






Edited by: ChrisƟna Minniberger, Agnieszka Olechnicka, Adam Płoszaj, 
Suntje Schmidt

This project is co-financed by ERDF and made possible by INTERREG IVC programme

The contents refl ect the authors’ views. The INTERREG IVC Managing Authority 
is not liable for any use that may be made of the informaƟ on contained therein.

ISBN 978-83-7383-619-8

Prepress preparaƟ on:
Wydawnictwo Naukowe Scholar Sp. z o.o.
ul. Krakowskie Przedmieście 62
00-322 Warszawa
Poland
info@scholar.com.pl
www.scholar.com.pl



Contents

IntroducƟ on

From Good PracƟ ces to Interregional Learning  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7

IntroducƟ on to Subchapters  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  9

Knowledge Network Management Tools

Demand Analysis – IdenƟ fi caƟ on of Strategies and Approaches to Linking 
Companies and Academic InsƟ tuƟ ons  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  12

ObjecƟ ves. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  12
Benefi ts  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  12
Methodology . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  14
Results  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  17
Products . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  24
PotenƟ al Impact on Regional Development  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  26
Transferability  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  26
Next Steps  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  27

Benchmarking – Improving Services in Incubators, Science 
and Technology Parks . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  28

ObjecƟ ves. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  28
Benefi ts  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  29
Methodology . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  30
The Benchmarking QuesƟ onnaire  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  30
Know-Man Benchmarking Success Criteria . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  32

Phase 1: Defi ning and Structuring the Benchmarking Process. . .  32
Phase 2: CollecƟ on of Data  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  33
Phase 3: Analysis of Data. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  33
Phase 4: Peer Review (opƟ onal) . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  34
Phase 5: EvaluaƟ on and ConƟ nuaƟ on  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  34

Results  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  35
Products / Outputs  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  38



PotenƟ al Impact on Regional Development  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  39
Transferability  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  40
Next Steps  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  40

Knowledge Atlas – Visualising InnovaƟ on   . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  42
ObjecƟ ves. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  42
Benefi ts  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  42
Methodology . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  43

PreparaƟ on Phase  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  43
ImplementaƟ on Phase. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  44
VisualisaƟ on Phase  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  44

Knowledge Atlas Media  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  54
PotenƟ al Impact on Regional Development  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  54
Transferability  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  55
Next Steps  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  56

Conclusion

Regional Networks and Networked Regions  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  57

Various Needs – Diverse Instruments – Strategic Decisions  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  58

Transferability Requires AdaptaƟ on  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  59

Mutual Learning as a Necessity and Added-Value of Interregional 
CooperaƟ on. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  60

Strong CooperaƟ on within Triple Helix as a Success Factor  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  61

Sustainability of Project Results in Regions  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  62



7

INTRODUCTION
Agnieszka Olechnicka, Suntje Schmidt, Barbara Staib

From Good PracƟ ces to Interregional Learning

InnovaƟve companies, academic insƟtuƟons and public authoriƟes are key players 
in internaƟonal, naƟonal, and regional innovaƟon systems. Nevertheless, one of the 
obstacles to successful cooperaƟon e.g. between academic and economic enƟƟes is 
the lack of a “common language”.

The INTERREG IVC project “Know-Man – Knowledge Network Management in 
Technology Parks” works on these problems right at the interface between business, 
academic, and public insƟtuƟons: The Know-Man project unites 15 partners from 
5 different European countries represenƟng public authoriƟes, scienƟfic insƟtuƟons, 
and management units of technology parks and incubators.1 Technology Parks are 
ideal tesƟng sites for pracƟces aiming at improving the linkages between economic 
and academic spheres because companies and academic insƟtuƟons co-exist 
next door to each other. Nevertheless, this does not guarantee an acƟve culture 
of interacƟon and cooperaƟon. Therefore, Know-Man idenƟfied and developed 
different instruments and tools for analysing exisƟng knowledge potenƟals within 
regions as well as for opƟmising the interacƟon and cooperaƟon culture in the 
future.

As an INTERREG IVC project Know-Man evolves around interregional learning, 
because the parƟcipaƟng enƟƟes from 5 European countries develop and share 
soluƟons for joint problems. Nevertheless, INTERREG IVC project do not just lead 
to interregional learning effects, but also to regional ones: PracƟces and knowledge 
in interregional projects are not just shared between project partners. Instead, 
partners further distribute such pracƟces and knowledge within their region and 
hence funcƟon as mulƟpliers.

The Knowledge Network Management tools that are described in this brochure – 
Knowledge Atlases, Demand Analysis, and Benchmarking – funcƟon as examples 
for the mulƟple dimensions of learning within Know-Man. Those three are learning 
tools: The Know-Man team learned how to adapt and adjust them, the project 
partners learned from working with the instruments, and regional stakeholders 
hopefully learn from our recommendaƟons and compiled lessons learned. In this 
brochure we would like to share our learning process with you!

The Know-Man iniƟaƟve started with idenƟfying Good PracƟces regarding methods 
and processes for improving the business-science interacƟon. With this measure the 

1 For more informaƟ on about the project, please visit: www.know-man.eu
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project aimed at learning about iniƟaƟves that have already proven to be successful 
and about the reasons for the success. The collected Good PracƟces are published 
in the Know-Man Good PracƟces Guide that is available in printed form and well as 
online.2 The Good PracƟce Guide offers not only a broad collecƟon of experiences, 
methodologies and approaches that focus on the transfer of knowledge, know-how 
and technology between enterprises, research insƟtutes, public administraƟons, 
and intermediaries but also summarises some lessons learned regarding transfer of 
good pracƟces.

In addiƟon to collecƟng and publishing the idenƟfied Good PracƟces, Know-Man 
also set up arrangements to interregionally transfer some of these pracƟces. In 
tandems that unite two regions (the one that hosts a specific Good PracƟce and 
the one that would like to set up the pracƟces as well) partner organisaƟons and 
addiƟonal regional stakeholders work on seƫng up a new pracƟce in a new region. 
This is the case e.g. for the Wiwex course developed at the Humboldt Universität 
zu Berlin (that is being transferred to Koroška, Slovenia) or the Working Breakfasts 
developed in Seville (planned to be transferred in form of a “recipe book” that unites 
and compares several different regional approaches).

IdenƟfying and sharing pracƟces in regional development is one way to share 
ideas interregionally. Another way to do so is by working together, because shared 
pracƟces and shared processes allow stakeholders to combine each other’s 
specialised knowledge in order to solve a problem or to deal with a task. To idenƟfy 
further need for acƟon regarding the link between academic, economic, and public 
enƟƟes, to idenƟfy regional potenƟals and to highlight exisƟng strengths and idenƟfy 
weaknesses, Know-Man worked with the following tools:

• a Demand Analysis in Science and Technology Parks helps to cover questions 
on supply and demand for Knowledge Network Tools.

• a Benchmarking questionnaire implemented in Science and Technology Parks 
helps in analysing the current status quo of parks and identifying weaknesses 
that have to be solved.

• a Knowledge Atlas helps to visualise existing regional “knowledge carriers” 
and cooperation services.

2 The brochure can be downloaded at hƩ p://www.know-man.eu/fi les/1111/fi le/knowman_good_
pracƟ ces_fi n.pdf
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INTERREG as Laboratory and Tool-Kit for Regional InnovaƟ on Policy

Comment by Barbara Staib, Senate Department of Economics, Technology and 
Research

Berlin has been transforming drasƟcally since the reunificaƟon 20 years ago, 
and this has not been a smooth process. Today, Berlin is back on the path to 
growth and has become one of the leading locaƟons in Europe for science, 
innovaƟon, and creaƟvity. InternaƟonal cooperaƟon plays an important role 
in supporƟng enterprises and industries in becoming more crisis-resistant and 
fit for transformaƟons. Consequently, the Senate Department for Economics, 
Technology and Research uses several programs and projects to test new 
ideas in regional-economic development. The INTERREG programmes within 
the Structural Funds are among them, and includeJOSEFIN (Joint SME Finance 
for InnovaƟon, INTERREG IVB project) and Know-Man (Knowledge Network 
Management in Technology Parks, INTERREG IVC).

INTERREG offers not only a frame to learn about innovaƟve approaches in 
regional economic development; the program also supports transfer of new 
ideas among regions. The projects allow for tesƟng in protected environment 
new ideas, pracƟces, instruments, and tools. Those considered important for 
the capital region will be further developed. In that way, the EU Structural Funds 
offer something similar to a laboratory, as through the INTERREG IVC program 
regional stakeholders get the chance to share, transform, and transfer innovaƟve 
ideas.

IntroducƟ on to Subchapters

This brochure aims at sharing not primarily the results of using selected Knowledge 
Network Management instruments. Instead, we would like to emphasis on the 
methodologies for the three instruments used in Know-Man in order to enable 
interested readers to use these instruments too. The descripƟon of each tool – 
Knowledge Atlas, Benchmarking, and Demand Analysis – is based on a common 
outline in order to support comparable descripƟons.

Each of the three chapters describing the instrument consists of eight parts. The 
first part regards the tool’s objecƟve. The authors provide basic informaƟon on 
each instrument, namely: its aims, context in the project, and context in regional 
development. The second paragraph describes benefits one may gain from the 
implementaƟon of the respecƟve instrument as well as potenƟal obstacles. The 
third secƟon is devoted to the methodology; it contains informaƟon regarding the 
bodies capable and responsible of implemenƟng the pracƟces and highlights the 
knowledge, skills, staff as well as financial and Ɵme resources needed for the tool’s 
implementaƟon. The result of the instrument’s implementaƟon and its regional 
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specificiƟes are described in the fourth secƟon – typically the most comprehensive 
one. The fiŌh paragraph is the conƟnuaƟon of the preceding one as it characterises 
and evaluates the ways of communicaƟon of the tool’s results to the wider public. 
The last three parts, containing self-analysis, are of high value for the project. Firstly, 
the authors were asked to assess the tool’s potenƟal impact on regional development 
by comparing the results with the objecƟves of the tool and its described benefits. 
Secondly, the possibiliƟes of interregional transferability of each tool are discussed. 
Finally, the last part of each subchapter indicates the lessons learned and good 
pracƟces related to the implementaƟon of each pracƟce.
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KNOWLEDGE NETWORK MANAGEMENT TOOLS

Each of the three secƟons in this chapter describes instruments for a regional 
knowledge network management and consists of eight parts. The first part regards 
the tool’s objecƟve. The authors provide the basic informaƟon on the instrument, 
namely: its aim, context in the project, and context in regional development. 
The second paragraph describes the potenƟal benefits from and obstacles in 
the implementaƟon of the respecƟve instrument. The third secƟon is devoted 
to the methodology; it contains the informaƟon regarding the bodies capable of 
and responsible for implemenƟng the pracƟces and highlights the knowledge, 
skills, financial and Ɵme resources needed for the tool’s implementaƟon. This 
part also undertakes the issue of cooperaƟon links. The result of the instrument’s 
implementaƟon and its regional specificiƟes are described in the fourth secƟon – 
typically the most comprehensive one. The fiŌh paragraph is the conƟnuaƟon of the 
preceding one as it characterises and evaluates the ways of communicaƟon of the 
tool’s results to the wider public. The three last parts, containing self-analysis, are of 
high value for the project. Firstly, the authors were asked to assess the tool’s potenƟal 
impact on regional development by comparing the results with the objecƟves of the 
tool and its described benefits. Secondly, the possibiliƟes of interregional transfer 
of each tool are discussed. Finally, the last part of each subchapter indicates the 
lessons learned and good pracƟces related to the implementaƟon of each pracƟce.
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Demand Analysis – IdenƟ fi caƟ on of Strategies and Approaches to Linking 
Companies and Academic InsƟ tuƟ ons
Authors: Prof. Dr. Elmar Kulke, Sascha Brinkhoff 

ObjecƟ ves

The Demand Analysis is a Good PracƟce developed and implemented in the Know-
Man project. The exchange of experiences and good pracƟces in knowledge network 
management (KNM) in science and technology parks is the central theme of the 
project. Thus, in order to develop new approaches to KNM and to formulate policy 
recommendaƟons, the actual demand and needs of companies have to be examined. 
The overall objecƟves of the Demand Analysis can be summarised as follows:

• Assessment of the current situation of business-to-science cooperation in 
science and technology parks and additional innovation hubs in the partner 
regions,

• Assessment of the utility and effectiveness of existing knowledge network 
management (KNM) instruments and channels,

• Assessment of related regional framework conditions,
• Identification of businesses’ demand and expectations regarding business-to-

science cooperation in innovation hubs and in the region in general,
• Identification of businesses’ needs for knowledge network management 

(KNM) instruments and institutions,
• Identification of specific needs for KNM tools by different types of businesses 

(e.g. start-ups and SMEs).

