or relational. 

Modular type refers to situations where suppliers are governed by the MNE’s highly 

codified and complex specification. However, suppliers take responsibility for upgrading 

their own technologies, processes and competences. The need for the customer to control 

the supplier’s actions is weak. The supplier’s high capability allows it to act as a partner in 



16 
 

the development processes of the MNE. The high degree of reliance of codified knowledge 

makes the cost of changing suppliers low, thus placing pressure on the supplier to 

constantly upgrade itself. Relational is characterized by relations based on trust and 

facilitated by spatial proximity. In this GVC type, geographical proximity fosters the 

creation of dense interactions that often create close-knit interdependencies between the 

customer and supplier. The presence of face-to-face interactions, facilitates the transfer of 

complex knowledge with a high degree of tacit knowledge. Consequently, there is a high 

level of coordination and control, yet with high costs of changing partners. 

An MNE will not invest without a foreseen and calculated gain from it. These gains 

span from tangible outcomes as access to assets or markets to relatively unmeasurable 

intangible knowledge and innovative benefits. This quantitative vagueness requires that the 

cluster offers sufficiently competitive and unique knowledge base for an MNE to risk 

investments in the establishment of a subsidiary on the cluster. Dunning (1993) identifies 

four types of motivations for large MNEs to invest in a region or cluster: natural-resource 

seeking, market seeking, efficiency seeking and strategic asset seeking. Of greater 

relevance to the study of innovative clusters is the last motivation listed. Strategic-asset 

seeking investment motivations concern investments aimed at the accessing specific assets 

from other companies through acquisition or joint venture. However, a fifth category of 

asset-augmenting investment was added by Enright (2000) to describe situations in which 

MNEs invest in a given location to enhance specific capabilities that the firm already 

possesses. Thus, in the case of science parks, MNEs are theoretically expected to pursue 

strategic-asset seeking and asset-augmenting motivations. 

Subsidiaries of an MNE in a certain cluster can also function as listening posts, to try 

and gather information from the cluster and disseminate it through the MNE (Enright 

2000). Stand-alone corporate portfolio investments refer to the acquisition or operation of 

a business unit that serves as the MNE center of operations for a certain area. Subsidiaries 

in a cluster can also be placed to use the cluster’s particular advantages to supply products 

and activities for existing business unit. The subsidiary’s ability to transfer skills and 

capabilities from the cluster to the MNE yields the most potential benefits to the MNE in 

general. Nevertheless, the same localization mechanisms that created the cluster in the first 

place make it problematic for information to be effectively transferred to the rest of the 
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MNE. The more complex and tacit the skillset or knowledge base in the cluster, the harder 

it is to trade globally. Thus, a subsidiary is built to circumvent these problems (Solvell, 

2002). 

Although the prospect of mutualism exists, the cluster must remain relevant to retain 

MNEs. The MNE is free to station strategic portions of itself in clusters or regions which 

yield the highest perceived benefits so far as it has the size and resources to do so profitably. 

The theoretical freedom of MNEs to move and spread geographically implies that there is 

a willing or unwilling transport of resources and knowledge from cluster to cluster. As long 

as alternatives exist, the relationship between any one firm and cluster is unessential, thus, 

the relationship must inherently be mutually beneficial with the lower threshold bordering 

around the opportunity cost of the firm to move elsewhere. This last premise puts 

competitive pressure on clusters to offer attractive conditions for MNEs, while at the same 

time fostering local innovative ventures, a balance reminiscent of the one introduced by 

Acs and Audretsch (1988) detailed in the previous section.  

Departure of a MNE is not always a negative event. Based on Porter (1990), a 

cluster’s role for its own increased competitiveness should preferably be as a catalyst and 

a challenger to encourage firms to raise their aspirations and move to higher levels of 

competitive performance. This also implies that a science park must avoid the stagnation 

of its companies. Ironically, if MNE and the cluster each prioritize their own survival and 

growth over any other actor, there can also be great long run gains in a cluster from the fall 

or departure of a large firm. As a firm goes bankrupt, downsizes or leaves a geographical 

region, it liberates part of its assets into the local economy to be used by other firms in 

similar industries that might find use in the newly available resources, especially human 

capital. The fall of large specialized firms frees skilled laborers embedded with the 

knowledge obtained within the departing firm. Assuming sufficient cognitive proximity 

and relevance, the more specialized and skilled the freed employees are, the more valuable 

for other MNEs within similar industries in the cluster. These specialized laborers have the 

potential to strengthen other companies in the cluster or create new companies on their 

own. Naturally, the departing MNE’s size, local presence duration, economic activities, 

technology base and knowledge intensity matter. This is not a rare phenomenon. In fact, 

this has been a key mechanism on which several innovative clusters have been created. 
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Silicon Valley is a good example, as its origin is commonly credited to the gradual 

downsizing of technology MNE Fairchild Semiconductors in the 1960s (Saxenian, 2006). 

Important portions of Fairchild’s former employees and board members left the company 

to form new ones, devastating Fairchild in the process, yet laying the foundations of the 

world’s most recognized innovative hub, a phenomenon fitting Schumpeter’s (1942) 

creative destruction.  

MNEs are pressured to innovate and rapidly adapt to the constantly changing 

economic environment. Clusters can offer these firms knowledge inputs through 

collaboration, acquisition and monitoring. With MNEs establishing subsidiaries in a 

cluster, the cluster’s legitimacy increases, but more importantly its knowledge base, 

specialization and complexity develop. Clusters are pressured to remain attractive for large 

MNEs due to the benefits these firms bring to the cluster itself. In the long run however, 

clusters can also benefit from the demise of a hosted MNE through its liberated labor. 

Although inconvenient for the ill-fated MNE, its demise opens opportunities for the 

coexisting firms including other MNEs. A cluster should thus encourage change, promote 

domestic rivalry and stimulate innovation to keep companies growing and, when necessary, 

speed up the liberation of assets by allowing the natural demise or departure of a MNE, 

regardless of its size. 

 

2.4. Science Parks as Clusters 

 

Ever since the international and widespread acknowledgement of the success of 

knowledge-intensive innovative hubs such as Silicon Valley in the US, countless regions 

have strived to mimic such success. Regions around the world have implemented varying 

strategies to achieve similarly successful cores of technology creation and fertile 

environments for the creation and escalation of knowledge-intensive firms with the 

potential to achieve high growth by penetrating global markets. Science parks are in many 

cases deliberate attempts to artificially generate critical masses of collocated knowledge-

intensive firms in similar industries. Although science parks incentivize the collocation of 

knowledge-intensive or research–based firms, the sole presence of such firms attracts other 

firms to collocate and take advantage of the commonalities and complementarities created 
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and reinforced in the park through competition and collaboration (European Innovation 

Monitoring System, 1995).  

There is a high degree of ambiguity in the definition of a science park in Europe, each 

country defining the concept by different statutes (EIMS Publication, 1995). In theoretical 

terms, science parks can be defined as clusters by fitting the spatial delimitations of clusters 

to the science park’s own geographical limits and jurisdiction. Drawing on the definitions 

and characteristics of clusters explored in the previous section and acknowledging the 

varying realities and approaches to science parks, the definition of science park will go in 

line with that of the UNESCO (cited in Hobbs, Link & Scott, 2017): “The term science and 

technology park encompasses any kind of high-tech cluster such as: technopolis, science 

park, science city, cyber park, hi tech (industrial) park, innovation centre, R&D park, 

university research park, research and technology park, science and technology park, 

science city, science town, technology park, technology incubator, technology park, 

technopark, technopole and technology business incubator.” It is true, however, that this 

adaptation of the definition of clusters to include science parks caters to the problem 

presented in Malmberg & Power (2006). In spite of such criticism, many science parks 

smoothly fit the four characteristics to identify and analyze clusters offered by Waxell & 

Malmberg (2007) as science parks in general are spatial agglomerations of similar and/or 

related economic activity, economic activities are usually interlinked, they have a cording 

mechanism, and enhance its member’s innovative performance. Thus, they provide further 

grounds for the adaptation of the theoretical concept of clusters into science parks. 

Most of the discussion presented previously has focused on theory. A considerable of 

the theoretical discussion on clusters preceding this segment applies for science parks as 

well. It is relevant, however to have a brief overview on what people have found of science 

parks on a more empirical note. 

Empirical work on science parks has been relatively recent and consequentially, scarce. 

Hobbs, Link and Scott (2017) recognize that although the literature on science parks has 

been constantly increasing, it is still under studied. Nevertheless, there are studies that 

aimed at investigating the effectiveness of the strategy through a number of approaches 

with varying results. For example, Deiaco, Giertz & Reitberger (2002) conclude that the 

effect of a science park on a region’s development is positive yet disappointing. Some 
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studies on science parks have found no significant difference in innovative performance 

in-park firms and off-park firms (Chan, Oerlemans & Pretorius, 2010; Fergusson & 

Olofsson, 2004). On the other hand, a line of studies has argued that science parks have 

been key elements to catalyze the creation of new knowledge-intensive industries building 

on the economic and institutional roots of the host region (Druilhe & Garnsey, 2000; 

Bengtsson & Löwgren, 2000; Deiaco, Giertz & Reitberger 2002). Furthermore, some 

scholars have concluded that firms within science parks have been found to be more 

internationalized and more likely to receive external investments (Bentsson, 2003; Löfsten 

& Lindelöf, 2003). Additionally, science parks have been found to have a positive impact 

on regional patenting and collaborative R&D efforts (Jongwanich, Kohpaiboon, & Yang, 

2014; Fukugawa, 2006).  

