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Abstract

Innovation in Life Science and MedTech often depends on collaboration between firms,
research actors, clinical environments, and other supporting organisations. As a result,
designed innovation environments have become increasingly relevant as a way to support
knowledge transfer, firm development, and regional competitiveness. In the case of Sweden,
Life Science and MedTech have been identified as key strategically important sectors, and
GoCo Health Innovation City has been developed to bridge firms and other actors in this
area. Nevertheless, whereas value creation in innovation environments is generally assumed
to be the result of proximity and collaboration, its firm level value remains unclear. Hence
this thesis aims to answer the research question: How do firms located in GoCo Health

Innovation City value their participation in a designed Life Science innovation environment?

A qualitative case study research design has been chosen to investigate this issue in GoCo
Health Innovation City in Mélndal, Sweden. Based on interviews with representatives from
GoCo and participating companies, empirical data was collected using semi-structured

interviews and analyzed using thematic coding.

Results indicate that firms benefit from GoCo in terms of activated interactions, strategic
positioning, visibility, legitimacy and access to relevant actors. Being located in GoCo, firms
gain benefits related to positioning in terms of Life Science/MedTech context, professional
reputation and employer branding, as well as access to relevant actors such as customers,
partners, researchers, clinical contacts, etc. Still, the analysis indicates that value creation is
not an automatic consequence of co-location but is driven by various facilitative mechanisms

such as informal meeting places, events, introductions, community building, and facilitation.

The conclusions made are that GoCo is an innovation-enabling environment that creates
value based on interactions between spatial proximity, relational access, legitimacy and

facilitation.

Keywords: Life Science, MedTech, Innovation Ecosystem, Cluster, Innovation District,
Designed Innovation Environment, Innovation Policy, GoCo Health Innovation City.
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1. Introduction

This chapter provides the foundation of the study. It does so by introducing the background
for the case, the context and the overall focus of the study. It places the research within
discussions on innovation environments, collaboration. GoCo Health Innovation City is then
introduced as the empirical setting of the thesis, followed by a discussion of the problem area.

The chapter also presents the research question, purpose, and delimitations of the study.

1.1 Background

Within industries such as Life Science and MedTech, innovation is often dependent on
specialised knowledge, research infrastructure, and collaboration between multiple actors. In
Life Science, innovation processes are frequently embedded in clusters and networks that
connect firms, universities, research institutes, healthcare actors, and other supporting
organisations (Cooke, 2004). Similarly, healthcare innovations often require ecosystem
support from upstream and downstream partners that provide resources, legitimacy,

development support, and delivery routes to end users (Li & Garnsey, 2013).

In pharmaceutical and life science innovation, development processes are often long,
uncertain, and costly, as products must pass through several stages of research, preclinical
development, clinical testing, and regulatory approval before reaching the market (DiMasi et
al., 2016). At the same time, innovation in biotechnology and related life science fields is
rarely confined to individual firms. When knowledge is complex, rapidly developing, and
distributed across different organisations, innovation tends to take place through networks of
learning involving firms, universities, research institutes, hospitals, and other specialised
actors (Powell et al., 1996). This makes collaborative innovation environments particularly
relevant in Life Science contexts, where firms often depend on access to external knowledge,

complementary resources, and interorganisational relationships.



In response to that understanding of the innovation process, a new approach to the concepts
of innovation and competition has evolved during the last decades. According to Moore
(1996), the classical notion of competition as the struggle of separate firms has been
transformed into the concept of business ecosystems in which innovation is fostered through
relationships between companies and such stakeholders as customers, suppliers, partners,
institutions, and many others. Nowadays, the notion of innovation clusters, which refers to
geographical concentration of various entities related to innovation, has gained considerable
popularity in regional development policies aimed at improving innovation and regional

competitiveness (Moore, 1996; Lundequist & Power, 2002).

1.2 Problem discussion

Governments, municipalities, and development organizations tend to emphasize collaborative
innovation environments as solutions to address challenges linked with competitiveness,
economic growth, knowledge production, and talent attraction (Kramer et al., 2024). These
environments are usually seen as generators of value, as they bring together firms, research
institutions, public actors, and supporting organizations (Katz & Wagner, 2014). Yet the rise
of such concepts leads to essential questions on what these environments actually provide for

firms involved in them.

On a national scale, Sweden has identified the Life Science sector as one of its strategic
directions in terms of welfare, competitiveness, patients' interests, and economic
development. According to the latest edition of the Swedish Life Science strategy, the main
goal set out by the Swedish government is to make the country one of the world leaders in
Life Sciences, thanks to outstanding research, innovations, advanced infrastructure, and
competitiveness (Regeringskansliet, 2025). The strategy further emphasizes that Sweden
already has a rich tradition of collaborations between educational establishments, industry,
and healthcare, and stresses that an efficient Life Science ecosystem with strong inter-sector
cooperation is crucial for the development of the country (Regeringskansliet, 2025). The
focus on innovations in the national Life Science ecosystem has recently manifested itself in

the form of governmental initiatives, like funding for national innovation clusters that seek to



develop the competence base and production capacity in advanced therapies and thus

facilitate innovation and growth in the Life Science sector (Lif, 2023).

At the regional scale, Sweden sees the promotion of innovations in Life Science as the key
direction. As stated in the Regional Strategic Plan of the greater Gothenburg region, the
region has numerous advantages when it comes to Life Science: leading research
environments, significant hospitals, globally recognized companies, and growing
entrepreneurial spirit (Business Region Goteborg, 2025). In the Regional Strategic Plan, the
Gothenburg region identifies numerous positive trends in the field of Life Science, including
a twenty percent job growth during 2018-2023 (Business Region Géteborg, 2025). What is
more is that the Life Science and MedTech companies in Gothenburg have increased in the
course of the last decade (Business Region Goteborg, 2025). Therefore, the region becomes
an interesting object for the investigation of Life Science and MedTech firms' experience in

participating in regional innovation environments.

One of the innovative projects launched within the last decade is GoCo Health Innovation
City. GoCo is a health and Life Science innovation district, designed for companies and
researchers in the field (GoCo, 2026). According to GoCo, the underlying concept of the
project is to create an integrated infrastructure of a certain geographical area, which will
enable interaction and collaboration between participants from various organizations and

sectors (GoCo, 2026).

Currently, GoCo Health Innovation City hosts over 100 organizations and offers shared
facilities, organized ecosystem and community events aimed at fostering innovation (GoCo,
2026). The spatial structure of the area, including co-working spaces, conference rooms,
zones for socialization, and regular community meetings, is intended to encourage interaction
and collaboration between various parties and build relationships (GoCo, 2026). These
developments can be viewed in the context of a wider ambition to develop Sweden as a

competitive Life Science environment.

As can be seen from recent policy discourse, innovation districts are increasingly perceived
as tools to transform economies and create social value. However, according to the World
Economic Forum (2025), innovation districts should go beyond merely clustering innovation

assets and require certain governance mechanisms and designs to generate positive results.



One of the crucial aspects to consider here is that the mere presence of an innovation district

does not mean automatic innovation, collaboration, or added value for involved firms.

This aspect becomes even more evident when taking the regional context into account. As
stated by Business Region Goteborg (2025), collaboration, innovation, commercialization,
investments, testing sites, and competence delivery are among the most significant challenges
and focus areas for Life Science development in Gothenburg. Thus, the presence of important
regional assets and ambitions is obvious. Still, regional innovation environments can only
become valuable for firms if they provide relevant collaborations, interactions, and access to
resources. GoCo Health Innovation City can therefore be examined as a designed Life
Science environment that reflects the region’s wider ambition to strengthen collaboration,

innovation, and resource access within Life Science.

In order to discuss the value provided to firms from participation in innovation clusters, one
has to shift perspective from policy and marketing considerations to the experiences of the
firms involved in them. The aim of this study is therefore to examine how firms participating
in GoCo Health Innovation City view the value they get from their participation in this

environment.



1.3 Research question and purpose

The purpose of this study is to examine how firms located in GoCo Health Innovation City
perceive the value of participating in a designed Life Science and MedTech-oriented
innovation environment. While clusters, innovation districts, and innovation ecosystems are
often promoted as important tools for strengthening innovation, collaboration, regional
competitiveness, and talent attraction, their actual value for participating firms cannot be
assumed. Therefore, this study focuses on the firm-level perspective and investigates how

companies experience the benefits and challenges of being located within GoCo.

The study aims to understand how GoCo’s physical environment, actor composition,
networking activities, and intermediary functions contribute to firms’ experiences of
collaboration, knowledge exchange, legitimacy, access to resources, and innovation support.
By focusing on firm perceptions, the study seeks to contribute to a better understanding of

how designed innovation environments create value.
The research question guiding this study is:

- How do firms located in GoCo Health Innovation City value their participation in a

designed Life Science innovation environment?

1.4 Delimitations

This study is subject to several delimitations that define the scope and focus of the research.
First, the study is geographically limited to the GoCo Health Innovation City in Mdlndal,
Sweden. While GoCo is embedded within the broader Life Science environment of the
Gothenburg region, the analysis focuses specifically on actors directly involved in the GoCo
initiative. Consequently, the findings cannot be interpreted as representing the entire regional
Life Science ecosystem, but rather the experiences and perceptions of actors operating within

this specific innovation environment.



Second, the study focuses on organisational perspectives from firms and initiative
representatives. The empirical material is therefore based on interviews with representatives
from GoCo and participating companies. Other actors that may also influence the innovation
ecosystem, such as universities, hospitals, public agencies, or investors, are not included as
primary respondents in the study. Their role is therefore discussed primarily through the

theoretical framework and background rather than through direct empirical investigation.

Third, the study concentrates on the strategic reasons for joining GoCo and the effects of
participation from the perspective of participating firms. The study does not attempt to
measure objective innovation performance, economic outcomes, or regional economic
impact. Instead, the focus lies on how actors perceive the value and implications of

participating in the cluster initiative.

Finally, the study captures perceptions at a specific point in time. As GoCo Health Innovation
City is a relatively recent initiative that continues to develop, the long-term outcomes and

broader systemic effects of the ecosystem remain outside the scope of the present research.



2. Empirical context

GoCo Health Innovation City is a designed Life Science innovation environment located in
ModlIndal in the Greater Gothenburg region. The development has been made in proximity to
AstraZeneca and intends to gather firms, researchers, healthcare institutions, and other
organisations dealing with health-related innovations. As a project, the development has been
characterised not as an ordinary office space development or real estate development but
rather as a strategic urban development project aiming to become one of the leading Life

Science innovation environments (Steptura, 2019; Wiberg, 2022).

The roots of the GoCo Health Innovation City are related to AstraZeneca. The decision to
initiate such a project was made by the firm in 2016 after the company had realised that
innovation and collaboration were key to its future success and had extra land near the
current research facility. After AstraZeneca contacted Vectura, Next Step joined the initiative
as an urban development agency. The extra land owned by AstraZeneca became the basis for
the start of the development, which resulted in the creation of the joint venture GoCo

Development AB (GoCo Development, 2020).