The target group in the Demand Analysis have been innovaƟve, high-technology 
SMEs located in science and technology parks as well as incubators. The analysis’ main 
focus was the quality of linkages to co-located and regional scienƟfic insƟtuƟons, 
respecƟvely. In some partner regions university and non-university research insƟ-
tuƟons are located at the innovaƟon sites (e.g. science parks). It has to be taken 
into consideraƟon, however, that in some other regions academic insƟtuƟons are 
located outside the specific innovaƟon site.

In addiƟon, general aspects of business-to-science interacƟon have been examined 
as well, to contribute to the idenƟficaƟon of needs and expectaƟons for KNM 
policies.

The results of the Demand Analysis in each partner region were compiled and 
a comparaƟve analysis was carried out to discuss similar approaches. Finally, policy 
recommendaƟons concerning the development of KNM policies and instruments 
were formulated.

Benefi ts

The Demand Analysis has got many funcƟons in innovaƟon management in regional 
development. First of all, it contributes to the analysis of the current inter-linkages 
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of companies with research centres and universiƟes in innovaƟon hubs such as 
science parks, in the region generally and beyond. In the analysis, the form and 
content of the connecƟons as well as the origin and geographical scope of the inter-
organisaƟonal relaƟonships are examined. This contributes to a beƩer understanding 
of the companies’ internal innovaƟon management – also differenƟated by specific 
company types.

Secondly, the Demand Analysis focuses on exisƟng knowledge network management 
systems at the innovaƟon hubs and in the regions. It evaluates their visibility and 
effecƟveness, i.e. the companies explicitly assess how they use and perceive certain 
KNM instruments and related insƟtuƟons that are aimed at fostering interacƟon 
with scienƟfic insƟtuƟons.

Thirdly, the Demand Analysis enables for idenƟfying companies’ needs and demands 
in two aspects: the future demand for business-to-science cooperaƟon in terms of 
its scope and content, as well as specific support schemes and tools that facilitate 
the interacƟon with researchers and research insƟtuƟons.

Based on all three elements of the companies’ inputs, related conclusions can be 
drawn and policy implicaƟons can be elaborated. Thus, high-technology businesses 
may contribute directly to the development or re-adjustment of new and/or exisƟng 
innovaƟon management strategies, instruments and insƟtuƟons on different levels 
in regional development.

Beneficiaries of the Demand Analysis’ results comprise various insƟtuƟons that are 
involved in the triple helix of the regional innovaƟon landscape. Public administraƟon, 
for example, shapes innovaƟon policies on the regional level. AddiƟonally, public 
intermediaries (e.g. innovaƟon agencies, regional development agencies and 
technology transfer offices) predominantly implement specific KNM tools.

The management bodies of innovaƟon hubs such as science parks, technology parks 
and incubators are addiƟonal major addressees of the Demand Analysis’ results. 
They especially represent the companies that are located in innovaƟon hubs in the 
triple helix structure.

The third pillar of the triple helix is composed of higher educaƟon insƟtuƟons (HEI) 
and research centres located at the innovaƟon sites and in the region. As major 
knowledge carriers (in addiƟon to companies) in the innovaƟon process and partner 
in business-to-science cooperaƟon, they need to respond to exisƟng obstacles 
and certain needs of the private sector. In this respect, the scienƟfic insƟtuƟons’ 
management and integrated business-to-science interfaces (e.g. university tech-
nology transfer offices) are the main target groups in this pillar of the triple helix.

For uƟlizing the Demand Analysis a few aspects have to be considered. The imple-
mentaƟon of the Demand Analysis requires an extensive preparaƟon (see also 
methodology). In order to examine the current effecƟveness of KNM policies and 
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instruments, the enƟre KNM infrastructure including specific tools, instruments, 
insƟtuƟons and strategies has to be collected, illustrated and analysed. AddiƟonal 
resources are also needed in the implementaƟon and evaluaƟon stages. An efficient 
use of resources in all stages ensures the generaƟon of profound and sustainable 
results. Furthermore, acƟve parƟcipaƟon of companies in this process has to be 
fostered, and entrepreneurs need to be moƟvated to get involved. Therefore, it is 
crucial to clearly define and communicate the Demand Analysis’ added value to the 
target groups.

The Demand Analysis’ results only shed light on the companies’ perspecƟve. In 
return, the ‘other side’, i.e. universiƟes and non-university research insƟtuƟons, 
also has to be considered. Therefore, an addiƟonal ‘supply analysis’ is also needed, 
although this term rather reflects the different roles of the private sector as the 
knowledge receiver and the scienƟfic sphere as knowledge supplier in a linear 
innovaƟon process. Nevertheless, the percepƟon of scienƟfic insƟtuƟons in the non-
linear, dynamic innovaƟon system has to be observed as well.

Methodology

As stated before, the use of the Demand Analysis tool is related to specific re -
quirements regarding preparaƟon, implementaƟon and evaluaƟon stages. In the 
Know-Man project several project partners were involved in the realisaƟon process 
and were responsible for specific tasks.

The Department of Geography at the Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin was the 
responsible project partner for this work package due to its experience in empirical 
social research on regional clusters and networks (also in case of science and 
technology parks). The university was in charge of preparing the Demand Analysis 
– of course in strong cooperaƟon with the other project partners and the project 
management.

In order to describe the skills and resources needed, the organisaƟon process of 
the Demand Analysis in the Know-Man project is illustrated. The overall objecƟve 
of this working step was to examine the characterisƟcs and the needs of different 
types of companies. Within the project partnership, three disƟnct target groups 
were defined: Start-up companies (up to three years of operaƟon; possibly located 
in an incubator at the science / technology park), ‘Young’ SMEs (four to five years of 
operaƟon; possibly located in a technology centre at the science / technology park), 
and ‘Well-established’ SMEs (more than five years of operaƟon; possibly located in 
their own faciliƟes at the science / technology park).

The Demand Analysis’ survey was designed by the Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin. 
A pre-test was carried out at the science park Adlershof in Berlin to ensure the 
survey’s feasibility and quality. Later on, the survey and preliminary experiences 
were presented at a Know-Man project meeƟng. In order to ensure the Demand 
Analysis’ interregional feasibility and comparability, the partner regions’ specifics 
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had to be taken into account, especially different sizes of the involved science and 
technology parks and incubators, the availability of data as well as the diverging 
accessibility of companies in the regions.1

As a result of the internal discussion, a combined quanƟtaƟve-qualitaƟve approach 
to the implementaƟon of the Demand Analysis’ survey was selected.2 For example, 
based on the experiences of various science and technology park management 
bodies, the businesses response rate was expected to be very low in case of using 
a standardised wriƩen quesƟonnaire in the survey. Thus, the more qualitaƟve 
approach including a personal meeƟng and interview with the entrepreneurs was 
chosen for the Demand Analysis. The qualitaƟve approach also enabled the collecƟon 
of more in-depth knowledge and informaƟon about the scope of exisƟng business-
to-science relaƟonships in form, content and geographical dimension as well as the 
companies’ needs and demand for prospecƟve cooperaƟon and the development of 
a supporƟng infrastructure. For this purpose, a standardised quesƟonnaire and an 
interview guideline was developed.

In the next step, the survey (including the quesƟonnaire and the interview guideline) 
was translated into each partner region’s naƟonal language as well as adjusted to 
the respecƟve regional situaƟon. The disƟnct knowledge network management 
services, the respecƟve insƟtuƟons and intermediaries involved in the regional 
innovaƟon management as well as the specific key industries that differed by each 
innovaƟon hub and partner region were important aspects to be adapted to each 
region’s specific survey.

Along with the survey, a manual was developed to ensure a comparable working 
procedure for each regional survey, in order to ensure interregional comparability 
of the results. It contained detailed informaƟon about the exact survey working 
procedure, e.g. Ɵme plan, pre-selecƟon criteria, interview preparaƟon, interview 
implementaƟon’s methodology and evaluaƟon of the interview results on the 
regional level. However, the partner regions implemented the survey using different 
approaches based on their resources, experiences and the regional framework 
condiƟons.

1 For examples, the technology parks in three partner regions were concerned about the disclosure 
of company-specifi c data (e.g. annual turnover, R&D expenditures). These kinds of data are considered 
more confi denƟ al in some regions than others. In addiƟ on, some science parks and their tenant 
companies have already been subject of various research projects. Thus, many companies are not 
moƟ vated anymore to parƟ cipate in surveys, especially implemented in form of quesƟ onnaires. These 
kinds of aspects had to be considered in the development of the survey‘s fi nal design.
2 In order to obtain a certain representaƟveness and minimum comparability of the Demand Analyses 
carried out in each partner region, it was agreed by the partnership to survey ca. 10–15 % of the total 
number of high-technology companies or at least 15–20 high-technology companies in each innovaƟon 
hub. The goal was to survey all three different company categories with equal shares in each science 
park, technology park or incubator. The target group were responsible persons in the companies’ 
management – preferably the company’s managing director or the R&D department’s director.
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For example, the partner regions Koroška, Rome metropolitan region and Veneto 
selected an ‘in-house soluƟon’ approach, in which the incubator’s management TRC 
Koroška and the innovaƟon agencies BIC Lazio and Veneto Innovazione, respecƟvely, 
were solely responsible for the implementaƟon of the survey. Each region, however, 
developed an individual approach to conduct the survey.3

In the other three partner regions in Berlin, Wroclaw and Seville, the science and 
technology park management companies joined forces with the scienƟfic project 
partners Department of Geography at the Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin (HUB) and 
the Centre for European Regional and Local Studies (EUROREG) at the University 
of Warsaw. In all three partnerships, the respecƟve managing body idenƟfied 
suitable companies and contacted the selected companies to introduce the Know-
Man project’s objecƟves and the Demand Analysis’ aims. Subsequently, HUB and 
EUROREG organised bilateral meeƟngs to complete the survey.

Finally, the relevant informaƟon and survey data in the six case studies were 
collected, translated into English, if necessary, and submiƩed to the Department 
of Geography at the Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin for a comparaƟve analysis. The 
work package leader, in cooperaƟon with responsible partner insƟtuƟons in each 
region, was responsible for conducƟng the overall analysis emphasising the regional 
demand for KNM policies.

The implementaƟon of the Demand Analysis required a strong cooperaƟon 
between the innovaƟons hubs’ management and the surveying insƟtuƟon. In most 
cases, several persons of staff on both sides were involved in preparing the survey, 
adjusƟng it to the regional contexts, in implemenƟng, collecƟng and evaluaƟng the 
surveyed data. The work package leader was mainly responsible for preparaƟon and 
evaluaƟon of the Demand Analysis.

In the interview preparaƟon with the companies, the responsible staff had to 
examine the region’s innovaƟon landscape and supporƟng infrastructure to be able 
to discuss the effecƟveness of the exisƟng regional KNM system. In addiƟon, the 
interviewers had to be trained in the interview methodology. Therefore, a detailed 
survey manual was developed.

Due to the qualitaƟve approach, more manpower was needed, which affects the 
cost calculaƟon for such tool.