Narrowing down the scope, Löfsten & Lindelöf (2001) compare survival rates of firms 

within science parks and comparable peers in Sweden, where they find that firms within 

Swedish science parks outlive and grow faster than firms outside a science park. Bengtsson 

(2003) concludes that Ideon Science Park guest startups gain most from the ascribed 

legitimacy of being located in the park, allowing for easier access to venture capital. The 

same study found that MNEs rarely acquire locally grown companies in Ideon. In the 

study’s survey, Bengtsson (2003) found that Ideon companies greatly value the exchange 

of knowledge and experiences through formal and informal collaborations. Ideon has been 

recognized as a cluster that has been not only successful in developing the ICT industry in 

Lund, but it also credited with having an irregular, yet positive improvement of its 

knowledge-base (Bengtsson, 2003; Bengtsson & Lind, 2003; Ahlgren, 2013). This 

improvement and relative success would not have been possible without the involvement 

of MNEs, which not only provided the science park with legitimacy by establishing within 

its premises, but also served as jumpstarting agents for activities and linkages in the region 

as well as financing actors (Bengtsson & Lind, 2003). Although several studies have 

explored the benefits MNEs have brought to Ideon, there is very limited work on the benefit 

Ideon generates for MNEs. 

Now that the theoretical backbone of this study has been laid out, it is important to 

summarize the theoretical themes on which the empirical data will be analyzed. 

Throughout this theoretical discussion, the importance of innovation for the survival of 
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large corporations has been assessed as well as the role of clusters to aid MNEs in their 

pursuit of adaptation to a fast-paced economic and technological environment. As 

discussed, there are theoretical grounds to hypothesize that there is a mutualistic 

relationship between MNE and host clusters in terms of knowledge sourcing, exchange and 

generation. The analysis of the empirical evidence will draw on the four main themes 

sourced from this theoretical discussion.  

The first theme concerns the specialization of knowledge. This area of theoretical 

analysis draws primarily on the work of Porter (2000) and focuses on the role MNEs play 

in the specialization of knowledge of science parks and how the specialization of 

knowledge within a science park makes it more competitive and consequentially, more 

attractive for MNEs. In short, this theme focuses on what Solvell (2002) describes as the 

“upward spiral.”  

The second theme, drawing on the work of Acs & Audretsch (1988), Fiegenbaum & 

Karnani (1991) and Katz (1970), focuses on the complementariness between MNEs and 

SMEs in terms of knowledge transfer and implementation.  

Based on the theoretical elements sourced from the work of Boschma (2005), Martin 

& Moodysson (2011) and Malmberg & Maskell (2006), the third theme concerns the 

knowledge spillovers from firm to firm through a series of mechanisms that take place 

within the science park.  

Finally, the theme of the liberalization of knowledge through MNE downsizing or 

complete departure and its effect on other MNEs and the cluster itself will be assessed 

through a more historical analysis based on previous instances of this phenomenon such as 

in Silicon Valley (Saxenian, 2006). A summary of these themes and their hypothesized 

benefits for MNEs and science parks is presented in Table 1. It is important to keep in mind 

that SMEs are considered part of the science park. 

Before continuing to the description of the methodology for the collection and analysis of 

the empirical evidence it is useful to provide an overview of Ideon Science Park’s history 

and relevance. By understanding the park’s background one can analyze the evidence 

collected in context to the park’s history and current reality. Furthermore, a background 

review of the park also sheds light on some of the theoretical concepts presented in the 

theoretical framework that has been discussed in this section. 
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Table 1: MNE-Science Park Mutualism: Hypothesized Benefits  

Theme Theoretical Benefits for MNEs Theoretical Benefits to Science Parks 

Knowledge 

Specialization 
 Access to highly specialized knowledge 

that is hard to transmit to the rest of the 

MNE but can still be employed to the 

MNEs advantage (Solvell, 2002) 

 

 Access to highly specialized labor, 

institutional infrastructure and factors of 

production (Porter, 1990) 

 

 Asset-augmenting: presence in a highly 

specialized science park can enhance 

specific capabilities of the MNE 

(Dunning, 1993) 

 Establishment of MNEs reinforce the 

knowledge base and legitimacy of the science 

park; “upward spiral” (Porter, 2000; Solvell 

2002) 

 

 Higher knowledge specialization reduces 

global competition, thus increasing the 

science park’s competitiveness (Porter, 1990) 

 

 Higher specialization and complexity of local 

knowledge base gives way to more 

competitive endogenous ventures (Solvell, 

2002)  

 

 Increase in critical mass (Porter, 1998) 

 

SME and MNE 

Complementariness 
 Local SMEs as testing sites for 

innovations to be acquired or 

collaborated with if successful by 

collocated MNEs (Enright, 1998; 

Dunning 1993) 

 

 Access to more innovations developed by 

local SMEs (Acs & Audretsch, 1998) 

 

 Able to influence local SME actions to 

satisfy needs in a relational supplier 

relationship (Gereffi et al., 2005) 

 

 MNEs create an exit market for SMEs, 

generating the possibility to be acquired for 

successful ventures (Dunning, 1993) 

 

 Increase in the science park’s total R&D 

investments (Scherer, 1991) 

 

 MNE presence creates demand for local 

SMEs in the science park (Porter, 1990) 

Knowledge 

Spillovers 
 Able to take advantage of complex and 

tacit knowledge from other collocated 

firms through monitoring, collaboration 

and mobility (Martin & Moodysson, 

2011) 

 

 Strategic-asset seeking: accessing 

specific assets from other companies 

through acquisition or joint venture 

(Dunning, 1993) 

 

 Cross-pollination of knowledge and ideas 

(Edquist, 2003; Edquist and Johnsson, 

1997) 

 

 Local SMEs benefitting from MNEs R&D 

“spillovers” (Jaffe, 1989) 

 

 Embeddedness of complex and tacit 

knowledge brought by MNEs to local actors 

through collaboration (Storper, 1997) 

 

 Embeddedness of complex knowledge in 

local labor supply by MNE training (Martin 

& Moodysson, 2011; Waxell & Malmberg, 

2007) 

 

Liberation of 

Knowledge 
 Surviving MNEs can benefit from the 

skilled and experienced labor and their 

networks liberated from the 

departing/downsizing MNE 

 Local SMEs can strengthen from hiring 

liberated skilled labor from a departing 

MNE. 

 

 Liberated skilled and experienced personnel 

can start new knowledge intensive ventures 

within the science park’s relevant activities 

(Saxenian, 2006) 
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3. Ideon Science Park 
 

This section is based primarily from the narrative work of Bengtsson & Lind (2003), 

complemented by empirical work from Bengtsson (2003) and Ahlgren (2013). 

The story of Ideon Science Park begins with an economic crisis. The Swedish 

economy’s modest domestic market size has historically led the country’s main industries 

to rely heavily on export trade. In the early 1970s, the world experienced major decline in 

international trade which affected Sweden’s economy negatively. This change in the 

international world trade flows was, in part, due to a series of oil crises in the years 1973-

1974 instigated by the oil embargoes from the Organization of Arab Petroleum Exporting 

Countries (OAPEC). The negative effect this global trade decline on the Swedish economy 

was later exacerbated by the toughening of global competition in the subsequent years. At 

first, the Swedish government’s response was to grant extensive subsidies to the affected 

industries such as steel, textiles and shipbuilding. These measures had meager success. The 

goal to offset rising unemployment was temporarily achieved, yet the strategy also fostered 

rising inflation rates and preserved structural problems of the Swedish economy, rather 

than adapt it to the new global conditions. 

After a series of failed approaches to restore the Swedish economy to its original pre-

crisis state, some regions decided to restructure themselves in response to the new global 

conditions. Ideon became the direct response from the key actors in the Skåne region of 

Southern Sweden to the recession. The recession had hit some of the industries that formed 

the backbone of the economy of the South of Sweden such as confectionery and textiles, 

rubber and plastic, shipbuilding and building materials, particularly hard. In fact, this 

recession would mark the end of the textile, shipbuilding and confectionery industries in 

the region. In the subsequent years of the recession, strategic action was taken by key 

players in the region, including then county governor Nils Hörjel and faculty from the 

School of Engineering in Lund University. By the end of the 1970s, the strategy developed 

would prioritize the creation of new research-based industries created through 

collaboration between industry and academia rather than propping up and supporting 

industries deemed to not have much future in the region.  
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Skåne had already some elements to build from in order to undergo a strategy of new 

industry creation through industry-academia collaborations. The city of Lund, with a 

population of around 80,000 boasted one of Sweden’s oldest and largest institutions of 

higher education, Lund University. At the beginning of the 1980s, the climate for 

cooperation between the private sector and the university was inconvenient with each side 

holding negative preconceptions of the other. 

In 1982, Ericsson had acquired radio communications company SRA and planned for 

its considerable expansion. County governor Hörjel was a member of the board of SRA 

and became a key player in convincing Ericsson to direct part of this expansion to Lund’s 

to-be science park with the already existing local supply of capable engineers as a main 

argument. Ericsson Radio systems as SRA would be named later would then become the 

first tenant at Ideon Science Park at the start of its operations in September 29, 1983. The 

park began with modest prefabricated buildings in response to Ericsson’s pressure to move 

in promptly and included Ericsson and major Swedish chemistry firm Perstorp. The park’s 

modest physical beginnings would later improve through a 109 million SEK investment 

from IKEA’s owner Ingvar Kamprad as part of a tax exception agreement. The 

construction of the first two permanent buildings started in 1984 and completed in April 

1986. By this time, the Ideon initiative had brought the creation of two real state firms and 

a number of boards to coordinate the efforts. 