The scale of the planned environment demonstrates the ambitions of the project initiators.
The approved detailed development plan of GoCo Health Innovation City got approved in
2019 and involved the construction of office space, healthcare facilities, hotel, educational
and research premises, as well as residential space for the researchers and students. The area
was supposed to consist of approximately 100,000 square metres, an SEK 3.5 billion
investment, a possibility to house about 350 firms, and space for nearly 7,000 people

(Steptura, 2019).

As stated above, the aim of the GoCo initiative is to create the environment promoting
innovative activities in healthcare through physical proximity and collaboration. Within the
communications of GoCo, the ultimate goal is seen as innovating healthcare and thus
improving people's lives. One of the main ideas is creating an efficient mixture of
organisations within the GoCo ecosystem consisting of Life Science firms, universities,

healthcare facilities, IT firms, and public sector organisations (GoCo Development, 2020).



Within the GoCo district, there is GoCo House, which serves as a hub for different activities.
GoCo House provides offices, coworking facilities, conference rooms, as well as restaurants,
and has been called the heart of GoCo Health Innovation City (Lindstrom, 2023; Wiberg,
2022). In 2023, the official opening of GoCo House took place together with the news of the
significant Vinnova investment into a cluster of innovation related to advanced
pharmaceuticals established in GoCo Lab. The cluster will involve actors from academia,
business, and healthcare and will aim at the development, production, and commercialisation

of advanced therapies (Lindstrom, 2023).

Currently, GoCo continues developing into a mixed environment for health and innovation.
The newly-built GoCo Clinic, which is an 8,000 square meters complex for healthcare and
research, was opened in 2023, and according to the following information, GoCo Clinic has
already become fully leased (Winter, 2026). This shows that GoCo, from being an urban
development project, is now becoming a physical space for healthcare innovation and
research, and business. That is why GoCo can be considered a suitable empirical case for

researching the firm-level value of participating in a Life Science innovation environment.
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3. Literature Review

This chapter presents the literature relevant to the study and outlines the theoretical
perspectives that guide the analysis. It provides an overview of previous research on clusters,
life science ecosystems, and collaborative environments, as well as concepts related to
strategic participation, value creation, and inter-organizational interaction. The chapter
thereby establishes the theoretical foundation for interpreting the empirical findings presented

later in the thesis.

3.1 Cluster Theory and Spatial Concentration

3.1.1 Foundations of Cluster Theory

Since the early 1990s, the cluster term has become widely used in regional development and
innovation policy (Porter, 1998; Lundequist & Power, 2002). While the concept initially
described the natural concentration of interconnected firms and institutions, it has later also
been adopted as a policy tool for regional cluster-building and competitiveness strategies

(Lundequist & Power, 2002; McDonald et al., 2006).

Clusters can be defined as geographic concentrations of interconnected companies and
institutions within a particular field (Porter, 1990; Porter, 1998). Clusters consist of suppliers,
service providers, universities, trade associations, and other supporting institutions that
contribute to the local competitive environment (Porter, 1998). Competitiveness is shaped by
the interaction between factor conditions, demand conditions, related and supporting
industries, and firm strategy, structure, and rivalry (Porter, 1990). Clusters contribute to the
local competitiveness of companies in three main ways: increasing productivity, promoting
innovation, and generating new businesses. Unlike the theory of comparative advantage,
competition is based on productivity and innovation, not only the endowment of resources.
The local business environment therefore becomes a key factor in the development of

sustainable competitive advantage (Porter, 1990; Porter, 1998).
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At the same time, clusters should not only be seen simply as geographic concentration of
firms, but rather environments that encourage interaction, knowledge exchange, and
cooperation (McPhillips, 2020b). This implies that, besides simple concentration of firms and
institutions in one place, clusters' value depends on relationships and knowledge flows
developing in clusters. The same is also echoed by Boschma (2005) who suggests that
proximity should be considered in relation to different kinds of proximities rather than in
itself. The model put forward by Boschma identifies five types of proximity which shape
innovation and interactive learning which are: cognitive, organisational, social, institutional
and geographical proximity. Whilst geographical proximity can facilitate communication and
interaction, it does not have to occur in order to promote learning and innovation. What
matters in this regard is the way geographical proximity interacts with other kinds of
proximity that facilitate communication, cooperation and understanding (Boschma, 2005;

McPhillips, 2020b).

Clusters tend to feature dynamic flows of knowledge as well as movement of labour and
interactions between firms and organisations. Employee mobility in clusters can play a
crucial role in transferring knowledge and increasing performance according to Boschma et
al. (2008). Moreover, their research indicated that the role of learning was particularly
significant when the firms used related rather than identical competences. As a result, what
makes clusters so valuable is not the location of companies in clusters but the chance to learn

and develop new skills (Boschma et al., 2008; McPhillips, 2020b).

3.1.2 Cluster Policy and Critiques

Despite all these positive attributes associated with clusters, there have been some critiques of
the concept. For example, according to Lundequist and Power (2002), cluster policies are not
always adjusted to fit the unique regional context well enough, and can turn into shallow
implementations of the cluster idea as a policy "buzzword". More specifically, just branding
something as a cluster will not necessarily imply the kind of dynamics expected from

theoretical considerations (Lundequist & Power, 2002).

12



The change in clusters from naturally evolving to purposefully implemented was mentioned
above. Another trend observed among modern cluster initiatives is that their objectives are no
longer limited to firm competitiveness, but have shifted towards systems' transformation
(McDonald et al., 2006; Wise et al., 2022). This means that clusters have transitioned from
being considered a concentration of firms towards becoming organized platforms for

innovation and collaboration.

Science and technology parks represent one case of policy-induced clustering, as they are
often established to promote research, development, innovation, and technology transfer.
Guadix et al. (2016) show that the success of such parks is associated with several factors,
including university affiliations, collaboration activities, support services, incubation,

internationalisation, the number of hosted firms, and the maturity of the park.

Further criticism of the idea of clustering comes from the analysis of the barriers to open
innovation and collaboration within regional clusters provided by McPhillips (2020b). First,
it turns out that clustering does not automatically result in open innovation. On the contrary,
such clusters are often faced with the challenges related to the coordination of joint projects,
worries concerning intellectual property rights, lack of experience with open innovations,
organizational coordination problems, and companies' fears to lose control over their
innovation processes (McPhillips, 2020b). Similar critique by warning against treating
localized knowledge spillovers as automatic effects of geographical concentration have been
raised. Breschi & Lissoni (2001) argues that flows in clusters should not be assumed from
co-location alone, but need to be explained through specific mechanisms such as labour

mobility, social networks, or other forms of interaction (Breschi & Lissoni, 2001; McPhillips

2020b).

Additionally, McPhillips (2020a) relates cluster theory to the concept of innovation
ecosystems by defining clusters as intermediaries which can facilitate open innovation
activities. Thus, the role of clusters should not be understood solely in terms of spatial
concentration, but should be attributed much more significance in terms of orchestration,
knowledge exchange, and intermediation (McPhillips, 2020a). Lis et al. (2020) support this
view arguing that intermediary cluster organizations are able to organize interactions of the
involved actors by means of holding meetings, events, training courses, project teams, and

consortia creation. All this leads to the conclusion that cluster value often forms

13



incrementally over stages of interactions and increasingly advanced knowledge exchange and

collaboration (Lis et al., 2020).

Cluster theory represents a powerful paradigm that helps to understand the importance of
geographical proximity to competitiveness, innovation, and labor mobility. However, at the
same time, the academic literature emphasizes that clustering is not always effective.
Especially for policy-driven or intentionally created clusters, value formation depends not
only on proximity, but on governance, engagement, intermediation, and adaptability

(Lundequist & Power, 2002; McPhillips, 2020a; McPhillips, 2020b; Lis et al., 2020).

3.2 Innovation Ecosystems

3.2.1 Ecosystem Structure and Interdependence

Granstrand and Holgersson (2020) observe that the concept of innovation ecosystems (IE)
has been extensively used but lacks analytical clarity. It has been subject to many efforts to
provide clarification about its underlying conceptual assumptions (Adner, 2006; Gomes et al.,
2018). This ambiguity related to the definition of innovation ecosystems is further
emphasized by Oh et al. (2016), who point out that the concept of innovation ecosystem lacks

consistent use due to its metaphoric nature.

It is also important to mention the need for greater analytical precision in using
ecosystem-related concepts, which is highlighted by Thomas and Autio (2020) in discussing
the fact that these concepts are commonly used when describing similar constructs, such as
business ecosystem, innovation ecosystem, platform ecosystem, entrepreneurial ecosystem,
and knowledge ecosystem. Specifically, Thomas and Autio (2020) indicate that there are four
key features which distinguish an ecosystem from a cluster, network, and supply chain,
including heterogeneous members, collective ecosystem-level output, mutual dependence

among the members, and non-hierarchical governance.
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Granstrand and Holgersson (2020) define innovation ecosystem as: “An innovation ecosystem
is the evolving set of actors, activities, and artifacts, and the institutions and relations,
including complementary and substitute relations, that are important for the innovative
performance of an actor or a population of actors.” (Granstrand & Holgersson, 2020, p.1).
The concept emphasises that innovation is not produced by isolated firms, but through
interactions between heterogeneous actors such as firms, universities, public organisations,
investors, entrepreneurs, and other supporting institutions. These actors collaborate, exchange
knowledge, combine resources, and may also compete, while being shaped by shared rules,
infrastructures, culture, and social relations (Granstrand & Holgersson, 2020; Rabelo et al.,

2015).

From the perspective of Granstrand and Holgersson (2020), the innovation ecosystem is an
evolving set of actors, activities, and artifacts, as well as institutions and relationships,
influencing innovative performance. This is significant because it highlights the inclusion of
not only cooperative relations but also competitive and substitute relations in the ecosystem.
The emphasis is made on the complexity of innovation ecosystems, which include both
collaboration and competition among actors in the process of working towards innovation.
This view differs significantly from the previous views of ecosystems that considered only

cooperation and collaboration of various stakeholders.

In addition, the importance of the alignment between the ecosystem and the management of
interdependence is mentioned in the ecosystem approach (Adner, 2006). According to Adner
(2017), it becomes even more clear when the perspective of ecosystem as a structure is
introduced, suggesting that an ecosystem is an alignment of a certain number of actors,
activities, positions, and links necessary for the realization of a value proposition. The mere
participation of actors in the ecosystem does not guarantee successful value creation but
rather the proper organization of interactions among actors. In this way, ecosystem value
depends on alignment rather than participation (Adner, 2017). This view is consistent with
Rabelo et al. (2015), who emphasize that innovation ecosystems require continuous
management and sustenance rather than simply the presence of actors within a shared
environment. In this context, ecosystems represent systems of interdependencies and

complementary contributions.

In addition, the perspective of ecosystem as a structure is confirmed by Jacobides et al.