The enƟre process of the Demand Analysis started in July 2010 with the preparaƟon 
of the survey. AŌer the regional adjustment in the six regions in September 2010, 
the survey’s implementaƟon was realised between October 2010 and April 2011. 

3 In the cases of TRC Koroška and three diff erent innovaƟ on sites in the Veneto region, the TRC 
Koroška’s management and Veneto Innovazione idenƟ fi ed companies suitable for inclusion in the 
survey. Subsequently, bi-lateral meeƟ ngs were organised to complete the quesƟ onnaire and to conduct 
the interviews. At the Technology Park TiburƟ no in the Lazio region, two diff erent methods were used: 
bi-lateral meeƟ ngs (like discussed before) and a business-to-business event that was organised by BIC 
Lazio. This event was uƟ lized as a plaƞ orm to implement the survey in a concentrated eff ort.
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Preliminary results were presented in July 2011, while the final reports were issued 
in December 2011.

The specific focus on selected innovaƟon hubs and disƟnct companies as well as the 
representaƟveness of the small (in relaƟon to the total number of high-technology 
companies at the science and technology parks and incubators) number of surveyed 
businesses are the limitaƟons of the Demand Analysis in Know-Man.

Results

A total of 127 companies were surveyed in the six different partner regions and 
related science parks, technology parks and technology incubators.4 Companies in 
the following innovaƟon hubs were considered in the Demand Analysis:

• Science and Technology Park Adlershof in Berlin (Capital Region Berlin-Bran-
denburg): 26 companies

• Wroclaw Technology Park (Lower Silesia Voivodship): 24 companies
• TRC Koroška (Koroška): 7 companies
• Science and Technology Park Cartuja in Seville (Andalusia): 28 companies
• Technology Park Tiburtino (Lazio): 16 companies
• Science Park Vega in Venice, the University of Padua’s incubator Start Cube 

and the incubator La Fornace in Asolo (Veneto): 26 companies.

The overall results show a diverse quality of business-to-science cooperaƟon in 
the recent past in the different case studies. While businesses in the science parks 
Adlershof and Cartuja as well as in the incubator TRC Koroška have constantly 
and strongly collaborated with research centres and universiƟes, the companies 
surveyed at the innovaƟon sites in Wroclaw, Lazio and Veneto show rather weaker 
inter-organisaƟonal interacƟon (see Fig. 1).

Also, the tools and communicaƟon / intermediary channels that support business-
to-science interacƟon are perceived differently in the partner regions.5 It has to be 
remembered, though, that the specific insƟtuƟons and instruments of knowledge 
network management are not directly comparable. However, in all case studies 
personal contacts to researchers and scienƟfic insƟtuƟons are the most important 
channel and source for promoƟon of collaboraƟve acƟviƟes. In some region, the 
managing body of the science and technology parks as well as incubators play 
a significant role, too. The same applies to regional and industry-related networks. 
In general, public intermediaries such as technology transfer offices, patent com-
mercializaƟon agencies, regional development agencies etc. are of rather minor 
importance (see Fig. 2).

4 In some cases, the companies only completed either the quesƟ onnaire or the interview part. As 
a result, each 124 quesƟ onnaires and interviews could be analysed.
5 In each case study, the KNM insƟ tuƟ ons and instruments were illustrated using specifi c examples 
from the respecƟ ve region.
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In terms of parƟcular knowledge network management instruments, specific sub-
categories were idenƟfied. As an illustraƟon, the results for tools in networking 
and financial support are shown in Fig. 2. In addiƟon to personal networks, specific 
net working and matchmaking events as well as conferences are predominantly 
perceived as valuable plaƞorms for fostering relaƟonships between business and 
research. Virtual contact plaƞorms are used less extensively. Thus, personal meeƟngs 
and face-to-face contacts sƟll are considered as fundamentally important in iniƟaƟng 
first contacts. InformaƟon is exchanged in a later stage. R&D markeƟng, i.e. the 
presentaƟon and disseminaƟon of R&D acƟviƟes in innovaƟons hubs and regions, is 
relaƟvely significant, too.

The survey’s results also show a relaƟvely high value of financial support schemes, 
e.g. in terms of joint R&D projects, start-up / spin-off support and support of skilled 
talent. In parƟcular, joint research programmes on the naƟonal and European level 
contribute to the generaƟon of new inter-organisaƟonal contacts that are oŌen 
maintained beyond the iniƟal project duraƟon.

In the interviews, specific informaƟon could be gathered about region-specific 
obstacles and needs in regard to business-to-science cooperaƟon and supporƟng 
KNM instruments. In summary, the following needs were idenƟfied in five key areas:

• Information and communication: Improvement of accessibility and inter-
activity; dissemination of up-to-date information that enhances the visibility 
of cooperation opportunities

• Business-to-science networking: Creation of opportunities to meet in person 
as personal contacts are key, e.g. events, trade shows and demo spaces; 
promotion of technology or industry-based networks; pro-active match-
making institution

• Cultural change: Promotion of higher visibility and transparency of potentials 
of cooperation from the science sector; promotion of entrepreneurship in 
university education and research

• Financial support: Supply and communication of available funding schemes
• Recruitment of skilled talent: Adjustment of university training to market 

needs; business-to-science partnering in university education (e.g. internships, 
master theses, course syllabus)

As an illustraƟon, specific findings were revealed in each case study (Table 1 provides 
an overview of the specific findings in each case study). At the science park Adlershof 
the lacking integraƟon and openness of the six departments of natural sciences of 
the Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin (HUB) was stressed:

“The last thing that I saw was a clean room where two people work (…). It was 
completely empty. Now the quesƟon is what are the opportuniƟes for others? 
Who will organise it, and does the HUB actually wants it? (…) It’s not clear to me, 
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how the HUB wants to integrate into this SME landscape here.” (Company 17, STP 
Adlershof)

In contrast, the primarily technically oriented School of Engineering at the STP Cartuja 
in Seville is integrated quite well. However, the interviews revealed a lacking supply 
and disseminaƟon of disƟncƟve informaƟon about on-going research acƟviƟes in 
companies and research groups as well as potenƟal opportuniƟes for collaboraƟon. 
New plaƞorms were suggested to overcome the informaƟon deficit responding to 
the entrepreneurs’ habitus at the same Ɵme:

“I would like them to meet me. To host a conference and a forum, and the 
research centres tell us about what they focus on, what they can offer, what they 
dedicate to, where do they want to be, how do they think they could support 
the companies. (…) Me, the ExecuƟve of this company, I don’t know what the 
research centres are doing. (…) SomeƟmes, these public insƟtuƟons use great 
expressions on their website etc. about what they do. I think it could be done 
more quickly…to sit down together at a conference, a forum for one day, and to 
tell us.” (Company 25, STP Cartuja)

At the Wroclaw Technology Park and in the Wroclaw region, many interviewees 
expressed the need for more entrepreneurial universiƟes in parƟcular. Thus, more 
structural changes are needed:

“Changes in the very funcƟoning of the university. (…) There is sƟll the view that 
it is wrong for a university employee to work addiƟonally outside the university. 
It should be just the other way round: the University of Technology should be 
interested in improving their staff also outside the university.” (Company 12, 
Wroclaw TP)

As a conclusion, several policy implicaƟons can be formulated. First of all, there 
is a strong necessity to provide a transparent overview of how and in what way 
regional scienƟfic insƟtuƟons want to contribute to the regional economy and its 
innovaƟveness. There is a high demand from SMEs, and this kind of ‘supply’ and 
opportuniƟes (e.g. know-how, infrastructure, talent) for collaboraƟve efforts with 
companies has to be communicated openly and acƟvely. In addiƟon, respecƟve 
framework condiƟons, for example regarding the ownership of mutually created 
intellectual property, have to be defined. The openness may also contribute to 
a beƩer reciprocal understanding and an approximaƟon in terms of work culture 
and mentality.
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Several KNM tools and structures may support the enhanced interacƟon between 
SMEs and scienƟfic insƟtuƟons at innovaƟon hubs and in the regions in general:

1. Certain KNM tools may establish strong personal relaƟ onships and a social 
experience process, respecƟ vely. InnovaƟ ve ideas are co-working spaces 
for mixed teams, student and Ph.D. student placements in companies and 
a stronger integraƟ on of entrepreneurs in higher educaƟ on insƟ tuƟ ons’ 
educaƟ on (e.g. ‘research master’ programme, endowed professorships).

2. Current research acƟ viƟ es and opportuniƟ es for cooperaƟ on and potenƟ al 
synergies have to be communicated to close the informaƟ on gap. Possible 
tools are interacƟ ve informaƟ on forums and plaƞ orms, also using social media 
networks.

3. Business-to-science cooperaƟ on may take diff erent forms. Student placements 
(internships and master theses), use of equipment and localised innovaƟ on 
vouchers may be good starƟ ng points (‘ice-breakers’) to foster strong inter-
organisaƟ onal relaƟ onships.

4. Matchmaking is important in establishing relaƟ onships between SMEs and 
science on any geographical scale. Thus, matchmaking insƟ tuƟ ons become 
more important. The managing bodies of science and technology parks and 
incubators may take over a more prominent role as direct interface, as they 
operate in both spheres and understand them.

Products

The Demand Analysis’ results were reported for each case study. The comparaƟve 
analysis describes disƟnct successful and innovaƟve KNM soluƟons that have been 
designed throughout the considered innovaƟon hubs to overcome obstacles of 
business-to-science interacƟon. These reports were submiƩed to the relevant 
partner regions. AddiƟonally, the reports could be delivered to relevant regional 
stakeholders.

Furthermore, the most important findings could be summarised in brochures that 
could be distributed on the regional level. The brochures may serve as a ‘teaser’ to 
inform numerous regional enƟƟes about the Demand Analysis’ results. For more 
detailed informaƟon the reports could be distributed addiƟonally.

For further in-depth communicaƟon and interacƟve discussion of the results among 
regional stakeholders and relevant insƟtuƟons within the triple helix possible 
products and outputs could be meeƟngs and workshops, in which disƟnct results 
are presented. Possible target groups include the companies that are located in 
the science and technology parks and incubators. In a ‘feedback workshop’ the 
final results of the Demand Analysis and related policy implicaƟons regarding the 
improvement of the KNM strategies may be reflected with the companies that 
parƟcipated in the survey as well as addiƟonal businesses.
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AddiƟonal meeƟngs could be organised to communicate the results to the uni-
versiƟes and research insƟtuƟons located in the science parks in parƟcular and in 
the region in general, because many findings directly affect either the university 
management, specific departments and research groups and / or internal business-
to-science interface organisaƟons.

The results have to be communicated to the public administraƟon and innovaƟon-
related intermediaries in the region, e.g. technology transfer offices, innovaƟon and 
regional development agencies. Specific events could contribute to establishing an 
intense dialogue between the Know-Man project and the public sector, which is also 
important for enhancing the sustainable translaƟon of the Demand Analysis’ results 
to regional knowledge network management approaches.

Finally, the results could be communicated using a general workshop or events 
involving all three different stakeholder groups of the triple helix. In Berlin, for 
example, the Transfer Alliance encompasses all three pillars.