By 1988, five years after its official opening, Ideon hosted about 100 firms and several 

new buildings. Ericsson Radio Systems had reached to 750 employees and decided to move 

its own building near the Ideon complex, gradually moving out of Ideon itself in the 

process. Despite its initial success in the early 1990s, Ideon would face yet another crisis, 

of which the park would barely survive through stagnating growth of tenants. The economy 

would pick up after 1992 and the number of tenants increased, later fueled by the IT boom 

of the late 1990s. By the beginning of the 2000s, Ideon was formed of five buildings in the 

Alfa-complex, five more in the Beta-complex, two more additional buildings (Gamma and 

Delta), and temporary buildings known as Kuvösen. In 2003, Ideon consisted of around 

150 high-tech firms and 50 service firms (Bengtsson & Lind, 2003). Of these 200 firms, 

one-third where engaged in IT, one-third in biotech and the rest in other high-tech areas. 
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By this the turn of the century, around 500 different firms had been located in Ideon Science 

Park. 

The park continued to grow considerably and by 2013, Ideon would host 308 

companies employing approximately 2,400 people and generate a total of around 4.5 

billion SEK (Ahlgren, 2013). However, these numbers do not account for the 312 

businesses that have moved out of Ideon and survived. These later businesses, excluding 

Sony Ericsson, together employed around 2700 people and generated close to 7 billion 

SEK (Ahlgren, 2013). Although the initial plan of the science park was to boost the 

establishment of the Life Science and ICT industries, the science park had a much more 

substantial impact on the ICT industry (Bengtsson, 2001). In 2013, roughly a third of guest 

firms where classified within the IT sector and only 7% in Life Sciences. Interestingly, in 

2013 more companies where engaged in knowledge intensive services such as technical 

consulting, rather than classified as IT (Ahlgren, 2013). 

The economic effect of the park for the region has been substantial, yet its main 

contribution to Southern Sweden was to develop the ICT industry. In 30 years from its 

creation, Ideon has succeeded in its core purpose, developing a new industry for a region 

previously home to decaying industries. Today, the park hosts more than 400 businesses 

employing around 9,000 people. However, its success seems threatened by the rise of 

Lund’s neighboring city, Malmö, as an entrepreneurial hub with a growing number of 

entrepreneurial support centers, many of which competing with Ideon.  
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4. Methods 

 

Although many of the studies cited in the preceding sections base their empirical 

observations on quantitative data, this study will offer a qualitative approach to the 

application of the theoretical framework to empirical evidence. Similar to the approaches 

of Martin and Moodysson (2011) and Enright (2000), this thesis relies on the perspectives 

of MNE, SMEs, and Ideon management and support organizations captured through 

interviews of competent representatives. The study will rely on a case study of the MNE-

Ideon relationship in terms of knowledge transfer, innovativeness and enhancement 

through the responses of ten relevant actors. The qualitative approach of this study seeks 

to answer the research question presented in the introduction of this paper: 

 

Does the presence of MNEs in a science park generate benefits for 

both the firm and the park? If so, what are the main benefits in terms 

of knowledge sourcing and transfer? 

 

4.1.  Research Design 

 

This paper aims to explore the mutualistic relationship between MNEs and clusters 

through a case study of Ideon Science Park and its guest firms, with a special focus on the 

MNEs. The research design of this study aims to explore the flow of information between 

firms in Ideon Science Park in the pursuit of evidence shedding light on the benefits 

incurred by both the cluster and the MNEs with the presence of MNE subsidiaries within 

a cluster. Since the flow of information, innovation and knowledge spillovers are all 

challenging concepts to quantify, this study relies on a series of interview with relevant 

respondents. These include: MNEs to directly asses their perspective on the reality of 

knowledge exchange in the Ideon cluster, SMEs to explore the perception of MNEs as 

knowledge sources, and Ideon support and management organizations for perspective on 

the park’s objectives and corresponding efforts. The objective of this research is not to do 
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a case study on each respondent, but to explore the reality of Ideon Science Park and its 

guest firms, with a special focus on the MNEs. 

The method to conduct the research consists on a qualitative approach, applying the 

theoretical framework of clusters into the reality of Ideon Science Park (hereafter, the Ideon 

cluster). There are three types of actors interviewed in this study: the MNE, the SME, and 

the cluster organizations, each offering key perspectives on the studied phenomenon. The 

MNEs represent a stand-alone group selected to gain insights on their motivations to and 

gains from establishing themselves in the Ideon cluster.  

The reasoning to include SMEs in the pool of interviewees is twofold: first, they 

represent a key component of a cluster that can serve as an interactive agent with the MNEs. 

Secondly, their perspective allows for understanding the effect of policy actions on the 

smaller firms.  

The Ideon’s support organizations were selected to assess the reality of the park from 

a cluster management perspective. Being a case study on the MNE-Ideon mutualistic 

relationship, the focus will not be on each respondent’s behavior but on the situation as a 

whole. 

 

4.2.  Research Setting 

 

The information collected is based on a qualitative approach consisting of semi-

structured in-depth interviews. All the interviews have been conducted within Ideon. The 

interviewing process spanned from the 31st of March of 217 to the 20th of May 2017. The 

timespan of the interviewing process was subject to the time availability of the 

interviewees. The responses of the interviews allowed for the interpretation of the MNE-

Ideon relationship in an illustrative case study, following the methodology and 

recommendations presented in Creswell (2009). 

In order to answer the research question, the participants considered for this study had 

to meet three crucial criteria: 1) her or his office must have been located within the spatial 

delimitations of Ideon Science Park at the closure of 2016, 2) the interviewee must work 

in a relevant area of a firm or organization within the three groups presented above, and 3) 

his or her position must enjoy a sufficient degree of freedom to pursue or collaborate in 
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new innovative projects. It is important to state that the location of the offices of each 

participant varies throughout the park. Young SMEs and Ideon management and support 

organizations tend to be located at the Alpha building, while the MNEs are usually located 

in surrounding buildings in a one kilometer radius. The location of the offices is important 

because it influences the nature on which face-to-face interaction can happen on a daily 

basis. Uniti, an SME, is an important exception regarding office location since they are not 

currently present at Ideon Science Park. However they had been by the closure of 2016 and 

the company was deemed an interesting perspective, since it is a high-growth technology 

intensive company that moved out of the science park. All of the interviewees where 

interviewed in their work spaces. 

 

4.3.  Data Collection Method 

 

The collection method is based on a qualitative approach based on face-to-face one-

on-one in-person interviews. Originally, the idea was to perform an online survey to all of 

the firms and subsidiaries established at Ideon, using the park management’s database to 

access the necessary contact information. However, due to historically challenging 

response rates, an interview approach was selected which requires less participants and was 

able to capture more in-depth responses from the participants (Bengtsson, 2003; Ahlgren, 

2013). These interviews where complied and organized in codes to be structured for 

assessment and analysis in a fashion similar to the one proposed by Creswell (2009). 

Interviews with the MNEs and Ideon management and support organizations where the 

primary data source in this study. Interviews with SMEs were conducted for supporting 

evidence. The interviews followed the main steps recommended by Creswell (2007) for 

conducting and analyzing qualitative research and take into consideration two of the four 

aspects of qualitative research identified by Miles & Huberman (1994), the setting and the 

actors.  
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4.3.1 Sample Selection 

 

The selection of the sample was relatively straight forward and highly dependent on 

the access to and availability of the participants. With the help of Ideon AB and Ideon Open 

AB, it was possible to map the possible candidates to interview. An interview schedule was 

developed and adapted to interviewee convenience. All of the MNEs where contacted with 

the help of these organizations. The SMEs were directly approached through personal 

networks. The information about companies in terms of global presence, size and history 

was gathered through internet inquiries usually relying on the company’s own website.  

This sample selection approach gives way for some methodological biases. There is 

the potential that there are some structural features that make some firms more prone to 

have connections to the park’s endemic organizations, thus, presenting a risk of a sample 

selection bias favoring certain MNE characteristics.  This is due to the fact that most of the 

MNE participants where reached through the networks of Ideon management and support 

organizations. This selective bias also goes to the selection of SMEs as their selection was 

influenced and facilitated by their proximity to the offices of Ideon AB and Ideon Open 

AB, both of which were visited frequently. 

 

4.3.2 Interview Guide 

 

For the purpose of this study, different interviews were conducted to gather the 

different perspectives from the actors of interest to answer the research question. The 

interviews for MNEs and SME were fairly similar1, only excluding a number of questions 

for the SMEs. The interviews for Ideon support and management organizations was 

structured significantly different2. The combination of these interviews seeks to explain the 

Ideon cluster and thus, each interview was conducted in a semi-structured manner with 

open ended questions supplemented by more conceptual choices. It is important to note 

that the more conceptual questions that could bias the responses where left at the end of 

the paper. The interviewees were not explained in full detail the aim of the thesis until the 

                                                        
1 See Figure 1 and 2 in the Appendix 
2 See Figure 3 in the Appendix 
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interview was over, they were only given enough information to generate a willingness to 

participate and establish a relatable context. 