(2018), who claim that innovation ecosystems consist of independent but interdependent

15



actors interconnected via complementarities, roles, rules, and coordination processes.
Ecosystems cannot be managed through ownership or hierarchical control like hierarchies
since the value creation depends on whether these independent actors can be coordinated in
their activity without being fully integrated into one organizational unit (Jacobides et al.,

2018).

3.2.2 Governance and Coordination in Innovation Ecosystems

Because ecosystem actors are independent but still depend on each other, coordination cannot
rely on hierarchical control. Instead, ecosystems are coordinated through roles, shared rules,
standards, interfaces, and governance mechanisms that help actors align their complementary
activities (Jacobides et al., 2018). Pushpananthan and Elmquist (2022) claim that innovation
ecosystems emerge as a result of a company's attempt to ensure itself of external
competencies and resources in the framework of cooperation, as well as to organize its
partnerships based on complementarities. Innovation ecosystems, in this case, require both

strategic activities of companies and collaboration (Pushpananthan & Elmquist, 2022).

Innovation ecosystems do not emerge in the course of linear processes and spontaneously. On
the contrary, they evolve in a series of interconnected actions related to strategy-making,
attraction of actors, operation of ecosystems, and management, which should be adapted
accordingly as actors' needs, interactions, and priorities vary (Rabelo et al., 2015). It is
necessary to view ecosystems as social structures that require coordination and role-making

(Dedehayir et al., 2018; Pushpananthan & Elmquist, 2022).

The issue of governance is important in the context of innovation ecosystems as it was
identified as an element needed for implementing innovations within them (Durst &
Poutanen, 2013). The list of key success factors suggested by Durst and Poutanen (2013)
included governance, strategy and leadership, organizational culture, resources, partners,
technology, and clustering. Li-Ying et al. (2022) pointed out the role of intermediary
organizations in supporting inter-organizational collaboration. Intermediaries can provide
governance of innovation ecosystems because they contribute to the connection between

stakeholders (Li-Ying et al., 2022).
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Larsson et al. (2012) highlight that innovation in the field of healthcare in Sweden involves
collaboration of diverse public, private and academic institutions. Thus, the innovation
ecosystems for Life Science and MedTech in Sweden become particularly relevant, since
innovation in healthcare requires collaboration of diverse institutional actors while also

taking place in highly regulated environments (Larsson et al., 2012).

The aspect of innovation ecosystem governance may be observed in the development of
programs for interaction between clinical actors, academia, business and public sector actors.
According to Sharif and Quinn (2021), innovation in MedTech requires needs assessment,
medical and engineering competences and cooperation between medical and other specialists,
as well as conversations with regulators and payers. As a result, innovative programs could
become instruments of innovation ecosystem governance by facilitating interaction among

clinical, academic, commercial, regulatory and funding parties (Sharif & Quinn, 2021).

3.2.3 Drivers of Firm Participation and Collaborative Mechanisms

The ecosystem approach is further complemented by considering the reasons for firms’
participation in innovation ecosystems and the value created through such collaboration.
Innovation networks help explain how businesses strategically engage with external partners
and complement their own capacities. According to Chesbrough (2003), innovation is no
longer carried out using a closed approach in which firms focus on their internal R&D
efforts; now, innovation involves a more open approach in which companies leverage both
internal and external ideas and internal and external routes to market. In other words, firms
may collaborate with external parties not only to gain complementing skills and knowledge
but also to cope with the uncertainties, costs, and risks involved, as well as discovering new

avenues for commercialization (Chesbrough, 2003).

Participation in innovation ecosystems, however, is not merely about openness. Tidd and
Bessant (2020) suggest that there are several reasons for firms' engagement in innovation
networks, such as the sharing of cost and risk, acquisition of complementary knowledge,
reduction in development time, and learning. As such, engaging in innovation networks could
allow firms to take advantage of others' capabilities without having to shift focus away from

their core competencies (Tidd & Bessant, 2020). High technology markets are characterized
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by high levels of uncertainty, so cooperation allows businesses to distribute risk and acquire

complementary knowledge.

The literature on innovation management also highlights the importance of collaborative
activities in innovation processes. Tidd and Bessant (2020) note that companies engage in
collaboration to cut development costs and risks, to enhance time to market, to access
complementary knowledge and to foster learning. However, collaboration can bring various
risks associated with knowledge leakage, loss of control or ownership, divergence of interests

and conflicts (Tidd & Bessant, 2020).

Such collaboration may be important in Life Science and Medtech where relatively young or
poorly-resourced firms may rely on alliances to access resources, knowledge, legitimacy, and
potential commercial partnerships. Baum et al., (2000) demonstrate that alliance networks
can positively influence the performance of biotechnology start-ups, emphasizing the
importance of the network composition for its success. The relevance of actor mix and
connections in the network means that the value of participation will be determined by the
relevance of the actor mix and the quality of connections rather than simply their number
(Baum et al., 2000). For a firm positioned in the innovation ecosystem, the value of its

participation may, therefore, depend on the relevance of the actor mix.

Participation in an ecosystem can enable access to the upstream and downstream partners
involved in different phases of the innovation process. Li and Garnsey (2013) show that
innovation in the healthcare industry requires ecosystem support because it implies
dependence on the external partners for access to complementary resources, knowledge,
legitimacy, development, delivery, and adoption. Health innovation ecosystems are thus not
limited to knowledge sharing but also include capacity for mobilization of complementary
actors across discovery, development, and delivery stages (Li & Garnsey, 2013). For Life
Science and MedTech businesses, innovation ecosystems can, therefore, facilitate access to
clinical environments, specialized competences, identification of unmet needs, and access to

commercialisation and adoption opportunities.

Still, innovation ecosystems cannot be viewed only in terms of collaboration. According to
Granstrand and Holgersson (2020), an innovation ecosystem involves not only
complementary relations among actors, technologies, and activities but also competitive and

substitute relations. This is because participation in innovation ecosystems implies access to
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knowledge and partners for the firm while at the same time preserving its own competitive
stance in the market. Ecosystem participation, therefore, includes collaboration and
competition at the same time, especially when dealing with knowledge intensive sectors
where intellectual property, technological competencies, and first-mover advantages play a

significant role.

Participation in innovation ecosystems involves certain challenges related to the appropriate
strategies of value appropriation and protection of knowledge. As shown by Holgersson,
Granstrand, and Bogers (2018), firms operating in innovation ecosystems need to strike a
balance between openness and collaboration on the one hand and protection of intellectual
property on the other hand. Since innovation ecosystems imply contributions of
complementary actors, their knowledge and technologies, there should be proper
management of knowledge exchanges and protection of intellectual property in order for the
innovator to capture the value of innovation (Holgersson et al., 2018). The need for striking a

balance between collaboration and protection adds to the strategic complexity.

Thus, collaboration also requires management. There should be a choice of knowledge and
activities that can and cannot be shared externally. Management will involve managing flows
of knowledge, reducing transaction costs, managing intellectual property rights and risks
associated with dependence on external partners. Tidd and Bessant (2020) suggest that
collaboration may present a threat to firms as it implies risk of knowledge leakage, loss of
control/ownership, divergent objectives, and even conflicts. This means that collaboration is
not necessarily a solution to the problems of cost and risk reduction; sometimes, it increases

the complexity of the innovation process.

Finally, Adner (2017) emphasizes that the value created in innovation ecosystems is based on
alignment of actors, activities, positions, and links. If key partners cannot develop the
required activities, or if they lack the incentives to participate, the value proposition of the
ecosystem may fail to materialize. This highlights how weak coordination or misalignment
between interdependent actors can threaten ecosystem value creation (Adner, 2017).
Therefore, the participation in innovation ecosystems presents both opportunity and
vulnerability for a firm. Access to knowledge, legitimacy, partners, infrastructure, and

learning opportunities may come along with dependency on other participants.
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3.3 Integrating Cluster & Innovation Ecosystem Perspectives

3.3.1 Clusters and Ecosystems as Complementary Perspectives

The notions of cluster and innovation ecosystem can be viewed from the perspectives of two
different theories that can be considered useful in analysing the innovation environment in
modern times. While the first approach stresses the importance of proximity, specialisation,
and spatial concentration, the second one considers aspects of interdependency, roles,
coordination, and complementarities in the context of value creation (Porter, 1998;

Granstrand & Holgersson, 2020).

Gomes et al. (2018) can also be referred to for clarifying the concept of innovation
ecosystems because their study reveals that innovation ecosystems involve interdependency,
cooperation, and coordination between multiple parties involved in innovation activities.
Innovation ecosystems comprise actors, namely firms, customers, suppliers, complementary
innovators, and other actors who engage in innovation-related processes in a cooperative and

sometimes competitive way (Gomes et al., 2018).

This view is shared by Dedehayir et al. (2018), that an ecosystem is not characterised by a
certain territory but rather collectivised functions when all the parties involved perform
different roles in the ecosystem and use their own resources while creating value. The same
idea was raised by Rabelo et al. (2015) who described innovation ecosystems as a type of
collaborative networks with autonomous, heterogeneous, and interdependent actors

participating in innovation processes (Dedehayir et al., 2018; Rabelo et al., 2015).

Wise et al. (2022) refer to cluster initiatives and innovation ecosystems as related forms of
collaborative innovation initiatives. They argue that cluster initiatives have traditionally been
used to strengthen regional innovation systems and firm-level competitiveness, while
contemporary cluster policy is increasingly moving towards broader system-level and
transformative goals. In this development, cluster initiatives begin to overlap with innovation
ecosystem thinking, as they mobilise heterogeneous actors, develop shared resources, build

strategic partnerships, and support long-term system change (Wise et al., 2022).
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3.3.2 Designed Innovation Environments and Innovation Districts

In this context, the innovation districts are a concept worth considering. As suggested by Katz
and Wagner (2014), innovation districts are geographically concentrated areas that comprise
anchors, firms, and other actors that connect with startups, incubators, accelerators, and other
organisations. This definition is helpful because it includes two important features of
innovation districts, namely clustering and connecting, that represent respectively
geographical concentration and interaction. Katz and Wagner (2014) further note that
innovation districts rest upon economic, physical, and networking assets. Thus, economic
assets comprise firms, universities, research institutions, and supporting organisations,
whereas physical assets comprise buildings, infrastructure, public spaces, and urban design.
Finally, networking assets involve social relationships that enable collaboration, learning, and

innovation.

The idea of innovation districts as asset-based is developed further by Mozaftarian et al.
(2026) who introduce a new asset: governance. This notion is valuable in relation to
innovation districts since the mentioned concept illustrates the complexity and spatial
specificity of innovation districts. Indeed, economic and physical assets could be considered
preconditions for innovation while governance could influence how assets are coordinated
and managed (Mozaffarian et al., 2026). This notion is relevant in connection with designed
innovation environments, which cannot guarantee engagement and value creation with the

mere presence of innovation actors in a single location.