TABLE 2 : Products characterisƟ cs

Name 
of Product / 

Channel

Issues to focus 
on in the CommunicaƟ on 
by the Product / Channel

Boundaries and LimitaƟ ons 
of the Product / Channel

Demand 
Analysis – 
Final Report

CommunicaƟ on of results of the 
Demand Analysis in the specifi c case 
study
AddiƟ onal fi ndings in similar 
case studies idenƟ fi ed within the 
comparaƟ ve analysis

Lack of interacƟ ve discussion 
of results
No specifi caƟ on of results for disƟ nct 
target groups within triple helix

Demand 
Analysis – 
Brochure

Summary of highlighted results of the 
Demand Analysis in the specifi c case 
study and addiƟ onal fi ndings in similar 
case studies idenƟ fi ed within the 
comparaƟ ve analysis

Only summarised illustraƟ on of results 
(in parƟ cular the qualitaƟ ve approach 
enabled the collecƟ on of very 
profound and detailed fi ndings)
Lack of interacƟ ve discussion of results
No specifi caƟ on of results for disƟ nct 
target groups within triple helix

Demand 
Analysis – 
Workshops

CommunicaƟ on of results of the 
Demand Analysis in the specifi c case 
study
AddiƟ onal fi ndings in similar 
case studies idenƟ fi ed within the 
comparaƟ ve analysis
Discussion of target group-specifi c 
aspects and fi ndings within specifi c 
enƟ Ɵ es of triple helix
Refl ecƟ on of ongoing developments 
regarding the implementaƟ on of KNM 
instruments as well as concerning 
the quality of business-to-science 
interacƟ on

Source: Know-Man
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PotenƟ al Impact on Regional Development

The Demand Analysis has revealed important findings regarding the companies’ 
demand and needs in respect of business-to-science cooperaƟon and associated 
KNM policies. In addiƟon, the current scope and quality of inter-organisaƟonal 
interacƟon was invesƟgated. The analysis of the current situaƟon also encompasses 
the obstacles that companies face in interacƟng and collaboraƟng with researchers 
and research insƟtuƟons.

The findings regarding the current state and needs in future acƟviƟes give important 
insights to the future development of KNM strategies and specifically implemented 
instruments. They affect all different spheres of the regional triple helix: public 
sector including intermediaries, management of science parks, technology parks 
and incubators, as well as research and higher educaƟon insƟtuƟons.

As a kind of unexpected effect, it has been revealed that in parƟcular the scienƟfic 
insƟtuƟons’ demand for business-to-science cooperaƟon should be examined and 
defined in an addiƟonal Demand Analysis (or ‘supply analysis’).

Transferability
The tool of the Demand Analysis is easily transferable to other regions. The success 
factors are strong cooperaƟon of the triple helix. First of all, it ensures sound 
preparaƟon of the survey in cooperaƟon with scienƟfic experts and pracƟcally 
oriented science and technology park management, which cooperates closely with 
the companies (on a daily basis). Secondly, the parƟcipaƟon of the public admi-
nistraƟon enables a beƩer communicaƟon of the Demand Analysis’ results to 
specific stakeholders responsible for the regional innovaƟon policy-making.

The value added of the Demand Analysis implemented in a more qualitaƟve ap-
proach can be briefly summarised in three key advantages:

1. Increased moƟ vaƟ on of businesses’ parƟ cipaƟ on in the Demand Analysis’ 
survey. The personal interviews have enhanced the companies’ willingness 
to share their experiences and needs in order to contribute to an improved 
regional innovaƟ on policy.

2. The qualitaƟ ve approach enabled a very detailed elaboraƟ on of the currently 
realised cooperaƟ on with scienƟ fi c insƟ tuƟ ons and, in parƟ cular, the discussion 
of their needs for improved knowledge network management in the region.

3. Mostly, the interviews within the Demand Analysis also touched other com-
plementary and related issues that were not part of the agenda before. Thus, 
the partnership was sensibilised for addiƟ onal key topics (e.g. transparency of 
scienƟ fi c insƟ tuƟ ons, internaƟ onalizaƟ on and public transportaƟ on) that also 
may aff ect the companies’ acƟ viƟ es in cooperaƟ on with scienƟ fi c insƟ tuƟ ons, 
among others.

However, to ensure the transferability of the Demand Analysis, the manpower 
and also the related financial resources have to be maintained for the enƟre 
implementaƟon process.



27

Next Steps

The Demand Analysis was carried out with the objecƟve of gaining insight into 
the companies’ needs and demands regarding prospecƟve business-to-science 
cooperaƟon and associated support mechanisms. In Know-Man, these objecƟves 
have been fulfilled. Furthermore, addiƟonal knowledge was generated about the 
current scope of these kinds of relaƟonships and exisƟng obstacles that need to be 
overcome. Other measures of the project, such as the development of Knowledge 
Atlases and Benchmarking, contributed to the Demand Analysis work process (e.g. 
mapping of the regional KNM infrastructure).

The broad disseminaƟon of the results is the key factor in ensuring the Demand 
Analysis’ sustainability. The results have to be addressed to the relevant regional 
enƟƟes that are part of the dynamic innovaƟon process by a diverse set of measures, 
i.e. case study reports including comparaƟve results from similar case studies, 
brochures and, most importantly, workshops discussing parƟcularly the results and 
policy implicaƟon.

In addiƟon, the companies also have noƟced that their effort pays off at some point. 
This will be the case when the Demand Analysis’ results are quickly integrated into 
the exisƟng regional innovaƟon management system. These tasks can be realised 
successfully when the triple helix partnership cooperates strongly. All partner 
insƟtuƟons in the triple helix partnership are asked to promote the sustainable 
transfer of the disƟnct results and policy implicaƟons in their field of experƟse.

The lessons learned of the instrument’s implementaƟ on certainly include the 
interregional learning within the partnership. Diff erent approaches based on the 
disƟ nct regional context were defi ned to guarantee the successful realisaƟ on in 
each partner region. In addiƟ on, strong partnerships were built across the partner 
regions throughout the enƟ re Demand Analysis’ process. Finally, the predominantly 
qualitaƟ ve approach has generated profound in-depth knowledge, even exceeding 
the previously defi ned objecƟ ves. This informaƟ on forms a strong basis for for-
mulaƟ ng policy implicaƟ ons on the regional level.
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Benchmarking – Improving Services in Incubators, Science 
and Technology Parks
Authors: Daniela Lange, Helge Neumann, Yvonne Plaschnick

ObjecƟ ves

The acƟviƟes of a contemporary enterprise today allow it to be successful on the 
market and to gain advantage over the compeƟtors only if it improves its products 
and opƟmizes its processes. Basically the same applies to Science and Technology 
Parks (STP) and business incubators. An approved method for iniƟaƟng necessary 
changes is Benchmarking as it is a tool to learn from comparing good pracƟces 
implemented successfully by other parks or incubators.

Benchmarks are reference or comparison values of rated performances. These 
values are described in the form of key performance indicators or state-of-the-
art descripƟons. Consequently, Benchmarking is a methodical comparison of 
strategies, organisaƟonal structures, performance indicators, procedures, products 
and services, methods, and instruments and systems that are applied in Science 
and Technology Parks as well as Business Incubators. In the framework of an 
external Benchmarking process different partners (i.e.: companies, organisaƟons or 
locaƟons) are compared. The main objecƟve of this process is to crucially enhance 
the efficiency of a park or an incubator.1

The Benchmark tool provides a suitable supplement for the Know-Man tool “Good 
PracƟces – Knowledge Network Management in Technology Parks (STP)”.2 The Good 
PracƟce guide offers detailed descripƟons of various strategies and services for 
improving the linkages among economic, academic, and public stakeholders. The 
Benchmark pracƟce helps to idenƟfy and analyse deficits in Science and Technology 
Parks as well as incubators for supporƟng such linkages. The Good PracƟce guide 
then offers possible soluƟons to deal with the idenƟfied deficits. Thus, Benchmarking 
provides two major advantages:

1. Benchmarking supports comparing the performance of different Science Parks 
as it …

▪ … supports the identification of different types of parks,
▪ … helps to better identify and understand the functionalities of parks,
▪ … finds threats and weaknesses, strengths and opportunities of the park’s 

management,
▪ … helps to measure a park’s potential and profile, benchmarked against best 

practices.

1 cf. defi niƟ on by Deutsche Benchmarking Zentrum (DBZ); hƩ p://www.benchmarkingforum.de/index.
php?id=benchmarking-defi niƟ on
2 The brochure can be downloaded at hƩ p://www.know-man.eu/fi les/1111/fi le/knowman_good_
pracƟ ces_fi n.pdf
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2. Benchmarking is an instrument to idenƟfy best services and structures 
between STP and thus supports …:

• … optimizing processes and structures,
• … improving services offered within the park,
• … optimizing customer satisfaction,
• … developing targeted partnership (“learning tandems”),
• … sharpening profile and setting priorities,
• … accelerating strategy implementation.
•

Benefi ts

Benchmarking the management structure of Science and Technology Parks as well 
as incubators allows for diversifying and differenƟaƟng processes and services 
offered in them. In Know-Mans’ case the method iniƟally paid parƟcular aƩenƟon 
to knowledge management indicators (such as: internal and external networking; 
transfer or markeƟng). During the process of adjusƟng the quesƟonnaire for the Know-
Man Benchmarking exercise, it became clear that implemenƟng a comprehensive 
analysis would offer the addiƟonal benefit to execute a more extended and in-
depth analysis of the parƟcipaƟng insƟtuƟon. That means that apart from analysing 
knowledge network management measures, the Know-Man Benchmarking also 
includes indicators to assess essenƟal business insƟtuƟons, important external con-
diƟons (e.g.: the management strategy, the technology profile, and the infra struc-
ture) and regional framework condiƟons. The Benchmarking quesƟonnaire imple-
mented within the Know-Man project finally used a set of 13 indicator groups in 
three categories: 1) objecƟves and general parameters, 2) profile and structure, 
and 3) acƟviƟes.

TABLE 1: Direct and Indirect Advantages of the Bechmarking Excersise

Direct Advantages Indirect Advantages

EvaluaƟ ng strengths and performance 
defi cits
IdenƟ fying potenƟ al soluƟ ons for defi cits
Improving the park’s management 

performance
RaƟ ng of possible alternaƟ ves 

(in combinaƟ on with Know-Man Good 
PracƟ ce)
Defi ning Good PracƟ ces
Reducing uncertainƟ es for decision making 

processes
Analysing insƟ tuƟ ons systemaƟ cally and 

independently (peer review)

Monitoring Parks development
CreaƟ ng a beƩ er understanding for ones 

own business courses
SupporƟ ng the idenƟ fi caƟ on and 

understanding of Science and Technology 
Park’s and incubator’s funcƟ ons
Reviewing exisƟ ng strategies and 

acceleraƟ ng strategy building
Improving processes constantly, if used 

regularly
Improving internaƟ onal visibility
IdenƟ fying and diff erenƟ aƟ ng park and 

incubator types

Source: Know-Man
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With this approach, the Know-Man Benchmarking supported following direct and 
indirect advantages.3

The Know-Man Benchmarking hence pursues the iniƟaƟon of a detailed analysis that 
helps improving the economic development of invesƟgated Science and Technology 
Parks as well as incubators.

Methodology

The Benchmarking tool can already be considered a good pracƟce transfer within the 
Know-Man partnership. The first draŌ templates and methodological approaches 
were developed within the framework of the BaltMet Inno project.4 Within the 
scope of this project’s experƟse, success criteria for science and technology parks 
were idenƟfied and defined to be included in a Benchmarking exercise.

Benchmarking relies on a quanƟtaƟve methodological approach. Benchmarking 
indicators are empirically surveyed based on a standardised evaluaƟon quesƟonnaire. 
Even though the Benchmarking survey used in Know-Man was already tested within 
the scope of above menƟoned project, it is important to note that the quesƟonnaire 
had to be revised and adjusted according the Know-Man specific objecƟves. There-
fore, one important milestone within the Benchmarking process was adjusƟng the 
quesƟonnaire contentwise as well as adjusƟng the process to the working logics and 
rouƟnes of the Know-Man partners.

The Benchmarking QuesƟ onnaire

A standardised quesƟonnaire is the central tool for the Benchmarking exercise. Well-
developed it has the potenƟal for being the base element for a regional comparison 
of different Science and Technology Parks as well as for an annual self-analysis of 
such parks and incubators.