 

4.4. Data Analysis 
 

The data analysis has closely followed the recommendations detailed in Creswell 

(2009) through the perspective of the theoretical framework presented in Section 2. In line 

with the directions to analyze in-depth interviews, the responses of the interviewees where 

first broken down into codes which were later sorted into the corresponding theoretical 

realm they appeal to. Once the codes were sorted into the respective theoretical elements, 

the overall content per element was reviewed and interpreted in the context of the 

respondent’s position, the nature of his employer firm and the location of her or his office 

within the science park. The background and surrounding environment of Ideon cluster 

was also taken into consideration when interpreting the responses. The reasoning behind 

this approach was to try and identify a pattern that provides an approach to assess the 

existence and nature of an MNE-Ideon mutualism. Although all respondents agreed to have 

their names shown in this thesis, the responses were kept relatively anonymous. 

 

4.5.  Methodology Limitations 

 

The conclusions drawn from this study have to be taken with caution, understanding 

that they are influenced by the context of the specific reality of Ideon Science Park. 

However, the conclusions can be used as guidance and support for further research as 

MNEs can set up subsidiaries in other clusters around the world for similar reasons. It is 

advisable to take into consideration the reality of the Ideon cluster and the methods to 

extract and analyze the data. Caution is advised when making generalizations based on 

case-studies, as they can be unrealistic and context-specific for situations that may differ 

from other clusters (Eisenhardt & Graebner, 2007). 

As highlighted in Eisenhardt (1989), the researcher himself should be taken into 

consideration as a tool of research. The researcher in this case can be subject to cultural 

and professional bias. The latter plays into special importance in this study, since at the 
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time of interviewing I have been working for Ideon Open AB and using the company’s 

personalized email account to reach to the interviewees. Although this last premise might 

have helped in giving legitimacy and access to interviewees, it could have also skewed 

their answers related to the science park itself. 

Another important limitation is the relatively small sample size, which consists of only 

ten respondents, five of which are MNEs, three SMEs, two support organizations and 

Ideon’s management. It is irresponsible to assume that their responses represent the overall 

reality of the park itself, let alone offer irrefutable evidence for the answer provided from 

the empirical results. However, this study is meant to offer a glimpse into that reality and 

offer an initial assessment of the phenomenon in the context of Ideon Science Park. 

Adding to these limitations are the ones recognized in Creswell (2009) regarding 

qualitative research based on interviews. First, interviews provide filtered and indirect 

information filtered through the responses of the interviewees. Second, interviews are 

constrained by the inability to provide information in the natural field setting, but in a 

designated place. Third, the researcher’s presence and context on which the interview is 

conducted might bias the responses. Finally, not all people are equally articulate and 

perceptive which could limit the information provided of some of the respondents. 

Despite the limitations of the chosen methodology, this approach allows for a more 

descriptive analysis of the problem through the perceived reality of relevant stakeholders. 

Not only was a quantitative approach challenging for the purpose of this study, but also 

limited as numbers only reflect measurable patterns and cannot account for more subjective 

observations. Henceforth, this study relies on the subjective interpretation of the reality of 

Ideon cluster from a collection of perspectives from insiders who depend on it and live it 

every day. 
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5. Empirical Results and Discussion 

 

The purpose of this section is to analyze the empirical evidence collected and discuss 

the findings against the backdrop of the theoretical framework presented in Section 2. This 

Section is divided into two segments, with the first focusing on the analysis of the responses 

of MNEs and endemic cluster firms and organizations followed by a discussion on the 

implications of the responses and their corresponding analysis. Each section will analyze 

the nature of the flow of knowledge in the Ideon cluster, arguing for the existence of a 

mutualistic relationship between the MNEs and the Ideon cluster. 

In this analysis, endemic Ideon SMEs are considered part of the Ideon cluster, since 

they enforce a sizeable influence on the ecosystem the science park offers to MNEs. A 

significant portion of the SMEs incubated at the Ideon cluster are led or founded by Lund 

University researchers and professors, making them strong stationary additions to the 

knowledge pool of the cluster itself (Ahlgren, 2013). Furthermore, these firms can also act 

as connectivity and retention agents for the cluster as they can interact with MNEs. Thus, 

benefits incurred by Ideon SMEs with the presence of the larger MNEs are regarded in this 

study as beneficial to the cluster as a whole.  

The responses from the interviews seem to point in a generalized direction, albeit with 

differing perspectives on certain topics. These trends are to be assessed in each section and 

discussed in detail, taking into account the analytical shortcomings and limitations. Table 

2 depicts some aspects of the respondents based on their self-reported characteristics 

complemented with corroboration from company databases in Sweden such as allabolag.se 

and hitta.se for employment size and yearly revenue. The classification of MNE and SME 

was based on their number of employees rather than the firm’s yearly revenue.  

In general, local embeddedness of knowledge seems to be a major point of interest for 

both the MNEs and the SMEs. The university seems to play a sizeable role in the 

knowledge generation and flow of the science park enhancing the activities of both large 

and small firms through different means. Arguably the most surprising finding from the 

responses appeals to Schumpeter’s (1942) creative destruction, in this case involving the 

liberation and spread of knowledge to the cluster through MNE downsizing and departure. 

 



33 
 

Table 2: Characteristics of Participant Firms. 

Source: Author’s own fabrication 

*Not present at Ideon anymore 

  

                                                        
3 See Figure 4 
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CEO 
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knowledge 

base Synthetic Synthetic Synthetic Synthetic Synthetic Synthetic Synthetic Symbolic Symbolic Symbolic 
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Vertical 
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(S) Social Horizontal Social Vertical (C) Social Horizontal N/A 

Vertical 

(C) 
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5.1. Empirical Findings and Analysis 

 

This sub-section will explore the four theoretical themes described in the closing 

paragraphs of the theoretical section of this thesis through the perspective of multinational 

enterprises as well as small firms and Ideon support and management organizations 

endemic to the Ideon cluster. Seeing as the local market is relatively small, MNE presence 

in Lund and Skåne is presumed to be strategic-asset seeking and asset-augmenting by 

nature (Dunning, 1993). Through the lens of the firm and organizations’ representatives, 

one can get a preliminary idea of the benefits a cluster as a whole brings to the MNE and 

vice versa. Naturally, the responses by the MNE representatives have a focus on the MNEs 

motivations and benefits, the benefits incurred by the Ideon cluster are explicitly less 

evident. On the other hand, SMEs and Ideon organizations seem to be more aware and 

interested in the presence and activities of MNE subsidiaries. 

 

5.1.1. Specialization of Knowledge 

 

As argued by Porter (1998, 2000) and Solvell (2002) the establishment of knowledge 

intensive firms in a cluster of similar or related knowledge base will reinforce the 

complexity and competitiveness of the cluster through specialization. With increasing 

knowledge specialization, clusters eliminate competition and generate pull factors for 

MNEs aiming to exploit the globally and relatively scarce endemic knowledge. 

Consequentially, the establishment of knowledge intensive MNE subsidiaries in a cluster 

with similar knowledge base theoretically generates a reinforcing mechanism or ‘upward 

spiral’ by increasing the critical mass as well as the relative diversity within the knowledge 

base (Solvell, 2002). This section will explore the evidence of such ‘upward spiral’ through 

the responses of the hosted subsidiaries, firms and organizations in Ideon Science Park. 

Through the perspective of Ideon support organizations this reinforcing phenomenon 

seems to be more acknowledged and relevant. When describing the potential benefits for 

the science park with MNE establishment, the ‘upward spiral’ described above was very 

neatly summarized by an Ideon support organization: 
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 “It is kind of economies of scale for knowledge. With large businesses moving in the 

available knowledge increases not only in volume but also in diversity. That is, more 

companies from more industries and steps in the value chain increase the chance of 

learning from each other. In short, the more companies that come here, the more attractive 

we are as a science park.” 

 

In the words by the management representative of the science park: 

 

“Large companies are a proof that we are doing something right here. Their presence 

gives the science park legitimacy… One of the park’s main objectives is that in 2020 we 

have 20 of the world main innovative companies with R&D offices in our offices” 

 

Theoretically, both responses are complementary to each other regarding the 

reinforcing mechanism of the establishment of MNEs in the park. But while the first deals 

more to the knowledge flows of the cluster, the second appeals to signaling effects to 

companies pursuing to exploit similar knowledge bases. Furthermore, the park’s plans for 

the future point to a strategy aligned to the theorized specialization of knowledge (Porter 

1990, 2000). To put this into perspective, the park’s management currently pursues four 

technological focus areas: smart cities, future transportation, health tech and smart 

materials. This strategy is put in place to gain global competitiveness as part of its goals 

for 2020. However, through a regional perspective, specialization is not pursued as a 

competition strategy but is followed under an ideology of collaboration: 

 

“We don’t want to compete with other clusters in our region. We are seeking specialization 

in these areas to hopefully complement of other clusters” 

 

Although the responses of these two endemic Ideon organizations provide a relatively 

clear support for the theorized expectations, to assess the actual reality one has to turn to 

the MNEs. The perspectives of the MNEs point to one general direction: the competences 

of the labor supply in the Ideon cluster are overwhelmingly the main attraction for MNE 
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subsidiaries. For instance, three MNE interviewees promptly summarized the reason for 

their company to be in Ideon: 

 

“The reason we are here is access to competence and skilled labor.”  

 

“We have a very good quality of labor here in Lund, we have top notch software 

developers.”  

 

“To be fair we could have arranged this office anywhere. We are here for the available 

competences” 

 

These three MNEs reported having a special interest in the software development skills 

produced by the university. Under the theoretical categorization of knowledge as described 

by Martin & Moodysson (2011), software development would classify as a synthetic 

knowledge base with both tacit and codified components. The knowledge base’s tacit 

nature enhanced by its ascribed quality from the MNE respondents, is expected to be 

relatively spatially limited and relatively confined. It was expected that MNEs would 

establish subsidiaries in the Ideon cluster to exploit knowledge that is hard to import and 

transmit.  