At the same time, innovation ecosystems literature argues that proximity does not necessarily
entail collaboration, entrepreneurship, and knowledge exchange. Anderson (2026) highlights
that innovation districts are usually understood as planned innovation ecosystems based on
the premise that proximity fosters such practices. However, engagement can be neither
automatic nor continuous; instead, it is a deliberate and adaptive process that builds the
connective capacity of innovation actors (Anderson, 2026). This point is relevant because it
implies that the value of a designed innovation environment depends not only on its
membership but also on how these actors interact over time. More specifically, proximity
creates opportunities for engagement, but such opportunities need to be facilitated in order to

become meaningful.
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Opportunities for engagement could be achieved through the intermediation of innovation
processes. According to Lis et al. (2020), cluster organizations could be regarded as open
innovation intermediaries that facilitate collaboration by organizing different interactions in
stages that could include meetings, trainings, and joint ventures. At the same time, McPhillips
(2020a) suggests that clusters can be interpreted as innovation ecosystems that promote open
innovation processes and connections among unconnected innovation actors. Nevertheless,
McPhillips (2020b) identifies some problems associated with building open innovation

ecosystems, including distrust, protectionism, coordination, and uncertainty.

Ultimately, this discussion is supported by the work of Dedehayir et al. (2018), who state that
innovation ecosystems evolve through the creation and coordination of actor roles at the time
of the emergence of the ecosystem. Innovation ecosystems do not become fully functional
systems simply by being composed of some units. Instead, they evolve through the creation
and coordination of leaders, complementors, users, experts, and other actors (Dedehayir et al.,
2018). Such a role-based approach can be useful in connection with designed innovation

environments, where innovation initiatives seek to create or develop their own ecosystems.

3.3.3 Cluster and Ecosystem Dynamics in Life Science and MedTech

The complementarity between cluster and innovation ecosystem perspectives is particularly
relevant in knowledge-based industries such as Life Science and MedTech. The literature on
Life Science clusters indicates that innovation in these industries arises from close
relationships between firms, universities, and healthcare providers (Cooke, 2004). Innovation
clusters have also started being viewed as strategically important locations for companies in

their attempt to improve competitiveness and innovate (Traub & Friebe, 2022).

Porter’s research about clusters and converging industries points to specialization within
industry clusters that is used to create competitive advantage through the acquisition of
knowledge (Porter, 2003). Given the long processes of product development typical of
MedTech and the necessity to cooperate with clinical partners, clusters become an important
strategic resource for such industries, not just a convenient location (Cooke, 2004; Li &

Garnsey, 2013).
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Moreover, in terms of attracting foreign investments and innovating outside of home regions,
Abadli and Otmani (2014) show the power of clusters in increasing territorial attractiveness
through providing necessary infrastructure, qualified human capital, and institutions that
facilitate the process of innovation. The latter factor becomes especially relevant within the
Life Science industry, where competition on the international scale for the acquisition of

talent and financing R&D efforts is particularly high (Abadli & Otmani, 2014).

However, the literature also indicates that cluster development may not automatically lead to
similar outcomes in different regions. As Lundequist and Power (2002) point out, cluster
development needs to be linked to local preconditions. Life Science clusters are often
developed in metropolitan areas with well-developed research universities and industrial
bases, which leads to questions regarding the effectiveness of designed cluster development

in comparison to organically developed cluster groups.
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4. Methodology

This chapter describes how the study was conducted by presenting the research approach,
methodological choices, and techniques that guided the study. It provides an overview of the
research strategy, research design, data collection, and data analysis, as well as considerations

related to research quality and ethical issues.

4.1 Research Strategy

This research follows a qualitative research approach with a constructionist ontology and an
interpretivist epistemology. The use of a qualitative research approach in this research is
appropriate because the research aims to understand the different ways in which different
organizational actors interpret GoCo Health Innovation City and the value of participating in
this cluster environment. This research does not seek to test whether GoCo Health Innovation
City is successful or not. It rather seeks to understand how GoCo Health Innovation City is
interpreted and understood by the different actors involved. According to Bryman and Bell
(2022), qualitative research is well-suited for examining the interpretations of the social
world of various social actors. In addition, qualitative research examines the meanings of
experiences in the life of the person undergoing them and is particularly appropriate in
situations where context matters in terms of beliefs, behaviors, and organizations (Bryman &

Bell, 2022; Newhart & Patten, 2023).

Constructionism, is an approach based on the assumption that social reality is neither static or
objective but is instead constructed through the process of interaction and interpretation
(Bryman & Bell, 2022), is taken in this research as a means of studying GoCo Health
Innovation City not only as a concrete entity but as a social construct of innovation, which
could be perceived in diverse ways by various actor groups, such as representatives of the
initiative and companies taking part in GoCo Health Innovation City. It is directly connected
with the epistemological position of interpretivism as a means of studying experiences,
interpretations, and perspectives of social actors rather than trying to create objective or
universal laws. This approach is particularly appropriate for this research because of the focus
on understanding how organizational actors interpret collaboration, participating, and value

creation in GoCo Health Innovation City.
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The qualitative approach is also consistent with these assumptions. Indeed, qualitative
research helps to gain a deep understanding of participants descriptions of their experiences.
Therefore, it is particularly appropriate for research on organizational meanings, interactions,
and processes (Bryman & Bell, 2022; Newhart & Patten, 2023). As Newhart and Patten
(2023) argue that qualitative research is exploratory in nature and aims at producing rigid
descriptions of people’s thoughts, feelings, and actions in natural settings. This is particularly
relevant for this research, as it is interested in understanding how firms and initiative
representatives articulate their strategic intentions, their collaboration, and their perceptions

of effects related to GoCo.

The research is based on abductive logic. Although the study is based on the concepts of
cluster theory and innovation ecosystem theory, there are no attempts to verify or disprove
these concepts via deductive reasoning. The role of these theories here is merely to provide a
framework for analyzing the case, although at the same time, insights gained through the
study are expected to provide nuances to these concepts. From a methodological perspective,
it can be said that the study pursues an abductive qualitative research approach. In other
words, the process of analysis here will involve an ongoing oscillation between empirical

data, prior knowledge, and theoretical concepts (van Hulst & Visser, 2025).

Finally, it should be recognized that the importance of reflexivity as one of the characteristics
of qualitative research in this case cannot be underestimated. Still, due to your personal
involvement in the research process, you should consider the assumptions and biases that
may impact your perception of the situation. As stated by Newhart and Patten (2023),
reflexive consideration of the researcher's positionality and interpretive work constitutes an

important characteristic of qualitative research.
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4.2 Research Design

The research utilizes an exploratory single case study research design. The case of interest is
the GoCo Health Innovation City, which is situated in MdIndal, Sweden, and the analysis
incorporates two different perspectives: the representatives of the initiative and the firms that

are part of the cluster.

The study is exploratory in nature, as it seeks to understand how the GoCo initiative is
interpreted by different actors rather than to test predefined hypotheses. An exploratory
qualitative design is suitable because it enables an in-depth examination of actors’
experiences and interpretations of the value in participating in GoCo (Newhart & Patten,
2023). This approach allows the study to remain open to themes emerging from the empirical

material while still being guided by the broader theoretical framework.

GoCo can be considered a theoretically and empirically interesting case for analysis because
it represents a strategically designed cluster initiative in an already existing strong Life
Science and MedTech environment in the Gothenburg region of Sweden. This makes GoCo a
suitable case for examining how a strategically designed innovation environment is framed
by its initiators and interpreted by participating firms. According to Siggelkow (2007), the
value of a case study does not depend on statistical representativeness; rather, it depends on
the ability of a case study to produce persuasive insights into important mechanisms,

relationships, and processes.

To support the analysis of the empirical material, the study draws on the Gioia methodology
(Gioia et al., 2013) as a structured coding approach. More specifically, the methodology is
used to identify recurring patterns and topics in the interview material by moving from
informant-centric first-order terms to more abstract second-order themes and aggregate
dimensions. In this sense, the Gioia methodology provides a systematic way of organizing
and interpreting the empirical material, while remaining consistent with the abductive

orientation of the study.

The overall goal is to produce theoretically interesting insights regarding how a
purpose-designed cluster initiative is received and experienced. In line with Bryman and Bell
(2022) and Siggelkow (2007), the strength of a case study is not based on representativeness
but rather the extent and quality of the analysis.
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4.3 Data Collection

4.3.1 Literature review

Besides primary data collection, this study is also supported by a structured review of
relevant academic literature. The purpose of this review is to build a solid theoretical and
conceptual foundation, while also guiding the research design and helping with the
interpretation of the empirical findings. As Bryman and Bell (2022) point out, engaging with
existing literature is a key part of business research, since it allows the researcher to position
the study within an established body of knowledge and to identify important concepts,
debates, and research gaps (Bryman & Bell, 2022).

The review of literature is primarily focused on cluster theory and innovation ecosystem
theory. These theories, taken together, provide a theoretical framework for understanding
GoCo Health Innovation City as both a spatially defined project and an innovation
environment. They also guide the research, emphasizing central themes such as collaboration,
interdependence, governance, and participation. In alignment with the abductive approach, it
is not intended for this research to follow a rigid framework of literature review, but rather, it
is intended as a flexible guide for research, influencing it but also capable of change based on

new understandings gained from the research itself.

In qualitative research literature often plays a different role from that of quantitative research.
One of the differences is that in qualitative research, rather than locking into a set of
hypotheses, it is more flexible and evolves alongside the research (Bryman & Bell, 2022).
This is particularly relevant for this research, as it is intended to be influenced by theoretical
concepts but also expected to change and grow based on research findings. This is also
evident in how it is applied, not just in the research itself but also in how it is applied in the

overall research approach.
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The literature review also serves the purpose of embedding the research results in a wider
academic context. In this way, the research seeks to contribute to the ongoing academic
discussions regarding the significance of clusters and innovation ecosystems. In this respect,
the literature review does not merely serve as a preparatory phase, but as an integral part of
the analytical framework on which the research's theoretical interpretation and analytical

generalization are based.

4.3.2 Primary data collection

The primary data for this research are collected through a series of semi-structured qualitative
interviews. This approach aligns with the qualitative and interpretivist research approach, as
it accommodates the researcher's ability to explore the participants’ views, experiences, and
understandings in a fluid manner. Bryman and Bell describe semi-structured interviews as a
commonly applied qualitative research approach, in which the interviewer adheres to a set of
guiding interview questions while allowing for supplementary inquiries (Bryman & Bell,

2022).
Sampling strategy

The research design of the study uses a purposive method of sampling. Purposive sampling,
as explained by Bryman and Bell, is a method of selecting participants for a research study
depending on their relevance to the research and their ability to provide meaningful and
insightful information (Bryman & Bell, 2022). This method of research is particularly
suitable for this research study since it aims at establishing a deeper understanding of the
meaning of participation and its consequences by the actors within GoCo Health Innovation

City, rather than making any statistical representation.

The participants of this research study are chosen depending on their role and position within
the organizations they represent and their ability to provide insightful information regarding
the research. The research focuses on individuals working within organizations involved in
management, business development, innovation, and research and development since they are
relevant to the research. Two of the interviews are conducted with the representatives of
GoCo Health Innovation City. The rest of the interviews are conducted with organizations
within the cluster. The research aims at interviewing organizations of varying sizes and

maturity within the cluster to ensure a broader understanding of the meaning of participation
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and its consequences. This is because it is important to consider larger and well-established

companies within the cluster as well as smaller and complementary companies within the

cluster.