The Know-Man quesƟonnaire is based on pre-defined success criteria. Each criterion 
is evaluated with a set of quesƟons regarding different services, management 
strategies or acƟviƟes. Table 2 offers an example of the quesƟonnaire’s structure. 
Most of the quesƟons are closed quesƟons offering a quarterly assessment scale 
for answers. The scale differenƟates between following four assessment categories: 
basic, standard, excellent, and professional. For operaƟonal purposes, each quali-
taƟve assessment category is transferred to a numerical scale:

TABLE 2: QuanƟ taƟ ve EvaluaƟ on of Sucess Criteria

Basic

1 point

Standard

2 points

Excellent

3 points

Professional

4 points

Source: Know-Man

3 cf. hƩ p://www.benchmarkingforum.de/index.php?id=benchmarking-defi niƟ on
4 See also hƩp://www.inno.baltmet.org. BaltMet Inno was an INTERREG IIIB iniƟaƟve aiming at streng-
thening the role of ciƟes as developers of innovaƟon environments at local, regional, naƟonal, and 
internaƟonal levels.
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Know-Man Benchmarking Success Criteria

The Know-Man Benchmarking quesƟonnaire covers 13 success criteria that are 
divided into three categories: objecƟves, general indicators, profile, and acƟviƟes 
(see Table 3). AddiƟonal informaƟon is provided on the organisaƟon (e.g. founding 
year, turnover, number of employees, technological profile). The following list gives 
an overview of the 13 criteria.

TABLE 3: Benchmarking Criteria

ObjecƟ ves:
1. Image / Visibility: InformaƟ on about awareness of the science park, renowned companies/ 

science insƟ tutes, corporate idenƟ ty, etc.
2. Growth / Development: InformaƟ on on the number of acquisiƟ on, Increase in turnover 

and employment, etc.
3. General performance (Relevance, Effi  ciency, Eff ecƟ veness): Comparison between 

investment and turnover, insolvency rate of companies in incubator, etc.

Profi le
4. Technology profi le: InnovaƟ on potenƟ al, 

individual technological solitaires / clusters, 
etc.

5. Park infrastructure: Flexibility of the 
infrastructure’s environment, conference 
faciliƟ es, general services and ameniƟ es, 
etc.

6. Quality of the region: Ambiance of the 
park and the region, possible leisure 
acƟ viƟ es, traffi  c infrastructure, etc.

7. Regional environment: Regional structure 
of science, regional industry structure, 
lighthouse companies, etc.

8. External networking/cooperaƟ on: 
CooperaƟ on in technology fi eld, 
connecƟ ons and support by the 
government, connecƟ ons and support by 
scienƟ fi c community, etc.

9. Park management/intern: Budget/ 
fi nancing, structural tasks of the park 
management, customer saƟ sfacƟ on, etc.

AcƟ viƟ es
10. Involvement of Park management 

(acƟ viƟ es): AcƟ ve acquisiƟ on strategy, 
iniƟ aƟ on of cooperaƟ on, networking 
between parks and park management, 
creaƟ on of visions, etc.

11. MarkeƟ ng: MarkeƟ ng acƟ vity (quanƟ ty), 
media relaƟ ons (quanƟ ty), markeƟ ng 
budget in relaƟ on to general budget, 
internet presence, etc.

12. Internal networking/cooperaƟ on: Modes 
of cooperaƟ on, execuƟ on of the 3 most 
important instruments for the support of 
networking, cooperaƟ on science-industry, 
strategic programs science – industry, etc.

13. Founder climate: Access to seed money 
and business angels, spin-off s out of 
research or insƟ tuƟ ons in the park, pre-
incubaƟ on support. etc.

Source: Know-Man

In order to opƟmise the Benchmarking survey and the Benchmarking implemen-
taƟon, the Benchmarking exercise was divided into five stages:

Phase 1: Defi ning and Structuring the Benchmarking Process

Even though the partnership unites partners already experienced in different 
Benchmarking approaches, the successful implementaƟon of the Benchmarking 
relies on a clear structure of responsibiliƟes and tasks among the partners. In the 
Know-Man case, the WISTA MG took over the role of the component leader and 
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hence was primarily responsible for this phase as well as the coordinaƟon and 
management of the following stages.

To refine the exisƟng indicators for the Know-Man objecƟves, a special workshop 
had to be set up. The workshop enabled the uƟlizaƟon of the partnership’s experƟse 
for adjusƟng and improving exisƟng Benchmarking indicators. With support of TRC 
Koroška5 the workshop’s results were integrated in the adjusted quesƟonnaire. The 
adjustments primarily led to including indicators to beƩer understand region specific 
framework condiƟons for a successful knowledge network management, such as 
management strategies, technology profiles of parks / incubators, infrastructures, 
and quality of the region. Furthermore, some indicators were adjusted to survey 
more qualitaƟve informaƟon instead of quanƟtaƟve ones. Since the Know-Man 
Benchmarking primarily aims at idenƟfying deficits in knowledge network mana ge-
ment as well as defining potenƟal pracƟces to be added to the porƞolio of Science 
and Technology Parks / incubators, the Benchmarking tool itself had to include 
indicators that allow for these aims.

The first stage was closed with the distribuƟon of the quesƟonnaire among the 
partners.

→ Defi ne the main objecƟ ves of the Benchmarking exercise (e.g. Know-Man 
project objecƟ ves)

→ Defi ne the process, responsibiliƟ es, tasks and Ɵ meline for each parƟ cipaƟ ng 
enƟ ty (e.g. develop a manual for the Benchmarking Process)

→ Develop a quesƟ onnaire that includes success criteria to be benchmarked

Phase 2: Collec  on of Data with the Benchmarking Ques  onnaire

CollecƟng of the data takes approximately four weeks. In some cases, the partners 
had to idenƟfy resources within their organisaƟon to provide all necessary infor-
maƟon for the quesƟonnaire. This goes especially for financial and managerial 
informaƟon as well as those quesƟons formulated as open quesƟons, allowing for 
adding qualitaƟve informaƟon as well.

The quesƟonnaire was distributed and re-collected by the responsible partner who 
then started analysing the data.

→ CompleƟ on of quesƟ onnaire by the management of each Science and 
Technology Park or incubator

Phase 3: Analysis of Data

Besides describing and comparing the received data, it needs to be pointed out 
that it is important to discuss the interim results with partners. Even though the 

5 One of the Know-Man partners
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quesƟonnaire was carefully prepared, some informaƟon necessary in order to fully 
understand and contextualise the findings might sƟll be missing. In case of Know-
Man, a second workshop was set up gather the informaƟon.

→ Graphical descripƟ on of data

→ PresentaƟ on and discussion of results with all project partners

→ ParƟ al revision of data descripƟ on

→ Summary of results

Phase 4: Peer Review (op  onal)

The objecƟvity of the provided Benchmarking informaƟon might be challenged 
since the quesƟonnaire is completed by the same actors who also are involved in 
the benchmarked acƟviƟes (self-evaluaƟon). Therefore, a peer reviewing is strongly 
recommended. The peer review aims at a more independent analysis of the provided 
informaƟon. The peer review is also a supporƟng tool for successful transfer of the 
benchmark quesƟonnaire – and the benchmark tool – to other parƟes. The pilot 
peer review was finalised with a blueprint for further peer reviews obligatory to the 
other partners. The peer review blueprint aims at simplifying and acceleraƟng the 
peer reviewing process for interested parƟes.

→ Peer review of the informaƟ on provided in the quesƟ onnaire

Phase 5: Evalua  on and Con  nua  on

Based on the analysis and the peer reviewing the partner responsible for the 
Benchmarking work package offered some recommendaƟons for further acƟons. 
Besides that, the partners also used the Benchmarking results to idenƟfy good 
pracƟces that they are interested in transferring to their park / incubator for dealing 
with idenƟfied deficits.6 Last but not least, the Benchmarking quesƟonnaire might also 
be used as a monitoring tool. If implemented on a regular basis, the quesƟonnaire 
also provides data allowing to check on the development of the park / incubator.

→ EvaluaƟon of Know-Man Benchmark

→ RecommendaƟons for Proceedings

→ Repeated Benchmarking to monitor the progress

6 In the case of Know-Man, expert tandems and expert groups were iniƟ ated among the partnership to 
do so. These tandems / groups provide learning seƫ  ngs supporƟ ng the interregional transfer not only 
by providing a descripƟ on of a specifi c pracƟ ce, but also human resources and personal knowledge and 
competencies related to the implementaƟ on of the respecƟ ve pracƟ ce.
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Results

At this stage it will not be feasible to provide a full overview of the achieved 
Benchmarking results in Know-Man. Instead, we will focus on presenƟng selected 
results to illustrate the variety of possible analyƟcal results. Despite this selecƟon it 
will be possible to see how Benchmarking might provide a tool for strategic planning 
in Science and Technology Parks as well as incubators.

The detailed descripƟon of the results of the Benchmarking is provided in charts for 
each criterion rather than extensive texts. This was a conscious decision as graphic 
illustraƟons are beƩer and more easily shared and transferred among regions. 
Furthermore it also allows each enƟty to evaluate its own posiƟon related to the 
other enƟƟes assessed. Each graphical figure includes numerous data. It’s not 
suitable for presentaƟons but it gives detailed informaƟon in which areas of certain 
criteria there are sƟll potenƟals or in which areas the Science and Technology Park 
/ incubator has already reached good results. The informaƟon could be used within 
the framework of possible annual evaluaƟon.

AddiƟonally the results of the parƟcipaƟng Science and Technology Parks and 
incubators become more visible in mutual comparison. However, one needs to be 
aware of the different condiƟons in each Science and Technology Park or incubator 
of Know-Man project partners (e.g.: the categories “year of founding” or “different 

FIGURE 2: Example Criterion: “Growth / Development”7

Source: Know-Man

7 We consciously leŌ  out the name of the assessed park / incubator in each of the following graphical 
examples. At this stage, we do not aim at providing a detailed comparison of the enƟ Ɵ es parƟ cipaƟ ng in 
the Benchmarking analysis, but rather want to focus on the scope of a Benchmarking exercise.
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profiles” are not comparable). However, each chart provides the informaƟon on 
which partners have successful strategies and good pracƟces regarding the different 
fields of the management and services. In this way the Benchmarking analysis is 
a useful supplement to the good pracƟce tools of Know-Man.

Example Growth / Development: This graph, for instance shows that the black 
partner obviously achieves excellent results in the number of acquisiƟons, but at 
the same Ɵme sƟll has a lot of potenƟal for further development as the occupaƟon 
rate needs to be assessed as “basic”.

FIGURE 3: Example “Shape of the Region”

Source: Know-Man

Example „Shape of the Region”: Using the average values of the enƟre graphical 
presentaƟon, the “shape of region” shows the individual results of one Science and 
Technology Park or Incubator regarding all implemented benchmark criteria. With 
the “shape of the region” a summary of all company divisions for each Science and 
Technology Park or Incubator is given. For the future development this individual 
overview helps to idenƟfy necessary condiƟons and potenƟal acƟons. In this example 
case, the park assesses quite posiƟve result for the indicators ”external networking” 
and ”technology profile”. However, the park infrastructure and markeƟng measures 
might be improved in the future.
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Example ”Internal Networking / CooperaƟon”: Besides assessing framework infor-
maƟon on each park, the Benchmarking also directly addressed indicators related 
to regional knowledge network management. In this example indicators for internal 
networking and cooperaƟon structures are surveyed. Here, the black park, for 
instance, shows standard values for the science-industry cooperaƟon. Obviously the 
park uses supporƟng instruments, but to deal with the idenƟfied deficit it seems 
that the park might have to work on ”iniƟaƟon instruments” or ”student placement” 
measure. The chart also supports the black partner in idenƟfying possible contacts 
for learning about potenƟal pracƟces for such instruments and measures. The 
grey partner, for instance, uses ”excellent” measures for placing students in jobs 
within the park. AddiƟonally, the partner with the oblique hatching assesses the 
professional iniƟaƟon instruments. Therefore, the black partner might cooperate 
with these two partners and learn about their pracƟces.