Nevertheless, software development competence was not the only factor of interest for 

the MNEs. Closely resembling to what Porter (1990) describes as Firm Strategy, Structure 

and Rivalry, local MNE subsidiaries seem to be interested in the experimental and 

innovative behavior signaled by the Ideon cluster and the firms within it. Naturally, 

innovative culture is highly tacit in nature, thus also hard to transmit to the rest of the MNE. 

This goes in line with the theory (Porter, 1990; Polanyi, 1967) that MNEs would establish 

operations in the Ideon cluster to harness this innovative culture. Most of the responses by 

the MNE subsidiaries seem to support this theoretical expectation, as two MNE 

representatives added: 
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“We have good developers… That was the biggest reason why this place was kept. Most 

of the development of course has been moving towards Tokyo, but they are still keeping 

Lund due to the area and the innovations within is what makes this location valuable.” 

 

“We feel [locating at Ideon] could bring in new innovation and perspective on our 

development.” 

 

Appealing to Porter’s (1990) Factor Conditions, Lund University seems to play a major 

role in the attractiveness for MNE subsidiaries and fertility for innovative endemic SMEs. 

It seems that most of the companies, including the SMEs, seem to be specifically interested 

in the local skills and research produced at the university. Contrary to some of the SME 

respondents who based their core economic activities in university research, no example 

was provided by the MNEs for the usage of university research in their activities. 

Understanding the methodological limitations of this study, the idea of SMEs relying more 

heavily in university R&D does not divert from the findings of Acs, Audretsch & Feldman 

(1994).  

Whereas the SMEs appear to take more advantage of the university’s R&D, the MNEs 

seem to be the main source of employment for graduates with certain skills. The MNEs not 

only further specialization by enhancing the training of its local employees through 

experience, but also by their demand for specialized labor. Based on the responses by the 

Ideon endemic organizations, local MNE subsidiaries appear to be drivers of demand in 

the university. The MNE demand for certain skills could be pressuring the university to 

provide such skills, thus fueling and guiding the specialization of the cluster into 

prioritizing the skills that cater to the activities performed locally by the MNEs. In the 

words of Ideon’s management representative: 

 

“Companies are here for recruiting. The university plays a big role and its output is 

complemented by other companies by training selecting and filtering. Axis, for example, 

employs around 150 engineers every year.” 
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The intention of many MNEs to establish in the science park seems to have been 

motivated by the presence of other MNEs. These motivations stem from the prospect of 

collaboration to the potential knowledge spillovers from social interactions or labor 

mobility. In some cases, the motivation for establishing in the park was to take advantage 

of MNE experienced employees being freed by a departing MNE. Regardless, the 

responses of all MNEs where motivated by the presence of other companies in the cluster, 

especially the presence of MNEs: 

 

“The reason for Volvo to open an office in Lund was that Intel was closing offices here and 

Volvo wanted to take advantage of the freed employees. We saw a need to have a site where 

to grow in software competence” 

 

“From the beginning, it was due to Ericsson which then became Sony Ericsson and latter 

Sony Mobile. Sony Mobile is still here because of the quality of employees.” 

 

“We wanted access to more companies to share results and knowledge. Try new ideas with 

them. We would like to explore the current efforts with internet of things with some of the 

companies here.” 

 

“We feel being among innovative companies could bring in new innovation and 

perspective on our development” 

 

Through this established theoretical frame of reference one can also analyze the areas 

of improvement of the park in terms of specialization. In general, MNEs considered Ideon 

SMEs as innovative, although sometimes inefficient. Regarding the cluster’s business 

culture most MNE reported that there was a focus imbalance regarding the Ideon SMEs, 

which were considered to be blindly product-oriented with a concerning lack of focus on 

sales. In the words of one MNE representative: 

 

 



39 
 

“Too many [small Ideon businesses] that are not efficient, they’re struggling with getting 

things in the market and testing. They focus too much in the product rather than on the 

business opportunity. Even if they have the best idea they die before selling, they have a 

lack of sales focus.” 

 

Interestingly, the endemic firms and organizations seem to have a contrasting opinion 

to the MNEs on their fellow endemic peers. In general, it appeared that the Ideon firms and 

organizations saw an imbalanced support for entrepreneurial qualities by the science park 

and less interest in novel products or services. In repeated instances, endemic Ideon 

expressed their concerns regarding the lack of research-based and technology intensive 

startups supported by the science park’s support infrastructure: 

 

“[Ideon] is getting less science based startups compared to 3 years ago and I believe that 

the business angels have observed this fact and behaved differently compared to 5 years 

ago. The investors have shifted to other arenas usually in Malmö” 

 

“There are fewer high-tech firms here than I expected” 

 

This divergence in the perspectives of MNEs and SMEs could be due to a lag in signals 

of a change of strategy in the park’s support organizations shifting focus to more 

entrepreneurial qualities in businesses. This polarized contrast in opinion sheds light on the 

lack of communication between the MNEs and the smaller actors in the region. Another 

interpretation for these dissimilar responses could be that Ideon Science Park is still finding 

its balance on its priorities. 

With respect to the global position of the Ideon cluster in terms of innovation, most 

large MNE representatives agreed on the positive global reputation of the area. 

Nevertheless, there were also some challenges reported. On the cluster’s perspective, it 

seems that there is a need for critical mass to achieve global relevance. In the words of one 

MNE representative: 
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“We have a very good variety of companies doing development in different directions. We 

are innovative and we try out new things. But Ideon is not innovative enough to be a player 

in a global basis. We are still a little area here in southern Sweden.” 

 

There are some theorized aspects that do not fit as smoothly with the theoretical 

backbone of this study. For example, Demand Conditions as defined by Porter (1990), 

seemed to play no significant role in the motivations or innovative activities of the MNE 

subsidiaries participating. Based on the Demand Conditions competitive element (Porter, 

1990), local specialized demand pushes local firms to adapt and innovate to suit strict local 

needs. Thus, there are theoretical grounds to expect MNEs to establish activities in places 

whose demand can signal exploitable needs future market trends. After noticing a pattern 

of Demand Conditions having little significance for MNE representatives, the last MNE 

interviewee was encouraged into expanding on this issue by introducing him to the 

theoretical background. His opinion remained unchanged yet his position became clearer 

when expressing his views on the theoretical backing of the issue: 

 

“There is no difference in the demand conditions. I don’t see any big difference there and 

here. I don’t subscribe to that theory.” 

 

In terms of knowledge specialization and access, MNEs seem to establish in the Ideon 

cluster for the same reasons and benefits theorized by Porter (2000) and Enright (2000). 

Although some elements of Porter’s (1990) diamond were not considered important by the 

MNEs, it seems that MNEs predominantly establish in the Ideon cluster to access the 

skilled and specialized labor. This labor is produced at the university fitting Porter’s (1990) 

Factor Conditions and further specialized in knowledge and networks by work at local 

MNE subsidiaries.  

Porter (2000) focuses on the specialization of clusters as a means to reduce competition 

has been visible in the Ideon cluster. Specialization of knowledge has been evident in all 

of the MNE representatives’ responses, either in software development or innovative 

culture, as a major benefit for MNEs. This high regard for the local embedded knowledge 

and culture was also shared to a similar degree by the smaller SMEs. However, SMEs 
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played a very modest role in the perceived benefits by MNEs. In general, MNEs seem to 

be established in the Ideon cluster through asset-augmenting motivations, as most MNEs 

seemed to be at the park to enhance their existing operations. 

The responses from the endemic Ideon firms and organizations imply that the park has 

benefited mostly from the legitimacy and critical mass the hosted MNEs provide. Although 

the specific nature of each MNE motivation varied, the responses supported the idea that 

the presence of other companies, especially MNEs, attracts MNE subsidiaries. Most MNEs 

acknowledged the fact that their presence in the science park was influenced by the 

establishment of another MNE in similar or related fields. The specialization of knowledge 

of the park seems to be also fueled by the university and the demand MNEs established in 

the region impose over specific skills such as software development and entrepreneurship. 

Despite the relative success of Ideon Science Park in attracting MNEs to establish 

subsidiaries in the park, some responses imply that the park is still lacking in critical mass 

to be globally competitive. 

 

5.1.2. Knowledge Spillovers 

 

Now that the evidence for the specialization of knowledge has been reviewed and 

analyzed, it is important to assess how this knowledge travels from actor to actor within 

the cluster. Innovation tends to rely heavily on intensive communication and collaboration 

between different actors and across industries and sectors (Porter, 2000). Previously, it was 

defined the knowledge base of most MNE participants are synthetic in knowledge base. 

This knowledge base’s innovative potential is highly reliant on new combinations of 

existing knowledge primarily taking place in geographical co-location (Martin & 

Moodysson, 2011). In short, innovation in MNE subsidiaries is expected to be influenced 

through the collaborations and interactions stemming from the specialized knowledge pool 

of the cluster. 