Overview of Respondents

To ensure transparency in data collection, an overview of the respondents is provided in Table

1. The table includes anonymised information regarding organisational affiliation, role, and

interview characteristics.

Table 1.

R1 GoCo- GoCo 25 min Swedish In person
representative

R2 GoCo- GoCo 20 min Swedish In person
Representative

R3 Project leader Pharma 37 min Swedish In person

R4 Project leader Pharma 49 min Swedish In person

RS Senior manager Diagnostics | 34 min Swedish In person

R6 R&D Officer MedTech 28 min Swedish Web-meeting

R7 Account Executive | ] jfe Science | 38 min Swedish In person

R8 Director Consultants - | 34 min Swedish In person

Life Science
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The main method used for data collection is semi-structured qualitative interviews. This
approach is based on an interview guide built around key themes, while still allowing enough
flexibility for respondents to bring up issues they consider important (Bryman & Bell, 2022).
It is particularly well suited to this study, since the focus is on strategic thinking, and
perceived outcomes which are areas that require reflection and interpretation and cannot

easily be captured through structured surveys or quantitative methods.

Interview Guide

It is through the interview guide that the researcher ensures the maintenance of the structural
framework of the interview, at the same time allowing for methodological flexibility. As
Bryman and Bell (2022) note, the semi-structured interview is informed by the use of
thematic rather than question-based guidance, thus allowing the respondents to express their

views as they see fit.

Semi-structured interviews give the researcher the freedom to make the necessary
modifications to the interview questions as the interview progresses, while at the same time
ensuring that the researcher covers the entire subject of interest (See Appendix 8.1 “Interview

Guide”).

Interview Process
It is important to note that the interview process is conducted within a specified period, which
ranges between 20 to 45 minutes. The interviews are conducted physically or virtually,

depending on the availability of the participants.

Prior to the interview process, participants are made aware of the purpose of the study and the
intended use of the data that is obtained during the interview process. They are also made
aware that the interview process is entirely voluntary and that they have the option to
withdraw at any time during the interview process. With the participants permission, the

interview process is recorded for the purpose of accurate data collection.

After the interviews, the data obtained is written in the form of text using Klang.ai. As
Bryman & Bell (2022) points out, precise transcription of data obtained during the interview
process is crucial in qualitative research, as it enables precise analysis of the data obtained.
During the transcription process, quotes are also included to establish the basis of the

analysis.
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4.4 Data Analysis

The empirical material was analyzed using a structured coding process inspired by the Gioia
methodology (see Appendix 8.2 “Coding Scheme”). In this study, the Gioia methodology was
used as a systematic way of identifying recurring patterns and topics in the interview
material, while also maintaining a transparent connection between the empirical data and the
analytical categories developed from it. As described by Gioia et al. (2013), the approach
involves moving from informant-centric first-order terms to more abstract second-order

themes and aggregate dimensions.

The analysis began with a close reading of the interview transcripts, where the coding
remained close to the respondents own language and expressions. At this initial stage, the aim
was to identify recurring descriptions, emphases, and ways of making sense of GoCo and the
respondents experiences of participating in the cluster. These first-order terms were then
compared across interviews in order to identify broader patterns, similarities, and differences

in how the respondents described the initiative and its perceived value.

In the next step, related first-order terms were grouped into more abstract second-order
themes. This made it possible to move from individual expressions to broader analytical
categories that captured recurring topics in the material. In a final step, these second-order
themes were further distilled into a smaller number of aggregate dimensions. In total, four

aggregate dimensions emerged through the coding process.

Although the coding process was inspired by the Gioia methodology, it was applied in a way
that remained consistent with the abductive orientation of the study. This means that the
analysis involved an iterative movement between the empirical material, emerging patterns in
the data, and the theoretical framework of the study, rather than a purely inductive

theory-building process (Gioia et al., 2013).
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4.5 Research Quality & Trustworthiness

Ensuring research quality is an important part of qualitative research, particularly since this
study does not aim to produce statistically generalisable findings, but rather to develop a
contextually grounded understanding of how actors interpret and experience GoCo Health
Innovation City. Since qualitative research is based on different philosophical assumptions
than quantitative research, quality cannot be assessed only through traditional criteria of
validity and reliability. Instead, this study addresses research quality through the qualitative
criteria of credibility, transferability, dependability, and confirmability, which are commonly
associated with trustworthiness in qualitative research (Lincoln and Guba, 1985; Bryman &

Bell, 2022).

Credibility concerns whether the findings provide a trustworthy and convincing
representation of the empirical material. In this study, credibility was strengthened by
interviewing respondents with direct experience of GoCo Health Innovation City, either as
initiative representatives or as representatives of firms operating within the cluster. This is
consistent with qualitative research’s emphasis on understanding the social world from the
perspective of those involved in it (Bryman & Bell, 2022). The use of purposive sampling
made it possible to select respondents who were relevant to the purpose of the study and able
to provide meaningful insights into the phenomenon under investigation. Credibility was
further supported by including both initiative-side and firm-side perspectives, as well as by
using direct quotations in the empirical findings to show how the interpretations are grounded

in the respondents’ own words.

Transferability refers to the extent to which the findings may be relevant to other contexts.
Since this study focuses on a specific case, GoCo Health Innovation City, the findings are not
intended to be statistically generalisable to all Life Science clusters or innovation ecosystems.
The aim is not to generalise from a representative case, but to develop context-specific
interpretations and insights (Lincoln and Guba, 1985). Instead, the purpose is to provide a
context-sensitive account of how firms experience participation in a designed innovation
environment. To support transferability, the study provides descriptions of the case context,
the respondents, the data collection process, and the empirical themes, allowing readers to

assess whether the findings may be relevant to similar contexts. This also reflects the
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qualitative emphasis on description, context, and depth rather than measurement and

statistical generalisation (Bryman & Bell, 2022).

Dependability concerns the transparency and consistency of the research process. In this
study, dependability was addressed by describing the methodological choices made
throughout the research process, including the qualitative research strategy, case study design,
semi-structured interviews, purposive sampling, and Gioia-inspired coding process. Bryman
and Bell (2022) emphasize that a systematic research process requires clear links between
research questions, design, data collection, and analysis. In this study, the interview guide
helped ensure that similar themes were discussed across interviews, while still allowing
flexibility for respondents to elaborate on issues they considered important. This balance
between structure and flexibility is consistent with the role of semi-structured interviews in
qualitative research, where the researcher follows a thematic guide but remains open to the

respondent’s own interpretations (Bryman & Bell, 2022).

Confirmability concerns the extent to which the findings are grounded in the empirical
material rather than solely reflecting the researcher’s own assumptions (Lincoln & Guba,
1985). Since qualitative research involves interpretation, complete objectivity is neither
possible nor the aim. In this study, confirmability was strengthened by maintaining a clear
link between the empirical material, the coding process, and the final themes. The use of
direct quotations and a structured coding process helped demonstrate how the analytical

interpretations were developed from the interview material.

Reflexivity was also important in strengthening confirmability. Since the researcher is not
treated as fully separate from the research process, and therefore needs to reflect on how prior
assumptions, theoretical perspectives, and methodological choices may influence the
interpretation of the material (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). In this study, this was particularly
relevant because the analysis involved interpreting how different actors made sense of GoCo
as both a physical location and an innovation environment. The researcher therefore had to
remain aware of how previous knowledge could shape the interpretation of the empirical

material.
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The quality of this study was strengthened through a transparent research design, the
selection of respondents with direct experience of the case, the inclusion of multiple
perspectives, and a systematic approach to data analysis. While the study does not aim for
statistical generalisation, it seeks to provide a credible and theoretically informed
understanding of how firms perceive the value and limitations of participating within this

environment.

4.6 Ethical Considerations

Ethical considerations were important throughout the research process, as the study is based
on qualitative interviews with individuals representing organisations within and around GoCo
Health Innovation City. In qualitative business research, ethical issues are closely connected
to how participants are approached, how empirical material is collected and stored, and how
respondents are represented in the final text (Bryman & Bell, 2022). In this study, particular
attention was given to informed consent, voluntary participation, confidentiality,

anonymisation, responsible data handling, and GDPR compliance.

Before each interview, participants were informed about the purpose of the study, the overall
research topic, and how the collected material would be used. They were also informed that
participation was voluntary and that they had the right to withdraw. Consent was obtained
before each interview, and permission was requested before any recording took place. This
ensured that respondents were aware of the conditions of participation and could make an

informed decision about taking part.

Confidentiality was especially important because the study concerns a specific and relatively
identifiable innovation environment. To reduce the risk of identification, respondents are
referred to by numbers rather than by personal names. Organisational descriptions are also
kept at a general level where necessary, for example by referring to broad categories such as
Pharma, MedTech, Diagnostics, or Life Science. This approach protects respondents while

still preserving enough contextual information for the analysis to remain meaningful.

The handling of interview data was conducted carefully and in accordance with GDPR
principles, as the study was carried out in a European context and involved personal data in
the form of recordings and transcripts. Recordings were made only with permission and were

used solely for the purpose of this thesis. The data were stored securely, were not shared with
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unauthorised persons, and personal identifiers were removed or reduced where possible

during transcription and analysis.

The transcripts were also reviewed carefully after transcription to ensure that the material
accurately reflected the respondents’ statements. This was important both for research quality
and for ethical reasons, since inaccurate representation could lead to misleading
interpretations. Direct quotations were used to support transparency, but they were selected

and presented with attention to confidentiality and contextual sensitivity.
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5. Empirical Findings

This chapter presents the empirical findings from the interviews with Respondent 1-8. In line
with the purpose of the study, the chapter focuses on how initiative representatives and firms
described GoCo, why firms chose to participate, what kind of outcomes respondents
associated with participation, and which conditions appeared to shape those outcomes. The
findings are structured around four aggregate dimensions that emerged from the interview
material: strategic aims and drivers of participation, mechanisms of value creation, realized
and unrealized outcomes, and boundary conditions and constraints. The purpose of this
chapter is therefore to present the main empirical patterns in the material, while the more

explicit theoretical interpretation is reserved for the analysis chapter.

5.1 Strategic aims and drivers of participation

A clear pattern across the interviews was that GoCo was understood as more than a physical
location. Both initiative-side respondents and firm-side respondents described it as a
strategically meaningful environment. However, they did not describe that meaning in exactly
the same way. While Respondent 1 and Respondent 2 framed GoCo primarily in
ecosystem-level terms, the firm-side respondents more often described it in terms of

visibility, recruitment, relevance of location, and access to the right context.