Products / Outputs

Science and Technology Parks have recently been very acƟve regarding Bench  mark-
ing. The InternaƟonal AssociaƟon of Science Parks (IASP), for example, is  discussing 
and developing the topic of Benchmarking in a more general way. For the associa-
Ɵon, Benchmarking is a tool for comparing profiles, performance, and success indi-
cators of the more than 700 IASP members. Like in Know-Man, Benchmarking in the 
ISAP context also aims at idenƟfying available best pracƟces for the parks manage-
ment as well as for twinning among parks to achieve growth synergies.

The Know-Man Benchmarking approach was therefore introduced at a meeƟng of 
the IASP European Division to acƟvely promote the conƟnuaƟon of this process. The 
European Business Incubator Network (EBN) is interested in receiving Benchmarking 
results with the aim of transferring and adopƟng good pracƟces in business company 
acquisiƟon, networking of companies and research, and improving the climate for 
founders.

CommunicaƟng Benchmarking tools also supports the Science and Technology Park’s 
management, innovaƟon hubs and incubators measuring trends in their client’s 
business development, business forecast, and the degree of customers saƟsfacƟon 
and success of the management methods of the park’s administraƟon.

The advantages of Benchmarking processes should also be communicated to city 
administraƟons and business development agencies in order to deliver an instrument 
for measuring the contribuƟon of science parks, incubators or innovaƟon hubs to 
the development of the regional economy (e.g. contribuƟon to economic growth, to 
structural and technological change, to implemenƟng innovaƟon policy etc.).

It needs to be pointed out, however, that Benchmarking is a complex process and 
in order to fully benefit from Benchmarking results one needs methodological 
guides and manuals – this one being an aƩempt to share the methodology as well 
as experiences with it.
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PotenƟ al Impact on Regional Development

Measuring the development and performance of Science and Technology Parks 
allows for esƟmaƟng of growth in different technology branches and sectors (e.g. 
turnover and employment) and even drawing conclusions regarding future taxes.8

Benchmarking also delivers important informaƟon on the parks’ internal profile 
developments as well as on trends in technology development. Benchmarking also 
supports drawing of conclusions on the quality of the park. For instance, based on 
Benchmarking criteria it is possible to monitor if the park meets e.g. the requirements 
of young start-up companies and innovaƟve entrepreneurs.

Furthermore, Benchmarking elements might be used for an annual survey of 
the companies and research insƟtutes within parks and incubators, because the 
quesƟons incorporated in the Benchmarking quesƟonnaire allow for monitoring 
development and growth or for tracking customers’ saƟsfacƟon.

Benchmarking criteria may also be used for infrastructure development evaluaƟons 
and developing improvement strategies derived from the evaluaƟon. Finally, Bench-
marking also monitors cost developments of services, operaƟng and overhead 
costs. The client’s feedback is of special importance to the role of Benchmarking as 
a monitoring system, because this feedback provides informaƟon on the quality of 
the park management and for medium-term planning. Therefore, Benchmarking is 
not just a monitoring and controlling tool, but also a tool for strategic planning.

Benchmarking within the Framework of Know-Man – Some Lessons Learnt

Even though the Benchmarking quesƟonnaire also unfolds the potenƟal of an 
interregional comparison of the knowledge network management services sup plied 
by different STP, a specific weakness becomes obvious too. Despite the measures 
implemented to secure a smooth transfer of the Benchmarking quesƟonnaire 
among the Know-Man partners, partner sƟll used the tool in different ways. There 
are several reasons for this: For most partners the tool was new and quite complex 
for first working with it. AddiƟonally, the majority of the partners are not directly 
involved in the park management and daily rouƟnes. Therefore informaƟon had to 
be retrieved and compiled from many different sources.

When evaluaƟng the impact of Benchmarking on regional development at this stage 
our comments mostly rely on the authors’ experiences and experƟse, stemming 
from former acƟviƟes with other partners (in parƟcular from the BalƟc Sea area) 
and from Benchmarking self-assessment by the related park management. With 
this background, the authors strongly recommend to further develop the tool 
and to concentrate and focus on selecƟng the most relevant criteria. The authors 

8 Cf.: “The Impact of the STP Berlin-Adlershof on the Regional Economy; Gross Value Added, Em-
ployment and Tax Revenues in Berlin”; Dr. Ferdinand Pavel, Berlin, 10th November 2011
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therefore propose to discuss relevant performance criteria and success indicators 
internally with the stakeholders of the interested Science and Technology Parks 
(e.g. entrepreneurs, universiƟes, investors, regional administraƟon, etc.). On the 
other hand the authors suggest to conƟnue discussion with relevant experts and 
professional organizaƟons, such as the InternaƟonal AssociaƟon of Science Parks 
(IASP), the European Business and InnovaƟon Centre network (EBN), and others.

Transferability

Benchmarking has a high potenƟal as a transferable tool because it consists of 
easily understandable quesƟons and indicators. Developing the tool from scratch 
iniƟally is cost-intensive as it requires a lot of experƟse and adjustments to create 
a Benchmarking quesƟonnaire with a sound scienƟfic and pracƟcal basis. However, 
using and compleƟng the quesƟonnaire is not very cost intensive and does not require 
significant manhours. To answer the quesƟons, it requires a clear understanding of 
the management of science parks / innovaƟon hubs.

It is also necessary to point out that just looking at the transferability is not sufficient. 
It is also necessary to focus on further developing and improving the tool with experts 
already experienced with Benchmarking exercises, such as the IASP – in parƟcular 
the University and the Science Park of Manchester. Combining their acƟviƟes with 
the Know-Man experiences allows for addressing a much broader clientele and for 
having much stronger sustainability of the Benchmarking tool. In order to achieve 
this, one has to focus the Benchmarking quesƟonnaire on core parameters like 
performance criteria (knowledge transfer, networking, infrastructure, client oriented 
services, markeƟng, founders incenƟves).

The Know-Man experience has shown that the stakeholders involved in the Bench-
marking pracƟse strongly focused on adopƟng the methodology and pracƟcability 
along with the other (project) partners. This led to a considerably revised 
Benchmarking quesƟonnaire that was broadly accepted by the majority of the 
project partners. Thus revised quesƟonnaire was improved regarding the quesƟon’s 
understandability as well as the criteria’s logic. In addiƟon to the self-evaluaƟon 
applied by the partners with the Benchmarking quesƟonnaire, a peer review was 
implemented for Cartuja’93 in Seville. This peer review was executed by the WISTA 
MG with posiƟve results. Such peer reviewing considerably improves the quality of 
answers in the Benchmarking quesƟonnaire, but also adds to the manhours and 
costs related to the Benchmarking process.

Next Steps

The Know-Man project started with a well-developed draŌ of a Benchmarking 
quesƟonnaire that was adjusted based on the partners’ experƟse and needs. The 
quesƟonnaires have been completed by now and a first comparaƟve analysis has 
already been implemented. In order to further improve the quesƟonnaire as well 
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as to prepare further disseminaƟon of the Benchmarking pracƟce, the following 
further steps are foreseen:

▪ focussing and sharpening the questionnaire based on the Know-Man part-
ners’ experiences,

▪ using the results of the Benchmarking exercise for identifying good practice in 
the Know-Man partnership,

▪ adding external expertise from IASP – partners,
▪ supporting the sustainability of the project results and the transfer of the tool 

by offering the questionnaire to the EBN networks for their use,
▪ using the Benchmarking tool for twinning purposes (e.g. with STP/innovation 

hubs in Warsaw as a sister City of Berlin).
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Knowledge Atlas – Visualising InnovaƟ on
Author: ChrisƟ na Minniberger

ObjecƟ ves

CooperaƟon between academic insƟtuƟons, knowledge-intensive SMEs and public 
authoriƟes is seen as crucial for the innovaƟve strength of regions and necessary 
for sustainable development in a knowledge-based society. Nevertheless, despite 
their co-locaƟon e.g. in Science and Technology Parks, the exchange and transfer 
of knowledge between these three types of enƟƟes is oŌen subopƟmal. Therefore, 
the visualisaƟon of “knowledge sources” may assist in idenƟfying and highlighƟng 
relevant experƟse within a given region. A Knowledge Atlas is one possible instru-
ment for visualising regional knowledge interfaces. TheoreƟcally, such an atlas is 
a knowledge management tool that graphically presents knowledge locaƟons. The 
guiding quesƟon for the Know-Man atlas was the following: How can an atlas be 
used for visualising regional knowledge sources in order to make it more easily 
accessible for start-up companies?

Each region within the Know-Man partnership developed a Knowledge Atlas – 
leading to six regional Knowledge Atlases within the project. Just like a geographical 
atlas provides orientaƟon in a foreign country or city, the Know-Man Knowledge 
Atlas helps start-ups and small and medium-sized companies in exploring their 
business environment. For the project, the added-value of the atlas’s methodology 
is its high adaptability to each region’s specifics while sƟll ensuring availability of 
comparable results.

Benefi ts

Strengthening CooperaƟon: The different knowledge carriers – public, private, and 
academic insƟtuƟons – form the knowledge base of a region. But why is interacƟon 
between these actors on a regional level crucial for innovaƟve capaciƟes of regions? 
InnovaƟon depends on the flow and circulaƟon of knowledge. An acƟve interacƟon 
within and across regions is necessary for paving the way from an interesƟng idea 
to a market-ready innovaƟon. By visualising knowledge, capaciƟes, and experƟse 
that are present in regions the Knowledge Atlas enhances the visibility of regional 
cooperaƟon opƟons.

FacilitaƟng OrientaƟon: The field of start-up support is highly diversified, frag-
mented, and characterised by a high number of different actors offering services 
to potenƟal entrepreneurs. Especially in this field the interplay of regional actor 
groups is observable. Academic insƟtuƟons – either universiƟes or non-university 
insƟtuƟons – provide services to their students. Those services concern mostly 
business training, establishment of relaƟons with academic experts, or provision of 
infrastructure such as specific laboratories. Furthermore, public actors have their 
share in start-up support by providing consulƟng and/or financing services. But the 
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private actors are not to be leŌ aside as especially technology-oriented networking 
iniƟaƟves also provide valuable services for young entrepreneurs. Therefore it is 
oŌen not the lack of services in regions, but rather lack or overload of different 
informaƟon sources. Here the Knowledge Atlas helps to see services from all actor 
groups at a single glance.

MarkeƟng Regional PotenƟals: Through visualising knowledge agents and their 
services in a map, regional authoriƟes and poliƟcal decision-makers get an overview 
on the spread and locaƟon of “knowledge sources”. Therefore the Knowledge Atlas 
highlights the knowledge landscape of a region and its characterisƟc features for 
a specific sectorial base (e.g. opƟc industries or informaƟon technologies). This 
is, on the one hand, useful for markeƟng purposes when presenƟng the region to 
someone who has liƩle knowledge of the regional landscape. Therefore the atlases 
may be presented at fairs or conferences. Furthermore Knowledge Atlases serve 
as welcome and orientaƟon guides to entrepreneurs, researchers, and companies 
locaƟng in the region. On the other hand, it also serves actors within a given region 
who have to posiƟon themselves in their regional environment and who are looking 
for potenƟal cooperaƟon partners or experƟse that might be linked to their own 
services and products.

Methodology

One of the main advantages of the Knowledge Atlas lies in its comparably simple 
methodological approach so that it can be developed by various stakeholder groups 
and in completely different regional and insƟtuƟonal surroundings. For instance, the 
six regional Knowledge Atlas teams in the Know-Man project consist of regional 
authoriƟes, academic insƟtuƟons, and management authoriƟes of technology 
parks – all working together very closely in the creaƟon of the atlases. In the case 
of the Knowledge Atlas the heterogeneity of the project consorƟum was perceived 
as beneficial as it led to having several perspecƟves on possible start-up support. 
Furthermore, all regions have established further contacts to organisaƟons focused 
on technology-oriented and innovaƟve start-ups (e.g. Chamber of Commerce, 
Cluster Managers, and UniversiƟes) in their regions.

The working process has been divided into three steps: PreparaƟon, Implementa-
Ɵon, and VisualisaƟon. These steps follow a chronological logic, even though some 
tasks may overlap.