The specialization of the cluster has brought with it relative homogeneity in the area 

of activities of the MNE subsidiaries established in the Ideon cluster, however the activities 

and firms within the Ideon cluster are far from homogeneous. Within this specialization 

there is diversity. Gradually throughout its history, Ideon has become predominantly an 
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ICT hub, yet firms centered in this knowledge area coexist with a variety of firms in 

different industries, supply chain positions, and core knowledge bases (Bengtsson, 2003; 

Ahlgren, 2013). In fact, this diversity is considered by Ideon’s management as a major 

asset for firms established in the cluster as it offers the potential for cross-pollination of 

ideas and the transfer of complementary knowledge: 

 

“Diversity is one of the park’s main strengths, the competence centers have grown in 

different directions. The industries are mixing around, today you need competences from 

different industries and areas.” 

 

Theoretically speaking, this claim by Ideon management is congruent as diversity’s 

main benefit for innovation is the prospect of new knowledge being shared among actors. 

However, under Boschma’s (2005) proximity, discourse moderation is key. Firms in high 

cognitive distance run the risk of miscommunication and lack of receptiveness, whereas 

too much cognitive homogeneity eliminates the possibility of novel knowledge. 

One could interpret the Ideon cluster as being a hub that shares varying degrees of 

cognitive proximity besides the inherent spatial proximity. Under this same perspective, it 

becomes interesting to emphasize the response of a self-reported traditional MNE which 

main economic activity falls far from that of software development or innovation. The 

MNE representative expressed the intention to use the MNE subsidiary in Ideon as what 

Enright (2000) would define as a listening post. The subsidiary already had development 

collaborations with Ideon companies, the collaboration with such firms and the social 

inputs from the surrounding companies seemed to have an effect on the prospects for the 

R&D culture of the MNE itself: 

 

 “In our business, development time is long. We’re trying to go from a step by step 

development to a more agile type. That is, form sequential to agile development processes. 

This development culture is coming mostly from the software companies.” 
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However, through the theoretical lens of Malmberg & Maskell (2006), it seems that 

these inputs where social in nature rather than vertical or horizontal: 

 

“I’ve realized with the team, these guys have worked in other companies before. Their old 

colleagues are working in other Ideon companies and sharing ideas.” 

 

Expanding on the social aspect of knowledge sourcing, other companies seemed to 

regard social interactions with high potential. In fact, social interactions where by far the 

most cited method of knowledge flow by MNEs and SMEs alike: 

 

“Concerning social interactions, you really need to collaborate and to give each other 

ideas. It is key when it comes to innovation” 

 

“Social interactions are pretty good, promising.” 

 

“Informally there has been there has been useful information coming from other Ideon 

companies” 

 

 Not only was the innovative potential of social interactions regarded as highly 

valuable, but there were also some reported cases of communities being formed out of 

cognitive proximity and social interaction. Such was the case of Ideon companies’ yearly 

Linux conferences: 

 

“We have strong [social] interactions with other Ideon companies. The Lund arena has 

one of the highest density of software developers in the Linux community. Next week is the 

4th yearly conference of Linux… All the big ones are present especially the ones working 

with embedded systems. This has been a grass-root activity led by employees that is now 

self-sustained for a couple of years.” 

 

This statement is key to understanding the potential of social interactions for 

knowledge transfer in a cluster. Not only have highly skilled employees organized network 
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dealing with highly specialized knowledge, but they have also inadvertently reinforced the 

clusters knowledge base by creating an informal distribution and coordinating mechanism 

for highly specialized knowledge. Although this social transfer of specialized knowledge 

has the potential to improve the performance of its participants, too much cognitive 

proximity diminishes the potential for novel knowledge transfer. Thus, due to the inherent 

cognitive proximity of the participants in this network, there are reasons to question its 

innovative benefits on the MNEs themselves other than incremental improvements to the 

existing knowledge.  

Knowledge transfer can provide novel ideas and knowledge to an MNE but without the 

MNE’s effort and support the idea and knowledge runs the risk of becoming irrelevant and 

trivial. Albeit an overall shared interest in exchange of information through social 

interactions, very few reported having any type of formal collaboration or shared any 

success story of a lucrative project born from such information flows. Thus, putting into 

question the power of social interactions without formal support by MNEs. As one MNE 

representative claimed: 

 

“Social interactions can get you the ideas, but not the results.” 

 

This brings the discussion into the innovative potential of formal collaborations among 

firms within the Ideon cluster. Of the four MNEs reached, only the MNE with the longest 

presence in the Ideon cluster reported having active R&D collaboration with another MNE 

at Ideon, while the smallest in employment size had active collaboration with an endemic 

Ideon SME. SMEs on the other hand seemed to be more engaged in formal collaboration, 

although exclusively with other SMEs. Based on the responses and observations, it appears 

that collaborative efforts with MNEs are long processes, implying parallelism with the 

theorized inflexibility and modest speed of large corporations (Woo & Cooper, 1982). The 

relative absence of formal collaboration with and among MNEs can be due the fact that 

many are relatively new in the Ideon cluster. An Ideon support organization hypothesized 

that this lack of collaboration could be to traditional R&D practices where technological 

development and intellectual property is safeguarded religiously, impeding the exchange 
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of highly-valuable ideas and knowledge. Nevertheless, there seems to be a generalized 

intent on formal collaboration within the MNEs interviewed: 

 

“Pretty open to collaborate with government and suppliers, Volvo has such has a long 

history to collaborate with academia especially in engineering” 

 

“All we have here is collaboration, the only reason to be here. Our hope is to have some 

good cross-company collaboration here in the future. The devises developed in this branch 

are the heart of this company and we want to collaborate with other companies in this 

area.” 

 

MNE strategy to capture innovative behavior and culture seemed to rely moderately on 

what Martin & Moodysson (2011) categorize as monitoring.  Interestingly, and drifting 

away from Porter’s (1990) view, no MNE considered that monitoring of rivals was an 

important source of information. Adding to this, no MNE acknowledged other companies 

in similar industries as rivals, on the contrary they saw them as potential collaborators. This 

could be due to the fact that no MNE established in the cluster to access markets but had 

motivations similar to what Enright (2000) would classify as strategic asset seeking and 

asset-augmenting respectively.  

Martin & Moodysson’s (2011) transfer of knowledge through mobility seemed to be a 

major mechanism for knowledge transfer within the cluster expressed by most MNE 

participants. The cluster’s labor quality and specialization seems to be of major value for 

the MNEs. Adding to the supply of skilled labor from the university one MNE expressed 

the attractiveness of the cluster by the availability of experienced labor in the relevant 

fields: 

 

“The reason to be here is access to competence and skilled labor. The whole dynamic of 

labor mobility presents the possibility for knowledge spillovers from company to company 

through employees… There are a lot of companies [in Ideon] big and small.” 
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Overall, there seems to be a generalized high regard among the sampled MNEs for 

collocation with firms in similar industries within the Ideon cluster. Based on the responses 

of the MNE representatives, it appears that most MNEs recognize the potential of social 

interactions yet none was able to provide evidence of their usefulness for the MNE in 

general. This can be for a number of reasons ranging from timing issues to measurability. 

Regardless, the lack of a reported success story arguably implies that the benefits of social 

interactions in the Ideon cluster are marginal and supportive in nature. The subjectivity of 

social exchange of information seems to be exacerbated by the loose integration of the 

cluster in terms of collaborations. In general, the evidence leans towards the existence of 

limitations to the exchange of knowledge within the park, as Ideon management’s 

representative claimed: 

 

“Companies are disappointed at the level of exchange of information among one another” 

 

Although there were a few examples of vertical knowledge flow and interesting 

developments concerning social interactions, formal collaborations (horizontal spillovers) 

were reported to be the official motivation for most MNEs to establish in the cluster itself. 

Appealing to the previously explored reinforcing phenomenon of the MNE-cluster 

relationship, the presence of MNEs has attracted other large firms to establish in the park 

in what appears to be knowledge inertia more than economic. The responses of the MNEs 

concerning collaboration appeal to the theoretical argument of Solvell (2002), where MNE 

establishment in a cluster fosters a knowledge-reinforcing “upward spiral”. Host firms 

benefit from and add to local knowledge. In the perspective of Malmberg & Maskell (2006) 

this implies that the knowledge flow MNEs officially pursue in the Ideon cluster is 

predominantly horizontal, rather than social or vertical.  
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5.1.3. SME-MNE Complementariness 

 

The argument of complementarity stems from the idea that collaborations with SMEs 

can offset large firm usual inflexibility (Fiegenbaum & Karnani, 1991) and that MNEs can 

benefit from smaller unit’s characteristic speed and tested ideas (Katz, 1970). In this case, 

the cluster can benefit from its SMEs gaining access to MNEs as clients and sources of 

knowledge. High-growth Ideon SMEs provide the park with increased legitimacy as well 

as a more dynamic economic environment. As Ideon management’s representative claims: 

 

“The anchor companies are the drivers of smaller companies. They shop for innovation or 

consultants, they scout for new ideas, many of the new companies are bought at one time 

or another. Big companies can also be important as exit gateways for small companies and 

startups” 

 

These statements allure to MNE-SME collaboration, however, there have been few 

reported instances of MNE collaboration with SMEs. Although MNEs considered Ideon 

SMEs as innovative to a certain extent, few reported having open collaborations. One MNE 

claimed this was due to the existence of global MNE collaboration networks: 

 

“We have no local collaborations with Ideon companies, the big sell the big globally” 

 

Among the respondents, there was one MNE which had open collaborative projects 

with an Ideon SME. Through this MNE’s perspective, there is some support for the idea 

that the innovative culture and technical skills are also harnessed in a vertical direction 

(Malmberg & Maskell, 2006). From the responses of this MNE’s representative, it was 

evident that the relationship between this MNE and its suppliers seemed to be based on 

dense interactions that often create close-knit interdependencies between the customer and 

supplier which facilitates the transfer of complex and tacit knowledge (Gereffi et al., 2005). 