On the initiative side, Respondent 1 described GoCo as something created after AstraZeneca
sold the land with the wish to establish an initiative that would benefit the West Swedish life
science cluster. Respondent 1 also explained that the place had been developed together with
local stakeholders and firms, and emphasized that it had to be “more than just premises.” In a
similar way, Respondent 2 stressed that firms should receive “more than just a property” and
instead gain access to other firms, interaction, and community. Taken together, these two
accounts suggest strong agreement on the initiative side that GoCo’s purpose is not primarily
spatial, but ecosystem-oriented. It is presented as a designed environment intended to support
collaboration, concentration, and sector development rather than as a conventional real-estate

project.
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As Respondent 1 explained:

“We bought the land from AstraZeneca in 2017 with the promise to build a district for life
science and health. What we do is build a district focused on life science, so that all
companies on site have a connection to the sector. We gather the industry here so they can

collaborate, identify new innovations, and discover new opportunities.” - R1

This was broadly echoed by the firm-side respondents, although usually in more immediate

and practical terms. As Respondent 3 explained:

“The reason we wanted to be in GoCo was that we knew we wanted our own phase-two unit,
but we also wanted it to be accessible and easy for patients to reach. We did not want to be
located far away in some industrial area. We wanted to be in the middle of where things
happen. It was also a very good cluster for recruitment, because people working in life

science already move through this environment.” - R3

Respondent 3 explained that the company wanted to be “in the middle of where things
happen” and described visibility and recruitment as “very important.” The same respondent
also emphasized the importance of being able to tailor the firm’s own clinical unit while
simultaneously being situated in a highly relevant life science environment. Respondent 5
similarly described the company’s earlier location as relatively isolated and contrasted it with
GoCo, which was seen as a more dynamic environment with proximity to AstraZeneca and
other life science firms. Respondent 7 also pointed in this direction, explaining that GoCo
was a much more suitable setting for the firm’s health-related work because of its closeness

to medtech actors, researchers, and other relevant contacts.

Respondent 8 expressed a very similar logic, explaining that GoCo was chosen because many
of the firm’s customers and collaboration partners were already located there, and that for a
company working in life science it felt like “a natural place to be.” This further supports the
pattern that firms did not primarily describe GoCo as office space, but as a strategically
relevant environment that offered proximity to customers, partners, and a recognized sector
context. These accounts indicate a broad convergence across the firm-side interviews: despite

differences in company size and business model, GoCo was largely understood as
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strategically useful because it situated firms in a visible, recognized, and relevant

environment.

One of the strongest points of agreement across the firms concerned visibility and employer
branding. Respondent 3 stated that “you have to be visible in order to exist,” and directly
connected visibility to recruitment. Respondent 6 described employer branding and regional
footprint as central reasons for early engagement with GoCo. Respondent 5 likewise
explained that the company now receives more applications and that candidates sometimes
mention having seen the firm at GoCo. This indicates that branding and recruitment were not
secondary or marginal concerns, but among the clearest and most widely shared strategic

drivers for participation. In this respect, the firm-side respondents appear highly aligned.

At the same time, the interviews also reveal an important difference between initiative-level
and firm-level framing. Respondent 1 and Respondent 2 described GoCo in terms of building
a life science cluster, preserving ecosystem coherence, and strengthening West Sweden’s
position. Respondent 3, by contrast, spoke about a bundle of firm-level benefits, including
visibility, recruitment, shared resources, investor attraction, and context. Respondent 7
framed GoCo more as a strategic outpost or long-term contact arena than as a full-scale
operational environment. This suggests that while there is substantial overlap between
initiative-side ambitions and firm-side motivations, there is not complete alignment. The
initiative side speaks more in terms of mission, cluster-building, and regional relevance,

whereas the firms more often speak in terms of immediate strategic use-value.

Another pattern that emerges in this dimension is that not all firms participate in the same
way. Respondent 2 described a mix where some firms move full operations to GoCo, while
other firms establish a smaller presence through representatives or coworking arrangements.
Respondent 1 similarly noted that many firms first test the environment as part of their
operation and only later expand further if it fits their needs. This suggests that participation
itself is not uniform, but can range from exploratory presence to deeper embeddedness. Even
so, the common denominator across these different forms of engagement is that respondents
understood GoCo as strategically meaningful precisely because it offers more than location

alone.
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5.2 Mechanisms of value creation

If respondents broadly agreed that GoCo is more than a physical place, they were also
strikingly aligned on a second point: proximity alone is not enough. Across the interviews, a
recurring empirical pattern was that value does not emerge automatically from co-location.
Instead, respondents repeatedly described value as something that must be activated through
social infrastructure, organized interaction, curated participation, and low-threshold access to

others.

This was especially clear in the initiative-side material. Respondent 2 described activities
such as Breakfast Club, Mystery Coffee, themed afterworks, and other tenant-focused events
as practical ways of creating value. The same respondent also stated that GoCo is not only
about companies being located in one place, but about creating a community. Respondent 1,
in turn, emphasized that firms must have some form of life science connection, otherwise
“the ecosystem is diluted.” Respondent 2 also stressed that the desired mix is not simply
many firms, but “different companies, different sizes, but the right people on site.” Taken
together, these accounts suggest that the initiative side sees value creation as dependent on
both activation and selection. People need reasons to meet, but the actor mix must also

remain coherent enough for those meetings to matter.
Respondent 2 described this activation logic as follows:

“My role is mainly to activate the building and create activities for our tenants. That can be
everything from Breakfast Club, where tenants present what they do and why they chose to be
here, to Mystery Coffee, where we pair people up for spontaneous meetings and networking.

We also have themed afterworks where people can meet colleagues and others on site.” - R2

The firm-side respondents reinforced this understanding very strongly. Respondent 3

provided one of the clearest descriptions of how value is created in practice:

“There have to be low thresholds for taking that first meeting. In GoCo House there is a café,
a restaurant, and many pleasant places to sit and talk. It becomes very easy to say: let’s have
a coffee and see whether we have something in common. You do not need to reveal your

secrets in that first conversation. It is more about building trust and starting a relationship.”

-R3
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Respondent 3 argued that “it is in the coffee queue” that ideas and innovation begin, and
stressed that there must be “environments where meetings happen.” The same respondent
emphasized that the first step in collaboration should be easy and informal, before more
formal agreements and commitments come later. Respondent 7 described GoCo as “like a
trade fair all year round,” highlighting the continuous exposure to relevant actors.
Respondent 5 similarly described GoCo as “a very network-building place to be.” What is
especially notable here is the degree of convergence across these interviews. Although the
respondents represent different types of firms, they describe almost the same underlying
mechanism: repeated, low-friction encounters create the conditions for trust, awareness, and

later collaboration.

Respondent 8 fits very clearly into this pattern. The respondent explained that being located
in the office hub made it easier to build networks because the firm met other companies in the

coffee room and could start spontaneous conversations that later turned into meetings.
Respondent 8 also emphasized that there is:
“a mindset that people help each other so that everyone can do better” - R8

Which suggests that the environment is not only interaction-rich, but also shaped by a norm
of reciprocal support. This reinforces the finding that value is created through everyday,

low-threshold contact rather than through proximity alone.

Several respondents also converged around the importance of intermediated access and
introductions. Respondent 7 described how a spontaneous contact at GoCo led to an
opportunity to present directly to several doctors from Sahlgrenska, something that would
normally have been difficult to arrange. Respondent 5 similarly pointed to easier contact with
neighboring firms such as Mdlnlycke and AstraZeneca. Respondent 3 repeatedly returned to
the importance of key people who create opportunities, connect actors, and lower the
threshold for first contact. Together, these accounts indicate that one of GoCo’s strongest
mechanisms of value creation is not merely proximity itself, but the reduction of relational

distance between firms and relevant stakeholders.
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A similar point was made by Respondent 8, who described both formal and informal
collaborations as highly valuable because firms can refer customers to one another, create
introductions, and save considerable time in the process. According to the respondent, this
type of exchange benefits all parties involved. This adds further support to the idea that
GoCo’s value lies not only in co-location, but in the way the environment facilitates practical

introductions and reciprocal business opportunities.

Another striking point of agreement concerned the role of physical and social design.
Respondent 3 emphasized the importance of cafés, free coffee, and attractive meeting places,
explaining that these lower the threshold for initiating contact. Respondent 7 made a similar
point, noting that shared lunch and breakfast spaces matter because otherwise people simply
remain inside their own offices. Respondent 2’s recurring emphasis on events and tenant
programming fits closely with this. Taken together, the interviews suggest a strong and shared
empirical finding: respondents did not view GoCo as self-activating. Instead, they
consistently described designed interaction as necessary for turning physical concentration

into actual value.

There were, however, some differences in emphasis. Respondent 2 placed the strongest
weight on organizer-led activities and community programming. Respondent 3 placed more
emphasis on key individuals, trust-building, and the attitude of those doing the everyday
“footwork.” Respondent 7 highlighted the constant exposure effect of simply being present in
the environment over time. These differences do not contradict one another, but they suggest
that respondents experienced value creation through somewhat different lenses: organized
events, human intermediaries, and continuous exposure all mattered, but not all respondents

weighted them equally.
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5.3 Realized and unrealized outcomes

The clearest area of agreement across the interviews concerns outcomes related to visibility,
legitimacy, and branding. This is where the material is most consistent. Respondent 5

described the reputational value of the environment in particularly concrete terms:

“It is of course a completely different kind of environment to show to a customer or supplier
than what we had before. It may sound a little silly, perhaps, but it feels like a more
professional company when you are here. Even though we do exactly the same things and

have the same processes, it still attracts customers, suppliers, and future employees.” - R5
Respondent 6 described this equally clearly from a branding perspective:

“We have gained a great deal from that perspective. That purpose, our branding, has been
achieved over the years we have been part of this. Many, many more people know about us
now, and when we advertise positions and ask where people have heard about us, it is quite

often connected to GoCo contexts.” - R6

Respondent 5 explained that the company now receives more applications and that candidates
sometimes mention having seen the firm at GoCo. Respondent 6 similarly stated that the
company’s branding objective had been achieved and that many more people now knew
about the firm through GoCo-related contexts. Respondent 7 also emphasized legitimacy
effects, explaining that being located at GoCo helped external actors understand that they
were serious about research, studies, and patient monitoring. Taken together, these accounts
suggest that branding and external recognition were among the most widely shared and most

clearly realized benefits of participation.

There was also considerable agreement that GoCo can generate more concrete practical
outcomes, although these appeared more uneven than branding effects. Respondent 3
described two especially clear examples: significant investment interest from one of the
larger property owners in the city, and a shared recruitment process that emerged after a
networking event. Respondent 5 pointed to a joint Alzheimer’s event that would not have
been possible without GoCo’s premises, invitations, and organizational support. Respondent
7 described how GoCo made it easier to access otherwise hard-to-reach doctors, researchers,

and the right people inside larger firms. Together, these examples indicate that GoCo can
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generate direct outcomes in the form of investor access, staffing solutions, organized events,

and accelerated stakeholder contact.

Respondent 8 adds another concrete example of this. The respondent explained that
relationships within GoCo had led to new assignments through collaboration partners, and
that the same firm had also helped partners gain assignments in return. In addition,
Respondent 8 described GoCo events as useful not only for information-sharing, but also for
meeting potential customers and candidates. This strengthens the finding that GoCo can
generate direct commercial and recruitment-related outcomes, particularly through

network-based reciprocity.