Prepara  on Phase

Within the preparaƟon phase the guiding quesƟons, target groups, and objecƟves of 
each atlas were defined. Furthermore the data to be collected were specified (e.g. 
actors, contact person, postal address, e-mail, telephone number), as well as the 
storage and organisaƟon of the data (e.g. Excel file).
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Know-Man The guiding quesƟ on for Know-Man was Who provides what kind 
of support to Start-Ups and where is it located? The target group 
of the Knowledge Atlas are innovaƟ ve, technology-oriented start-
ups that are about to locate themselves within their economic fi eld 
of competence. The necessary data was defi ned as descripƟ ons 
of actors (e.g. contact persons, contact details, locaƟ on) and des-
cripƟ on of services. The regional scopes of the Know-Man Atlases 
are defi ned by the six parƟ cipaƟ ng regions.

Timeframe 2 months

Implementa  on Phase

The implementaƟon includes defining important cooperaƟon partners, scanning for 
exisƟng data sets as well as collecƟng the missing data and refining data. Sources for 
data collecƟon can be various – besides analysis of websites, a personal check-up 
with the organisaƟon or company can be helpful. This might also be organised in the 
form of round tables bringing together a group of important stakeholders. Last but 
not least, a steady communicaƟon is an important acƟvity in this phase!

Know-Man Besides establishing internal working groups, each regional Know-
-Man project team also established a network of regional stake-
holders (e.g. universiƟ es). Those were important contacts for scan-
ning exisƟ ng instruments as well as for gathering the necessary 
informaƟ on and for spreading the word on the Knowledge Atlas. 
Regional meeƟ ngs were addiƟ onally organised for integraƟ ng stake-
holders at a very early stage of the atlas development.

Timeframe 6 months

Visualisa  on Phase

The implementaƟon phase is interlinked with the visualisaƟon phase. When planning 
to develop a Knowledge Atlas, one also has to decide upon a visualisaƟon strategy 
for the collected data. Such a strategy should consider developing an atlas that is 
easily understandable and readable for the defined target group. The visualisaƟon 
strategy includes the quesƟon of the visualisaƟon media. There is a wide range of 
possible products – from brochures, web databases to posters.
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Know-Man The common denominator for the Know-Man project regions was 
the development of a poster. Regarding the sectorial base as well 
as categories and symbols to be used each region developed an 
individual approach based on the regional demand. This also goes 
for the media to be used for the atlases that range from printed 
brochures, a series of posters to online databases.

Timeframe 2 months

Summing up, following issues are important for ensuring a successful 
development of a Knowledge Atlas:

• Seƫ  ng up clear and achievable objecƟ ves for the Knowledge Atlas!

• CommunicaƟ ng the Knowledge Atlas to regional stakeholders from the very 
beginning!

• Choosing visualisaƟ on media that are most suitable for the target group!
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FIGURE 1: Knowledge Atlas – Andalusia

Source: Know-Man
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FIGURE 2: Knowledge Atlas – Berlin

Source: Know-Man
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FIGURE 3: Knowledge Atlas – Koroška

Source: Know-Man



51

FIGURE 4: Knowledge Atlas – Lower Silesia

Source: Know-Man
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FIGURE 5: Knowledge Atlas – Rome

Source: Know-Man
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FIGURE 6: Knowledge Atlas – Lower Veneto

Source: Know-Man
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Knowledge Atlas Media

As menƟoned above, a Knowledge Atlas might be communicated with different 
media. Addressees, objecƟves, as well as future plans with the atlas influence the 
decision upon the media. The table below summarises the scope of the media used 
in the Know-Man context for visualising the regions’ atlases.

TABLE 2: Products CharacterisƟ cs

DisseminaƟ on 
Tool CharacterisƟ cs of DisseminaƟ on Tool Boundaries and LimitaƟ ons 

of DisseminaƟ on Tool

Posters

Each region illustrated its Knowledge Atlas 
with a region-specifi c poster containing 
a map of the covered area as well as 
locaƟ ons and descripƟ ons of “knowledge 
actors” located in this area.
Posters are tools easy to be used e.g. at fairs 
and conferences. Basically they can be used 
whenever there is a kind of “market place” 
to promote regional knowledge potenƟ als.

Posters may illustrate 
a limited amount of 
informaƟ on only. They focus 
on graphical elements, 
but can provide just liƩ le 
qualitaƟ ve informaƟ on. 
Therefore, addiƟ onal 
communicaƟ on media might 
be useful.

Brochures

For the Berlin region a brochure was 
developed in addiƟ on to the poster. 
This brochure contains more detailed 
informaƟ on on the actors presented in 
the Knowledge Atlas and funcƟ ons as 
a guidebook to the atlas. The brochures 
weredistributed to the target group – 
innovaƟ ve start-ups – through contact 
points such as universiƟ es, chambers of 
commerce and networking organisaƟ ons. 
Furthermore brochures were handed out 
at conferences and regional events. Also, 
for the Lower Silesian atlas a brochure was 
developed in English and Polish.

Poster and brochure illustrate 
informaƟ on relevant for 
a limited Ɵ meframe only. 
Since the atlas provides 
contact informaƟ on subject 
to changes, posters and 
brochures off er no opƟ on for 
updaƟ ng or including new 
actors.

Websites

The Veneto region (Italy) and Koroška 
(Slovenia) opted for an online soluƟ on 
where interacƟ ve search opƟ ons are 
available. All presented actor profi les are 
furthermore linked to the organisaƟ ons’ 
websites.

Despite the possibly 
easy-access and content 
management soluƟ on, online-
soluƟ ons need a reliable 
administraƟ on. Consequently, 
ownership and responsibiliƟ es 
need to be clearly defi ned.

Source: Know-Man

Poten  al Impact on Regional Development

On regional level the Knowledge Atlas provides various advantages. It helps to 
illustrate the regional state-of-the-art in the knowledge economy by idenƟfying 
key actors and stakeholders. AddiƟonally, an atlas might facilitate future regional 
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development, because stakeholders are not just idenƟfied, but also located. 
Furthermore it gives policy-makers the opportunity to take a kind of ‘neutral’ view 
on the knowledge landscape, as the atlas is not focused on an actors group – such 
as public authoriƟes or research insƟtute – and on one kind of service. Rather the 
approach is to take the target group – innovaƟve technology-oriented start-ups and 
SMEs – and to provide them with all the informaƟon needed. This can range from 
programmes financing start-ups offered by a local bank to networking events hosted 
by a technology network

The first aspect has already been highlighted – as by visualising regional knowledge 
agents cooperaƟon possibiliƟes become visible and the flow of knowledge within 
the region is triggered. This is an important aspect for fostering cooperaƟon within 
the region as well as for providing orientaƟon to new players within the regional 
landscape.

Speaking about regional development the atlas also provides potenƟal for a “self-
evaluaƟon” of the region. Especially for regional authoriƟes the Knowledge Atlas 
is an interesƟng opportunity for visualising the status quo in a specified field of 
interest (e.g. bio-technology, opƟcs). Such an instrument might be very valuable 
when designing regional innovaƟon strategies and especially when defining fields of 
competences or themaƟc clusters for regions.

Transferability

The main challenge of working with Knowledge Atlases in a project team was to find 
common denominators. Not only are the parƟcipaƟng regions heterogeneous, but 
also the partners coming from science, economy, or the public sphere, have diverging 
percepƟons of the objecƟve of the atlas. Therefore it is crucial to accept extensive 
discussions in the preparaƟon phase in order to agree on a common definiƟon of the 
actors to be idenƟfied and the selecƟon of services they provide. Nevertheless the 
atlas is an adequate instrument for overcoming these heterogeneiƟes through its 
flexibility. Regions were able to independently choose economic sectors, categories 
of services,and the details of the visualisaƟon. Despite allowing for adaptaƟons 
to regional specifics, it sƟll offers the possibility to compare regional results and 
approaches with each other.

Nevertheless, it is helpful to clarify a few issues before preparing the transfer of the 
Knowledge Atlas:

• Are there already similar instruments in a region?
• Which regional stakeholders should be involved from the beginning to ensure 

regional acceptance?
• How should the atlas be designed (e.g. website, brochure) to best reach my 

target group?
• How can the financing of the Knowledge Atlas be ensured and what happens 

after the termination of financial support?
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Next Steps

Sustainability is one of the key challenges for the six regional Knowledge Atlases. In 
all regions there are ongoing efforts to make the results of the Knowledge Atlases 
more sustainable. This means that the regional partnerships have developed ideas 
for sustaining the atlas either by taking care of the database themselves, or by 
establishing contacts with other regional stakeholders who are capable of taking 
over the data gathered during the work on the atlas.

One of the main lessons learned was to communicate acƟviƟes as early as possible. 
This means that the earlier the important actors are involved, the easier it becomes 
involving them in the process of the atlas development. Furthermore, good co-
operaƟon facilitates the distribuƟon of informaƟon on the Knowledge Atlas in the 
regions.

One of the central results so far is that all six regional Knowledge Atlases have gained 
considerable regional interest. That opens doors for more cooperaƟon on regional 
level. To exemplify the project’s efforts: In Berlin there are ongoing negoƟaƟons with 
the regional locaƟon markeƟng agency, while the partners from Rome have signed 
a cooperaƟon agreement with the local universiƟes.

Besides efforts to ensure the sustainability of the six project atlases the project 
team also spreads the word on the methodology of the atlas. The experience has 
shown that the methodology itself is simple – visualising regional knowledge – yet 
this concept seems to be highly innovaƟve for the regional level. Therefore the 
adaptability of this methodology to other economic sectors or geographical areas is 
the key issue in communicaƟon.
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CONCLUSION
Authors: ChrisƟ na Minniberger, Agnieszka Olechnicka, 
Adam Płoszaj, Suntje Schmidt

Regional Networks and Networked Regions

This is the “world of connecƟons”1 and we live in the “network society”2 where 
anyone can be connected to another person by “six degrees of separaƟon”3 – it 
is truly a “small world”.4 The phenomenon is manifested not only in everyday life 
but also in the objecƟves of the European Union policies. The growing importance 
of collaboraƟon becomes parƟcularly clear in the European Territorial CooperaƟon 
programmes that finance cooperaƟon projects such as the INTERREG IVC Know-
Man project. Thousands of interregional, transnaƟonal, and cross-border projects 
are spanning their networks throughout the European Union. Those projects rely on 
strong regional anchors, because without well-funcƟoning regional partnerships the 
benefits of interregional exchange cannot be sufficiently exploited for gaining new 
competences and experiences. European projects should therefore be perceived as 
an opportunity for networking between and within regions.

Even though interregional project networks are established for just a limited Ɵme-
frame, successful cooperaƟon projects conƟnue to unfold regional effects through 
strong regional partnerships and interregional linkages. Partnering in European 
projects also supports establishing wide-ranging and diverse contact networks that 
support regions in becoming hubs for other European regions. Learning effects of 
such cooperaƟons should not be underesƟmated both on themaƟc as well as on 
personal level. Especially intercultural learning seems to be an important side effect 
of European cooperaƟon.

Within the Know-Man team we constantly observe diverse and valuable learning 
effects. The three instruments presented in this brochure serve as illustraƟons for 
the mulƟple ways of learning from one another and profiƟng from one another’s 
experiences and perspecƟves.

1 The Economist (2010), A world of connecƟ ons. A special report on social networking. 30 January 
2010.
2 Castells, Manuel (1996), The Rise of the Network Society, The InformaƟ on Age: Economy, Society and 
Culture Vol. I. Cambridge, MA; Oxford, UK: Blackwell.
3 WaƩ s, Duncan (2003), Six Degrees: The Science of a Connected Age. W.W. Norton & Company.
4 Milgram, Stanley (1967), „The Small World Problem”. Psychology Today, 1(1), May 1967.
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Various Needs – Diverse Instruments – Strategic Decisions

Approaching the objecƟve of fostering knowledge network management in six Euro-
pean regions requires an extended perspecƟve that includes many aspects deter-
mining the regional networks. But before any influence can be made it is neces sary 
to idenƟfy the status quo in each region. Consequently, our porƞolio of instruments 
aims at idenƟfying the exisƟng situaƟon, then the demands, and providing recom-
mendaƟons for the future.