As has been reported to be characteristic strategy of Swedish engineering industry, the 

suppliers take responsibility on upgrading their capabilities and consequently drive 

innovation from the bottom up (Jonsson, 2014). In the words of the MNE representative: 
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“Suppliers here are very innovative… They are really in the forefront of technology and 

even have a patented solution that is very useful. They are really good of adapting solutions 

to the client” 

 

 Of the SMEs, this was the respondent having a standing R&D collaboration with 

an MNE although the MNE was not present at the Ideon cluster. The responses of this high-

growth endemic firm provide some interesting insights on the nature of complementariness 

in the Ideon cluster. Through this firm’s perspective, collaborations with large firms 

provides reliability whereas collaborations with SMEs provides customized attention and 

servicing. According to the SME representative, collaboration with MNEs provides the 

firm with knowledge spillovers in processes and the future outlook of the relevant market. 

On the other hand, the SME representative claimed that the MNE was motivated to 

collaborate with them to get access to novel approaches and ideas: 

 

“Large businesses are important for us because we cannot depend on frail small businesses 

for our core activities. We cannot risk basing our core activities on partners that might 

fail. We learn from their processes, they learn from what the new kids are doing” 

 

There is one last interesting insight to draw from the strategy followed by this 

specific MNE. Being in a MNE historically engaged in very traditional activities, it has 

pursued innovation through the establishment of a freed and relatively independent 

subsidiary. It appears as if the MNE is attempting to offset its flexibility limitations 

stemming from its size by creating a smaller independent unit that is both flexible and fast 

to adapt to new inputs: 

 

“The local branch is radical focusing on non-traditional window and door development. 

We are coming out of a very traditional business it is basically about framing a glass. The 

reason they [the subsidiary] are here is to give them freedom, otherwise they’d be 

influenced into our traditional business.”  
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In general, the responses from the firms that have collaborations outside their firm-

size group seem to support the initial idea that MNEs can benefit from the inherent 

differences of coexisting SMEs. Although collaborations with SMEs are not as common 

as originally thought, this could also be due to selection bias exacerbated by a small sample 

pool. However, the responses seem to agree that MNE size can handicap their ability to 

detect and pursue promising opportunities and ideas. In the few collaboration instances 

reported by the participants, it is implied that in the Ideon cluster, MNEs use SMEs as 

monitoring sites for novel ideas as well as for customized service. On the other hand, SMEs 

rely on MNEs for business and reliability in services and supplies. 

 

5.1.4. Liberation of Knowledge through MNE downsizing or departure 

 

An interesting phenomenon identified during the study appealed to the Schumpeterian 

(1942) idea of creative destruction. Reminiscent to Silicon Valley’s origins through the 

decomposition of Fairchild’s Semiconductors, Ideon has also experienced a similar 

phenomenon where the fall of large MNEs has given way to new ventures and firms 

(Saxenian, 2006). The responses of some of the MNE representatives shed light on this 

phenomenon. 

The Ideon cluster has historically been specialized in software developing and life 

sciences, although the latter did not manage to stay relevant inside the cluster (Bengtsson, 

2003). The science park has lived through the rise and fall of many MNEs, in many cases 

the park has strengthened by the downsizing or departure of MNEs. For example, the 

presence of a major MNE in the cluster would not be possible without the departure of 

another globally recognized MNE: 

 

“The reason for Volvo to open an office in Lund was that Intel was closing offices here 

and Volvo wanted to take advantage of the freed employees… [Volvo] saw a need to have 

a site where to grow in software competence. Volvo took over Intel’s team as it was 

closing down” 
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In several instances, it was mentioned that there was considerable labor mobility to 

other MNEs when Sony Mobile, a major bastion of Ideon Science Park’s global 

competitiveness, downsized between 2012 and 2014 (Knight & Murai, 2014). This 

consequentially transferred knowledge embedded in the hired employees to the receiving 

MNEs. Yet there was another interesting benefit to the cluster as a whole, as Sony Mobile 

was undergoing labor cuts, the company encouraged the liberated employees to pursue 

their own ventures in an accelerator and incubator program called NextStep: 

 

“We had a layoff a big one two years ago. Then we had this NextStep program. One 

initiative from this program was that people who had an idea was let to go forward with 

it. Instead of getting paid a layoff sum they could enroll in an accelerator program. There 

were quite a lot of companies created from this program. Some of them have been quite 

successful I must say.” 

 

According to the same source, around 70 people attended the program and 40 startups 

where created. Although no further information was provided by the MNE representative, 

this program sheds light on the rejuvenating potential MNE downsizing can have on a 

cluster as skilled and experiences employees invest their knowledge sources from MNEs 

into local ventures that embed the cluster with highly valuable knowledge.  

 

5.2. Implications 

 

There are a number of implications for Ideon and science parks in general based on 

the responses and their corresponding analysis. Most of these implications require further 

study and corroboration. Understanding the methodological limitations of the study’s 

approach, it is responsible to assess these implications critically. Nevertheless, some 

observed patterns from the reality of Ideon Science Park can help guide the efforts of other 

science parks in similar situations.  

Regarding specialization, it seems as if the Ideon cluster has been gradually finding its 

niche throughout its history. Although the park began with a strategic focus on two core 

areas, today only ICT remains with an apparent predominance of software developing. This 
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specialization seems to be influenced heavily by the activities of the MNEs established in 

the park and the skills produced by the university.  

All MNEs were motivated by the presence of other firms, especially other MNEs. 

These motivations are congruent with the theoretical expectations and seem to have 

reinforced the park’s specialization towards software developing. Although the park’s 

management seems to be aware of the reinforcing nature of MNE presence in terms of 

legitimacy, it can still draw some insights from the responses. If the knowledge base of the 

park is predominantly driven by the MNEs and larger businesses, then the park should 

pursue to generate critical mass in the four core competence areas.  

MNEs can play a crucial role to establish a cluster’s global position in new or emerging 

competence areas. Small companies tend to be frail and therefore considered unreliable. 

Betting on the success of startups and the growth potential of SMEs for the development 

of a competence area, can be risky and slow. On the other hand, MNE subsidiaries can 

catalyze the solidification of a knowledge base or competence area by in both the short and 

long run. In the short run, MNE subsidiaries jump-start the critical mass of the relevant 

knowledge base by spiking demand of the necessary skills and boosting the critical mass 

promptly. In the long run, the MNE subsidiaries foster the immigration or creation of firms 

in similar or related industries, thus expanding the critical mass of the competence area as 

well as its relative diversity. MNEs embed the cluster with experience and knowledge on 

its competence area which later reproduces in the cluster and can stay in the cluster even 

after the MNE leaves or succumbs. 

The responses predominantly point to the university having a major influence on the 

motivations of MNEs to establish in the park. The university reportedly has a strategic role 

on the specialization of the park through its supply of skills to the cluster. However, it is 

unclear if the supply of specialized labor is in response to presence of MNEs or vice versa. 

What is true however, is that the university’s reputation has attracted MNEs to establish in 

the cluster. Henceforth, the solidification of a competence area or the creation of a new one 

can be influenced to a certain extent by the skill supply of the university and the recognition 

this supply has outside of the cluster. The higher the reputation of the graduates with a 

specific set of skills the more firms will establish in the region. Additionally, highly skilled 

graduates or researchers an also generate new firms based on their competences. As 
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mentioned previously, relying on a small venture approach for the development of a 

competence area can be slow and risky, thus it could be advisable to regard this approach 

as supportive in nature. 

An important aspect of a knowledge cluster is the flow of information within it. As 

became evident from the responses, there is some room for improvement on the integration 

and interaction among companies. Although most participant MNEs motivated their 

presence in the cluster on the potential of collaboration and knowledge exchange with other 

companies, few were actually engaged in formal collaboration. Furthermore, the 

interaction between SMEs and MNEs proved to also be limited within the science park 

based on the participants’ responses.  

To increase innovative competitiveness in the global arena, the critical mass has to be 

complemented by integration. As reviewed in the theoretical section and with supported 

by the perceptions of this study’s respondents, knowledge exchange and cross-pollination 

are crucial for innovation. Albeit an apparent loose integration of the hosted firms currently 

seems to be softly mitigated by social interactions, the park should pursue further 

knowledge integration of its companies, especially the larger more powerful MNEs. 

According to some observations and responses, there are reasons to believe that the lack of 

communication is primarily due to fears related to intellectual property contamination and 

dissemination. Even as reasonable arguments can be made in favor of open innovation 

through the exchange of information, changing a multinational corporation’s culture and 

intellectual property policy could be a challenging task. Thus, the park’s main tool to foster 

integration and collaboration is by policies aiming at densifying the host firm network 

socially. 

The integration between MNEs and endemic SMEs seems to be modest. The 

interaction among these companies is important as it transfers complex and valuable 

knowledge from the MNE to the locally bound endemic SMEs, embedding the cluster with 

the knowledge in the process. Based on the responses and observations there are reasons 

to believe that smaller MNE teams are more likely to collaborate with SMEs, as larger 

MNEs tend to become self-centered and isolated from the rest of the firms in the cluster. 

One possible approach to address this problem is to partially prioritize the support 

infrastructure towards SMEs and startups that can enhance the activities and development 
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of the locally established MNEs. For this, considering that university graduates and 

researchers represent a major source of startups and SMEs for the science park, the 

activities of the MNEs should be effectively communicated to the relevant departments. 