At the same time, the interviews were notably less aligned when it came to deeper innovation
outcomes. This is where the material becomes more mixed. Respondent 3 gave a strongly
positive account, stating that GoCo had been “more open and generous than I had expected”
and describing several examples of surprising and valuable chain reactions. In contrast,
Respondent 6 offered a more critical assessment of the earlier hub phase, arguing that their
engineers did not get much out of it because the environment was dominated by consultants
selling services rather than by the kinds of innovation actors the firm had hoped to meet. This
suggests an important divergence in the empirical material: respondents were broadly aligned
regarding branding, visibility, and contact value, but much less aligned regarding how much

innovation value had actually materialized in practice.

A similar pattern appears in relation to unrealized potential. Respondent 5 argued that
regulatory and compliance-related collaboration had still not become a real strength of GoCo,
even though many firms face similar regulatory challenges and could benefit from more
systematic exchange. Respondent 6 likewise described how some early knowledge-sharing
initiatives had either weakened or disappeared over time. This indicates that GoCo appears
more successful in generating visibility, legitimacy, and low-threshold networking than in

organizing deeper and more durable forms of shared operational learning.
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Another interesting outcome concerned internal learning and employee engagement.
Respondent 5 explained that employees increasingly wanted to participate in fairs, events,
and external activities linked to the GoCo environment, and that such participation had
become part of some employees’ development plans. While this theme was not equally
emphasized by all respondents, it suggests that cluster participation may also create internal
value by motivating employees and connecting their daily work to a broader field of

innovation and relevance.

Overall, the empirical picture in this dimension is both clear and nuanced. The strongest and
most broadly shared outcomes concern visibility, branding, and legitimacy. Concrete practical
outcomes are also clearly present, but they appear to vary more between firms. More
knowledge-intensive and coordination-heavy outcomes, such as innovation collaboration and

compliance exchange, appear more uneven and less automatically realized.

5.4 Boundary conditions and constraints

The final dimension shows most clearly where respondents diverged and under what
conditions GoCo was perceived to work better or worse. A key empirical pattern here is that
respondents did not describe value as automatic or universal. Rather, they repeatedly pointed

to a set of conditions that shaped whether participation produced meaningful outcomes.

One important area of divergence concerned the actual composition of actors in the

environment:

“At first, we did not really get our people to go there. And when we almost forced a few of
them to sit in the hub, the place had not really started yet. It was mostly consultants trying to
sell their services. My engineers did not get anything out of that at all. They became tired of
it, and what we had hoped for simply did not happen.” - R6

Respondent 6 argued that the earlier hub phase had the wrong mix of actors for the
company’s innovation-related needs, since many of the people present were consultants
selling services rather than the kinds of firms the company hoped to interact with.

Respondent 7, however, described the ecosystem as having matured over time, moving from
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a more consultant-heavy and scattered environment toward a more focused medtech- and

medicine-oriented profile:

“It has changed in the sense that it feels like it is moving more toward medtech, biotech, or
medicine-related firms. In the beginning there were many technical consultants coming from
other industries, trying to find synergies here. Some of those have disappeared, and more
medicine-oriented companies have moved in. In our view, it is becoming more and more what

it was intended to be.” - R7

These two accounts do not necessarily contradict each other. Instead, they suggest that the
value of GoCo depends strongly on timing and on the actual actor mix present at a given

stage of development.

Respondent 8 supports this interpretation from another angle by arguing that the positive
effects of an office hub depend on having the right composition of firms. According to the
respondent, if such an environment were to mix too many unrelated industries, it would not
produce the same positive effect. This adds further support to the idea that thematic
coherence and actor composition are important conditions for whether GoCo creates

meaningful value.

A second important condition concerned firm size and organizational role. Respondent 4
explained that their company sees GoCo as strategically important and as a key factor for
remaining relevant in Sweden, but also noted that, as a large organization, it has relatively
limited interface with many parts of the cluster. This broader view was also expressed by

Respondent 4:

“Very few of the future challenges in life science can be solved alone. You have to be several
actors together. For us, being in an environment like this is a key factor in remaining relevant

in Sweden, because we need to interact with others and not only with ourselves.” - R4

This differs from the accounts of Respondent 3 and Respondent 7, who described more direct
and practical benefits from everyday presence and exposure. This indicates that cluster
participation is not experienced in the same way by all firms, but is filtered through

organizational scale, internal structure, and the kind of value each actor is seeking.
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Respondent 7 also emphasized that different firms enter GoCo with different expectations.
According to this respondent, larger firms often see smaller firms as a resource, while
startups may arrive with hopes of quick partnerships or immediate business opportunities.
This is an important empirical observation because it suggests that not only firms’ outcomes
differ, but also their initial participation logics. In other words, part of the variation in how

GoCo is evaluated may be explained by what firms expected from it in the first place.

Another recurrent condition was the importance of firm-level engagement. Respondent 6
stated quite directly that the company itself “would have needed to be much more active” in
order to get more out of the environment. Respondent 3 expressed a related view, arguing that
GoCo can create the conditions and ‘’fix the party” but that the people who come also need to
do their part. Taken together, these interviews suggest a relatively strong point of agreement:
value is co-produced. GoCo may create opportunities, but participating firms also need to

invest time, energy, and initiative for those opportunities to generate outcomes.

Finally, respondents also pointed to more practical and external constraints. Respondent 5
highlighted transport and accessibility problems, noting that commuting remains difficult for
some employees. Respondent 1 pointed to a more macro-level challenge, describing a world
marked by war and political uncertainty, which makes firms, especially larger ones, slower to
decide on relocation or establishment. Respondent 2 also noted that, from a
property-company perspective, the district cannot continue to develop without tenants.
Together, these accounts show that GoCo’s development is shaped not only by internal
ecosystem dynamics, but also by infrastructural and macro-level conditions beyond the

control of the initiative itself.

Taken together, this final dimension shows that GoCo’s value is conditional rather than
automatic. The right actor mix, the firm’s own activity level, organizational size and
structure, practical accessibility, and wider external uncertainty all shape how the cluster is

experienced and what kinds of outcomes are ultimately realized.
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6. Discussion

This chapter discusses the empirical findings in relation to the theoretical perspectives
presented in the literature review. While Chapter 5 presented how respondents described
GoCo Health Innovation City and the value of participating in the environment, this chapter
interprets those findings through the concepts of clusters, innovation ecosystems, firm

participation, and designed innovation environments.

6.1 Spatial Concentration as Strategic Positioning

A central finding in the empirical material is that firms did not describe GoCo Health
Innovation City merely as a physical office location. Instead, GoCo was perceived as a
strategically relevant Life Science and MedTech environment. Respondents described value
in being located close to larger Life Science and medtech firms, potential customers,
collaboration partners, and a broader sector-specific context. This indicates that spatial
concentration matters, but primarily because it gives firms a position within a recognised and

specialised environment.

This finding partly supports traditional cluster theory. Porter (1998) argues that clusters create
value through geographical concentration of interconnected firms, suppliers, institutions, and
supporting actors within a particular field. In the case of GoCo, respondents’ emphasis on
proximity to relevant Life Science actors supports the idea that location can matter for
competitiveness and innovation-related opportunities (Porter, 1998). However, the empirical
material also shows that firms did not mainly describe value in terms of direct innovation
output. Instead, they emphasised visibility, recruitment, legitimacy, professional image, and
access to a relevant sectoral context. Thus, GoCo’s spatial value appears to function as

strategic positioning rather than simply as physical proximity.
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This is particularly relevant in Life Science and MedTech. Cooke (2004) argues that Life
Science clusters are strongly dependent on research infrastructure, specialised knowledge,
universities, clinical research, innovative firms, and commercial resources. The respondents’
descriptions of GoCo as a place where Life Science activity is concentrated reflect this logic.
For firms, being located in GoCo means being placed in an environment associated with
expertise, health innovation, and sectoral relevance. In this sense, GoCo’s value is connected
to the broader regional knowledge base rather than only to the buildings or facilities

themselves.

The findings also connect to Lundequist and Power (2002), who argue that cluster-building
initiatives should build on existing regional strengths, shared visions, meeting places,
network brokers, and branding. GoCo is located in a region with established Life Science
capabilities and was described by initiative-side respondents as part of a broader ambition to
strengthen the West Swedish Life Science cluster. Firm-side respondents, however, expressed
this in more practical terms: GoCo is valuable because it places them in the “right” context,
close to relevant actors and visible within the sector. This suggests that GoCo’s regional
cluster-building ambition is translated at the firm level into value through positioning,

recognition, and access.

A particularly strong empirical theme was visibility. Several respondents described GoCo as
valuable for employer branding, recruitment, customer impressions, and professional
legitimacy. This supports Abadli and Otmani’s (2014) argument that clusters can contribute to
territorial attractiveness by strengthening identity, image, visibility, and access to
concentrated knowledge resources. In the empirical material, this was reflected in firms
describing GoCo as a more professional and attractive environment for customers, suppliers,
future employees, and collaboration partners. Thus, the value of spatial concentration was not

only operational, but also symbolic and reputational.
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The importance of actor composition also emerged clearly. Respondents did not suggest that
proximity to any actor was valuable. Rather, value depended on being close to relevant Life
Science and MedTech actors. This shows that network composition matters for biotechnology
firms because relevant networks can provide resources, knowledge, legitimacy, and access to
partners (Baum et al., 2000). Applied to GoCo, this suggests that the value of being located in
the environment depends on the relevance of the actor mix. The cluster is valuable not simply
because many firms are present, but because the firms and organisations present are

perceived as sectorally relevant.

Overall, the findings suggest that GoCo’s spatial concentration creates value by positioning
firms within a recognised Life Science and MedTech environment. This supports cluster
theory’s emphasis on geographical concentration (Porter, 1998), but also nuances it by
showing that firm-level value is experienced through visibility, legitimacy, recruitment
advantages, and access to a relevant sectoral context. In this sense, GoCo is not seen as
valuable merely because firms are co-located, but because the location helps firms become

part of a specialised and credible innovation environment.

6.2 From Co-Location to Activated Interaction

A clear finding in the empirical material is that respondents did not view co-location as
sufficient for value creation. Although GoCo brings Life Science and MedTech actors into
geographical proximity, respondents repeatedly emphasised that value emerges when
proximity is activated through meetings, events, introductions, shared spaces, and
community-building activities. This supports the argument that designed innovation
environments cannot rely on physical concentration alone, but must create mechanisms that

transform co-location into interaction.