FIGURE 1: Know-Man Phases and Instruments

Source: Know-Man

The mix of instruments introduced in this brochure provides a combinaƟon of 
mulƟple methods – from visualisaƟon of regional knowledge to interviews and 
quesƟonnaires for idenƟfying future acƟons. The combinaƟon of tools offered by the 
Know-Man project includes not only monitoring and evaluaƟon, but also important 
strategic instruments for improving regional innovaƟon policies as well as medium-
term planning in technology parks. For example, a Knowledge Atlas provides the 
opportunity for visualising exisƟng regional knowledge potenƟals in a specified 
economically and academically relevant sector, e.g. bio-technology or opƟcs. 
Such an instrument might be very valuable for regional authoriƟes in designing 
regional innovaƟon strategies and parƟcularly in defining fields of competences for 
smart regional specialisaƟon. Benchmarking criteria may be used for evaluaƟng 
infrastructure developments, creaƟng improved evidence-based strategies, and for 
planning future technology park developments. Similarly, the Demand Analyses’ 
findings reflect the current state of affairs and needs of firms, and therefore give 
important insights into the future development of knowledge network management 
strategies and specific instruments to be implemented. Thus idenƟfied measures 
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affect different spheres of the regional triple helix: public authoriƟes, economic 
actors represented by technology parks and incubators, as well as research and higher 
educaƟon insƟtuƟons. Based on results from the Knowledge Atlases, Benchmarking, 
and Demand Analyses the Know-Man project consorƟum formulated some policy 
recommendaƟon. This communicaƟon process included key actors forming the 
regional triple helix. EffecƟve discussion among the regional actors could take form 
of e.g. round tables which are designed to facilitate the elaboraƟon of common 
policy goals.

Transferability Requires AdaptaƟ on

The knowledge network management instruments described in this brochure con-
firm this statement. They are quite easily transferable to other regions, but in order 
to assure their successful applicaƟon in different regional seƫngs they first need 
to be adapted to specific regional needs. Knowledge Atlases, Demand Analysis, 
and Benchmarking were created from the scratch: the literature was analysed and 
comparable examples were taken into consideraƟon. Nevertheless, when pre-
senƟng the tools to the Know-Man partnership the need for making adaptaƟons 
and ensuring flexibility became obvious.

The journey of the Knowledge Atlas started with the academic literature on the 
visualisaƟon of knowledge. Nevertheless, feedback talks within the partnership 
showed there were as many understandings of the term “Knowledge Atlas” as 
there were partners in the project. The need for flexibility became pressing! The 
methodology behind the atlases – aimed at visualising knowledge in regions – 
was laid out for all project regions, nevertheless flexibility was allowed regarding 
the choice of economic sectors, the covered scope, as well as visualisaƟon forms 
(ranging from posters and brochures to roll-ups and websites).

The same is true for the Demand Analysis. IniƟally, a quanƟtaƟve analysis was 
planned for the parƟcipaƟng science and technology parks. This approach, however, 
proved not suitable for all regions. The arguments ranged from companies’ hesitaƟon 
to provide quanƟtaƟve financial data to a certain exhausƟon regarding answering yet 
another quesƟonnaire. Therefore the partner in charge5 developed a compromise 
that included a methodological mix of a quanƟtaƟve and a qualitaƟve approach 
that allowed for both a standardised quesƟonnaire and/or a personal interview 
with selected companies. Based on regional experiences the partners were able to 
choose the method mix most promising for them.

Similar adjustments were necessary for Benchmarking. StarƟng with collecƟng 
previous experiences of the project partners and their expectaƟons, the Bench-
marking coordinator6 compiled all inputs and adapted them to the central theme of 
Know-Man. The implementaƟon of Benchmarking in six structurally very different 

5 Humboldt-Universität zu Berlin
6 WISTA Management GmbH
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parks required further learning – quesƟons had to be adjusted to ensure a common 
understanding in all regions.

Mutual Learning as a Necessity and Added-Value 
of Interregional CooperaƟ on

The core advantage of interregional cooperaƟon is the possibility to learn from 
experiences and learning processes of partners from other regions. The following 
examples from the Know-Man project should highlight this seemingly simple, but 
nevertheless important message.

To follow and organise the learning process within the Knowledge Atlases the 
preliminary results and working steps were constantly presented during the internal 
project workshops. This enabled all partners to stay up-to-date on the progress 
in other regions and to discuss open quesƟons with the team. Furthermore, the 
changes and adjustments of the iniƟal instrument were made explicit in order to 
understand the necessity for regional modificaƟons. When working on the final 
results, the project involved a poster session at an internaƟonal conference for 
all six atlases which highlighted 6 different ways of implemenƟng the same core 
methodology.

A similar procedure was used for the Demand Analysis. The status-quo of the data 
collecƟon was subject to discussions with the project team permanently and on 
a regular basis. Furthermore, the partners were able to provide constant feedback 
and recommendaƟons on the upcoming steps of the procedure. Each partner could 
include specific needs and ideas for geƫng the most out of the collected data.

The Benchmarking instrument is perfect for mutual learning as it enables to 
benchmark and compare similariƟes and differences between the organisaƟons 
under examinaƟon. Our Benchmarking exercise also started with a workshop that 
presented exisƟng Benchmarking approaches and discussed them with the project 
partners. The discussion itself was quite lively and intense, because the Bench-
marking quesƟonnaire was quite complex and already underlined the regional 
specificity of potenƟally examined quesƟons. Furthermore, partners had varying 
expectaƟons from the Benchmarking quesƟonnaire, e.g. some were interested in 
comparing exisƟng services and performance indicators, others wanted to use the 
results to learn about new services and their effects in parks. As a result of the intense 
discussion the Know-Man Benchmarking quesƟonnaire got considerably adjusted.

A mid-term project conference offered the opportunity to deepen the effects of 
mutual learning. During the event invited internaƟonal guests discussed Know-Man’s 
ideas and results with the project members. Using the methodology of a World Café 
(themaƟc tables for intensive discussion on the internal and external Know-Man 
work) the important condiƟons for interregional learning and transfer of experiences 
were determined. PublicaƟons and distribuƟon of products (Benchmarking tools, 
good pracƟces) represent the tangible results of the project’s works. Indirect effects 
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of the project, however, were intensively discussed as well. Besides appreciaƟng the 
content-related exchange, the discussion showed the high relevance of “soŌ”-skills 
exchange. Aspects of such exchange include:

 improving language skills,
 building up “European competencies” (e.g. recognizing benefits from inter-

regional projects that have not been clear at the beginning),
 transferring practices (knowledge about methodologies and ways of applying 

them), and
 greater sensibility to intercultural specifics.

AddiƟonally, establishing new personal contacts during projects oŌen provide 
a crucial starƟng point for new iniƟaƟves in the future. Consequently, even though 
interregional projects terminate aŌer a few years, they conƟnue to provide 
sustainable effects as partners conƟnue to cooperate in new projects, and also, 
frequently at their own expense.

Strong CooperaƟ on within Triple Helix as a Success Factor

Knowledge Atlases, Demand Analysis, and Benchmarking could not be developed 
without cooperaƟon among economic, academic, and public policy actors. Com-
mitment, mutual understanding, and close cooperaƟon within the regional Triple 
Helix are crucial for implementaƟon of tools in quesƟon.

The Knowledge Atlas, for instance, relied on involving all actor groups from the very 
beginning, because partners from academic, entrepreneurial, and public spheres 
have diverging percepƟons of the atlases’ objecƟve. Furthermore, the atlas’ results 
should focus on all involved regional groups of stakeholders and knowledge pro-
viders. Therefore it was crucial to assure important stakeholders’ involvement during 
the planning and implementaƟon phase by means of e.g. round table debates.

In the Demand Analysis acƟve support of the technology parks’ management, 
of academic insƟtuƟons, and of public administraƟon was of importance during 
various stages of the tool’s implementaƟon. The technology parks’ role became 
obvious at the survey preparaƟon stage. The pracƟce-oriented experiences of 
science and technology parks’ management and its proximity to companies lo-
cated in the parks could not be overesƟmated. The parks’ management thus 
not only supported the preparaƟon of the quesƟonnaire, but also funcƟoned as 
a door opener to the companies under invesƟgaƟon. Academic insƟtuƟons were 
needed to ensure a sound preparaƟon and implementaƟon of the survey by 
providing their methodological know-how. Last but not least, acƟve involvement of 
public administraƟon throughout the survey processes ensured a smoother com-
municaƟon of the Demand Analysis’ results to specific stakeholders responsible 
for regional innovaƟon policy-making. In fact, it turned out that implementaƟon of 
a methodological mix in the demand analysis supported the involvement of regional 
stakeholders. Using a qualitaƟve module in the form of interviews allowed for having 
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a communicaƟon tool already integrated in the survey. This not only increased the 
interviewee’s moƟvaƟon to parƟcipate in the survey, but also allowed for a detailed 
elaboraƟon of the current state of cooperaƟon of the interviewed firms with other 
regional triple helix partners.

The same applies to Benchmarking: All partners were involved in draŌing the 
Benchmarking quesƟonnaire as well as discussing the comparaƟve analysis’ results. 
Strong cooperaƟon within the triple helix was especially needed in developing the 
tool from the scratch as it required a lot of experƟse and adjustments in order to 
create a Benchmarking quesƟonnaire with a sound scienƟfic and pracƟcal basis.

Sustainability of Project Results in Regions

Considering the work invested in all Know-Man instruments, ensuring the sustaina-
bility of the common efforts is the main objecƟve for the project team. When 
developing and implemenƟng the instruments described above, interfaces with 
other regional acƟviƟes and stakeholders were idenƟfied and – if possible – acƟvated. 
For the Knowledge Atlases, for example, central stakeholders were idenƟfied and 
involved into the atlases’ development processes. In that way, they could funcƟon 
as transmiƩers of the Knowledge Atlas methodology and further promote the final 
atlases within the regions. In contrast, the Demand Analysis not only idenƟfied 
possible future need for acƟons and related instruments, but involving academic, 
economic, and public policy stakeholders in communicaƟng the analyses’ results 
paved the way for assuring implementaƟon of such idenƟfied instruments.

AddiƟonally, the World Café organised during the project’s midterm conference 
aimed at idenƟfying measures to make the project results more sustainable. 
A consensus was reached on the importance of communicaƟon for interregional 
projects. If projects are not visible in their regions, their results cannot be sustained! 
Experience shows that relevant regional, naƟonal, and European stakeholders 
should be involved as early as possible. Therefore a targeted communicaƟon strategy 
is of tremendous importance from the very beginning of European interregional 
cooperaƟon.

Furthermore, it became clear that the sustainability of projects cannot just be 
measured by the tangible transfer of some Good PracƟces or adjustments made to 
the regional policy. Instead, projects are also sustainable if relaƟons between projects 
partners can be sustained. As menƟoned above, interregional projects contribute to 
learning about competencies of partners, objecƟves of the partner’s organisaƟons, 
as well as problems faced by partner organisaƟons but not directly linked to the 
project. If partners can idenƟfy common problems or common objecƟves, they 
tend to conƟnue working together also in other seƫngs. SomeƟmes projects have 
already contributed to seƫng up such arrangements, e.g. in the form of leƩers of 
interest in future cooperaƟon agreements.
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Last but not least, European cooperaƟon projects support establishing European 
competencies. By working on a European project governed by overlaying European 
and naƟonal regulaƟons, each partner learns how to manage the challenges related 
to such arrangements. Consequently, with these newly acquired competencies, 
partners will also feel more confident when parƟcipaƟng in other European project 
constellaƟons in the future.