By communicating the MNEs’ activities in the cluster, students and faculty alike can more 

successfully exploit untapped niches through knowledge-intensive profitable ventures.  

A last implication stemming from the park’s history, observations and responses is the 

unrelenting role as a challenger and catalyzer the park should pursue. The science park 

itself was born as an approach to create a new industry in the region in response to the 

demise of a substantial portion of the region’s previous core industries. As claimed by 

Porter (1990) and with support from the literature reviewed and the responses, clusters 

should be cautious to artificially support the survival of a firm, instead it should let market 

forces decide its fate. Although the departure or demise of a large established firm in a 

cluster creates a short-term negative shock, in the long run it can strengthen other firms in 

the region and open the opportunity for new businesses. The larger the departing MNE, the 

more knowledge-embedded labor freed to strengthen other firms. The older the presence 

of the MNE, the more experience embedded in the freed employees. Thus, in the prospect 

of an MNE departure or demise, instead of artificially supporting its survival, the park 

should pursue strategies that avoid excessive knowledge leakage and guide its employment 

in local firms or new ventures. 
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6. Conclusion 

 

Justified by the limited work on science parks this thesis has explored the benefits 

incurred by science parks and multinational enterprises alike through the establishment of 

MNE subsidiaries within these artificial clusters. More specifically, the focus was 

predominantly on the information and knowledge flow benefits by both actors. Both the 

transfer of information to and from the MNE as well as the retention of information by the 

cluster have been assessed. 

Taken with responsible criticism, this thesis has provided evidence supporting the idea 

that clusters and MNEs share mutual benefits when the MNE has a permanent subsidiary 

within the cluster. These benefits have been explored through four distinct themes: 

specialization, knowledge spillovers, SME-MNE complementariness, and liberation of 

labor through MNE downsizing or departure. For the analysis of the empirical data, the 

study has adapted the terminology and corresponding theoretical implications of clusters 

into the reality of science parks. 

Based on the findings of this study, science parks can benefit primarily from the 

specialization fueled by MNE presence through knowledge inertia and the consequential 

knowledge embeddedness in the park. The establishment of an MNE subsidiary can 

gradually influence the factors of production to fit its needs. As the cluster’s factors of 

production have adapted to the MNE’s activities, the cluster becomes more attractive for 

other MNEs in similar or related industries seeking to get access to tacit and complex 

knowledge embedded in the cluster. Furthermore, the MNEs generate critical mass that 

enhances the park’s attractiveness for MNE by giving it legitimacy as well as relevant 

knowledge diversity. Although MNE establishment was not found to significantly benefit 

from the endemic SMEs substantially, the latter benefit from knowledge spillovers both 

through labor mobility and social interactions. 

In the case of the Ideon cluster, the MNEs main reported benefit lies in the cluster’s 

factors of production, more specifically the supply of specialized labor. MNEs in the Ideon 

cluster also benefit from knowledge spillovers primarily through labor mobility and social 

interactions to a lesser extent. Although most MNEs claimed that formal collaborations 

with other firms was a major motivation to establish in the park, there were few actual 
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instances of such collaborations reported. There did not seem to be any perceived benefits 

from collaborations with smaller actors in the cluster. 

Contrary to usual policy approaches, this thesis makes a claim that large firms should 

not always be supported in the risk of demise. Despite the immediate negative effects of 

the collapse of a large firm in a cluster, in the lung-run its demise can strengthen the 

surviving firms. Additionally, its freed employees can create new ventures influenced by 

the unfortunate firm’s knowledge base. This premise implies that further research on 

spillover effects from departing or collapsing MNEs within science parks can be fruitful. 

The implications of this study’s findings lay foundations for arguing that, in order to 

solidify an innovative cluster’s global competitiveness in a certain knowledge area, it 

should prioritize the needs of the MNEs over those of the SMEs. However, this 

prioritization must also be unrelenting to failing MNEs. Relying on SMEs and new 

ventures to enhance a cluster’s position in a certain knowledge base is both slow and risky. 

This opens the question for further research exploring the right balance of science park 

policy between the interests of MNEs and the needs of SMEs when pursuing innovative 

competitiveness. 

There still are several factors that are worth exploring. First, it is still unclear if the 

specialization of skills in a cluster’s factors of production is in response to MNE presence 

or vice versa. Secondly, although critical mass was found to have positive effects for both 

the MNE and the cluster, the effect of actor integration remained loosely defined. This 

invites for studies centering on the differences in influence volume and integration have on 

the innovative performance of a cluster. Finally, further research could explore the 

collaborative behavior of knowledge-intensive MNEs and SMEs within science parks 

according to their size and knowledge base.  
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Appendix 
 

 

Figure 1: Interview Guide for MNEs 

 
1. Name: __________________________________________ 

2. Company:______________________________________ 

3. Position: _______________________________________ 
4. Allowed to Share information: Y   /   N 

5. How innovative do you rate your company (1-strongly disagree, 2-disagree, 3-agree, 4-

strongly agree)?  

6. Why? 

7. How large is the firm globally? 

8. How large is the local branch? 

9. Where else in the world do you have offices? 

10. Describe the level of freedom/say in innovative activities/direction? 

11. How would you describe your innovative efforts in terms of incremental (described as 

cost-efficiency) or radical? 

12. Does the company usually collaborate with other firms to innovate? 

13. What is the nature of these collaborations? 

14. Any currently active local collaborative effort? With an Ideon company? 

15. What where your and your company’s preconceived notion of Ideon? 

16. Why is your company present at Ideon? 

17. Have the expectations been fulfilled? 

18. Was your motivation to establish operations in Ideon related to the actions other 

companies? 

19. Does your branch interact formally or informally (social) with other Ideon companies?  

20. Any success story? 

21. What activities are currently performed at Ideon?  

22. What is your opinion on the innovative potential of social interactions? 

23. Describe the supply of labor within Ideon/Lund in terms of usefulness for your company: 

24. Describe the demand conditions in Ideon (quality of demand): 

25. Describe Ideon suppliers in terms of innovativeness: 

26. Describe the firm structure and strategy within Ideon: 

27. In the presence of local rivals, rate their significance for your firm in terms of innovative 

competition: 

28. Most important types of information flow? Vertical (suppliers/customers), Horizontal 

(rivals/ competitors), Social (knowledge spillovers from social interaction): 

29. Has there been cross pollination of vertically received ideas? 

30. Describe the subsidiary’s relationship with local suppliers and customers? 

31. The most important aspect of Ideon for your company? 

32. [Customized follow-up questions] 
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Figure 2: Interview Guide for SMEs 

 

1. Name: __________________________________________ 

2. Company:______________________________________ 

3. Position: _______________________________________ 

4. Allowed to Share information: Y   /   N 
5. How innovative do you rate your company (1-strongly disagree, 2-disagree, 3-agree, 4-

strongly agree)?  

6. Why? 

7. How large is the business? 

8. How would you describe your innovative efforts in terms of incremental (described as 

cost-efficiency) or radical? 

9. Does the company usually collaborate with other firms to innovate? 

a. With Large businesses? 

b. With other Small businesses? 

10. What is the nature of these collaborations? 

11. Any currently active collaborative effort with another Ideon company?  

12. What where your and your company’s preconceived notion of Ideon? 

13. What are your current ideas about Ideon? 

14. Why is your company present at Ideon? 

15. Have the expectations been fulfilled? 

16. Was the motivation to establish in Ideon related to the actions of ther companies (rivals 

or suppliers) 

17. Does your branch interact formally or informally (social) with other Ideon companies? 

18. What activities are currently performed at Ideon? 

19. What is your opinion on the innovative potential of social interactions? 

a. Any success story? 

b. Whom have you learned the most form? 

20. Describe the supply of skilled labor within Ideon/Lund in terms of usefulness for your 

company. 

21. Describe the demand conditions in Ideon (quality of demand): 

22. Describe Ideon suppliers in terms of innovativeness: 

23. Describe the firm structure and strategy within Ideon: 

24. In the presence of local rivals, describe their significance for your firm in terms of 

innovative competition: 

25. Most important types of information flow? Vertical (suppliers/customers), Horizontal 

(rivals/ competitors), Social (knowledge spillovers from social interaction): 

26. What are you company’s main sources of ideas/ knowledge/ inspiration? 

27. What is the company’s relationship with its suppliers/customers? 

28. [Customized follow-up questions] 
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Figure 3: Interview Guide for Ideon Support and Management Organizations 

 

1. Name: __________________________________________ 

2. Company:______________________________________ 

3. Position: _______________________________________ 

4. Allowed to Share information: Y   /   N 
5. What is your organization’s main objective? 

6. What are your organizations core strengths? 

7. What are the current policies your organization has for increasing its competitiveness against 

other science parks and clusters? 

8. How many companies are currently in Ideon? 

a. What is the average size? 

b. How many multinationals have offices in Ideon? 

9. Describe your organization’s relationship with local multinational enterprises’ subsidiaries: 

10. Why do multinationals establish offices in Ideon? 

11. What are the core reasons for startups and SMEs to establish in Ideon? 

12. To what extent do companies exchange information among one another? 

a. What is your organization doing to foster information exchange? 

13. What are the main mechanisms information exchange takes place? 

14. To what extend do Ideon businesses trade with one another 

15. To what extent do small and medium Ideon companies conduct business with larger firms? 

16. Describe the main challenges the science park faces:  

17. Describe the main competitive strengths of Ideon in a global scale 

18. [Customized follow-up questions] 
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Figure 4: Map of Ideon Science Park 

 

 