This finding connects closely to Katz and Wagner’s (2014) concept of innovation districts as
places where actors can interact and connect with each other. In GoCo, the cluster aspect is
visible in the concentration of firms and organisations within a Life Science-oriented district,
while the connect aspect appears in activities such as Breakfast Club, Mystery Coftee,
themed afterworks, shared cafés, informal meeting areas, and introductions between actors.
The empirical material therefore suggests that GoCo’s value is not created by location alone,

but by the combination of spatial concentration and organised connection.
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This also supports Anderson’s (2026) argument that planned innovation ecosystems require
deliberate engagement and connective capacity. Respondents described GoCo as valuable
when it lowered thresholds for interaction and made it easier to meet relevant people. For
example, several respondents emphasised the importance of cafés, lunch spaces, shared
coffee areas, and informal conversations. These findings indicate that engagement was not
seen as something that occurred automatically. Rather, interaction had to be facilitated
through both physical design and social activation. In this sense, GoCo’s value depends on its

ability to turn potential proximity into actual encounters.

The importance of intermediation was also clear. Initiative-side respondents described
activities designed to activate the environment, while firm-side respondents highlighted the
value of being introduced to relevant people, customers, doctors, researchers, and
neighbouring companies. This is consistent with Lis et al. (2020), who argue that cluster
organisations can function as open innovation intermediaries by creating interaction through
meetings, events, training, project groups, and consortia. Similarly, McPhillips (2020a)
argues that clusters can support open innovation processes by acting as intermediaries
between actors. The empirical findings show that this intermediary function is central to how
GoCo creates value: respondents valued not only being near others, but being helped to

access them.

At the same time, the findings also confirm that interaction in clusters is not frictionless.
McPhillips (2020b) shows that open innovation in clusters can be limited by lack of trust,
coordination difficulties, uncertainty, and concerns about knowledge protection. This is
reflected in the empirical material, where respondents described informal first meetings as
important precisely because deeper collaboration often requires trust to develop over time.
The emphasis on “low thresholds” suggests that early interaction in GoCo is valuable because
it allows actors to explore possible relevance without immediately committing to formal

collaboration or exposing sensitive knowledge.
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The findings also connect to Lundequist and Power (2002), who emphasise that successful
cluster-building depends on meeting places, trust-building, information exchange, and
network brokers. GoCo’s cafés, events, social zones, and community activities function as
such meeting places. However, the empirical material also shows that these meeting places
need to be actively maintained. Respondents did not describe value as something that simply
emerged from shared buildings. Instead, value appeared to depend on continuous activation,
curation, and facilitation. This is also consistent with Mozaffarian et al. (2026), who argue
that innovation districts depend on the alignment of economic, physical, networking, and
governance assets. GoCo’s physical assets, such as shared spaces and meeting areas, only
become valuable when connected to networking assets and governance mechanisms, such as

events, introductions, and community management.

Overall, the findings show that GoCo’s value depends on transforming co-location into
activated interaction. The district creates opportunities for contact by concentrating relevant
actors, but these opportunities become valuable only when supported by social infrastructure,
informal meeting places, organised events, and intermediary functions. This suggests that
designed innovation environments should not be understood as self-activating clusters.
Rather, their value depends on continuous work to connect actors, lower interaction

thresholds, and build trust over time.

6.3 Perceived Value and the Unevenness of Outcomes

A central finding in the empirical material is that firms perceived GoCo’s value mainly
through access to relevant actors, legitimacy, visibility, and network relevance, rather than
through direct innovation outcomes. Respondents described value in being close to
customers, partners, clinical contacts, researchers, larger firms, smaller specialist firms, and
potential recruitment channels. This suggests that GoCo was not perceived only as a cluster
of co-located firms, but also as an ecosystem-like environment where firms could access

actors and resources that would be difficult to reach alone.
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This finding connects to innovation ecosystem theory. Adner (2017) argues that ecosystem
value depends on the alignment of actors, activities, positions and transfers around a value
proposition. In GoCo, respondents did not describe value as coming from the number of
actors alone, but from the possibility of accessing actors whose roles and resources were
meaningful for their own needs. Similarly, Jacobides et al. (2018) describe ecosystems as
configurations of autonomous but interdependent actors connected through
complementarities. The empirical findings reflect this logic, as firms valued being close to
actors with complementary knowledge, customer relationships, clinical expertise, regulatory

experience, or market access.

The findings are also supported by Gomes et al. (2018), who argue that innovation
ecosystems focus on value creation through interconnected and interdependent actors rather
than only firm-internal resources. In the empirical material, firms repeatedly described GoCo
as valuable because it provided access to a wider context, including neighbouring firms,
potential customers, doctors, researchers, and collaboration partners. Thomas and Autio
(2020) further clarify this ecosystem logic by arguing that ecosystems are characterised by
heterogeneous participants, ecosystem-level outputs, participant interdependence, and
non-hierarchical governance. This is relevant to GoCo because the value described by
respondents depended on the possibility of forming relationships across independent
organisations through events, introductions, shared norms, and community-building

activities.

Legitimacy was another important form of perceived value. Several respondents described
GoCo as strengthening professional image, employer branding, customer impressions, and
credibility in relation to customers, suppliers, potential employees, and collaboration partners.
This connects to Baum et al. (2000), who show that networks can provide firms with
resources, knowledge, partners, and legitimacy. Although GoCo is not an alliance network in
a strict sense, the same logic is relevant: being located in a recognised Life Science
environment can signal seriousness, relevance, and sectoral belonging. In this sense, GoCo’s

value is not only relational, but also symbolic and reputational.

At the same time, the outcomes connected to innovation were more uneven. While several
respondents described concrete value in the form of events, introductions, recruitment
benefits, assignments, and stakeholder access, they were less aligned regarding deeper

innovation collaboration, systematic knowledge exchange, or operational learning. This
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finding nuances the assumption that clusters and innovation environments automatically
produce innovation. McDonald et al. (2006) show that public policies aimed at supporting
industrial clusters are not necessarily strongly associated with cluster growth or higher levels
of cooperation. Similarly, Guadix et al. (2016) argue that science and technology parks are
heterogeneous: some parks support collaboration, technology transfer, firm growth, and
innovation-related outcomes, while others struggle to generate the expected synergies and

added value for hosted firms.

The unevenness of innovation outcomes can also be understood through the literature on
collaboration and open innovation. Tidd and Bessant (2020) argue that collaboration can
provide access to knowledge, learning, reduced risk, and shorter development times, but may
also create coordination costs, conflicts, knowledge leakage, and loss of control. Holgersson
et al. (2018) similarly argue that firms in innovation ecosystems must balance openness and
collaboration with intellectual property protection and value appropriation. This helps explain
why respondents valued low-threshold interaction and network access, while deeper
collaboration appeared more selective and uncertain. Firms may welcome informal contact
and ecosystem access while still being cautious about what knowledge, technology, or

strategic information they share.

This point is further reinforced by Granstrand and Holgersson (2020), who argue that
innovation ecosystems include not only complementary relations, but also competitive and
substitute relations. This is important because firms may value access to an ecosystem while
still evaluating the risks and strategic implications of deeper engagement. McPhillips (2020b)
also shows that open innovation in clusters can be limited by lack of trust, coordination
difficulties, uncertainty, and concerns about knowledge protection. In the empirical material,
respondents emphasised that initial meetings needed to be informal and low-risk, and that

trust had to develop before more substantial collaboration could occur.

Finally, Wise et al. (2022) provide a useful interpretation of why GoCo’s most visible
outcomes should still be considered important. They argue that modern cluster initiatives
increasingly contribute to broader system-level effects that are not always captured by
traditional measures of firm-level innovation or economic performance. This is relevant
because GoCo’s most clearly realised outcomes in the empirical material were not always
direct innovations, but rather positioning, visibility, network access, recruitment benefits,

events, introductions, and strengthened regional presence. These outcomes may still be
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important for long-term innovation capacity, even if they do not immediately appear as

concrete innovation outputs.

Overall, the findings suggest that GoCo’s most clearly realised value lies in access,
legitimacy, visibility, recruitment, and network relevance. These outcomes should not be
dismissed simply because they are not direct innovation outputs. Instead, they show that
GoCo functions as an enabling innovation environment by improving firms’ position,
credibility, access, and relational opportunities. However, deeper innovation outcomes remain
more uneven and depend on trust, strategic fit, knowledge-sharing decisions, and the
alignment of complementary actors. Thus, GoCo’s ecosystem value is not simply a result of
being part of a large network, but of being part of a relevant and credible Life Science and
MedTech environment where access is created, but deeper innovation must still be developed

over time.

6.4 Conditional Value and Ecosystem Alignment

A central finding in the empirical material is that GoCo’s value was perceived as conditional
rather than automatic. Respondents did not describe participation in GoCo as equally
valuable for all firms, at all times, or in all forms. Instead, value appeared to depend on
several conditions, including actor mix, timing, firm size, firm engagement, ecosystem
maturity, accessibility, and external uncertainty. This suggests that GoCo’s value is shaped by
the alignment between the initiative’s design and the needs, expectations, and activities of

participating firms.

This finding connects directly to Adner’s (2017) view of ecosystems as alignment structures.
According to Adner (2017), value in an ecosystem depends on the alignment of actors,
activities, positions, and links. The empirical findings support this view because respondents
did not describe GoCo’s actor composition as automatically valuable. Rather, value depended
on whether the actors present were relevant to the firm’s own needs. For example, some
respondents valued proximity to MedTech, diagnostics, pharma, clinical, and Life
Science-related actors, while others were more critical when the environment was perceived

as too consultant-heavy or not sufficiently aligned with their innovation needs. This indicates
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that ecosystem value depends on fit between firms’ expectations and the actual composition

of the environment.

The importance of actor composition is also consistent with Jacobides et al. (2018), who
argue that ecosystems consist of autonomous but interdependent actors connected through
complementarities. In GoCo, firms remain independent, but their potential value from
participation depends on whether other actors provide complementary knowledge, contacts,
credibility, services, or resources. The empirical material shows that GoCo became more
valuable when respondents perceived the actor mix as sectorally coherent and relevant. This
supports the view that ecosystem value depends not only on the presence of many actors, but

on the presence of actors whose roles and resources complement one another.

The findings also relate to Dedehayir et al. (2018), who argue that innovation ecosystems
emerge through role formation and coordination during ecosystem emergence. GoCo is still
developing, and respondents described its value as partly dependent on maturity and timing.
Some firms experienced earlier phases as less valuable because the right actor mix or level of
activity had not yet developed, while others perceived GoCo as becoming increasingly
relevant as more Life Science and MedTech-oriented firms joined. This suggests that GoCo
should not be assessed as a fully formed ecosystem, but as an evolving designed environment

where roles, relationships, and complementarities are still being developed.

This is further supported by Rabelo et al. (2015), who emphasize that innovation ecosystems
do not develop through linear or automatic processes. Rather, they evolve through
interrelated activities such as strategy formulation and actor attraction, which need to be
continuously adapted as actors, relationships, and strategic priorities change over time. This
helps explain why respondents’ perceptions of GoCo differed depending on timing,

ecosystem maturity, and the relevance of the actors present.

Firm engagement was another important condition. Several respondents indicated that firms
need to participate actively to benefit from the environment. This is consistent with
Anderson’s (2026) argument that engagement in planned ecosystems is not self-generating,
but requires continuous and adaptive work. GoCo can provide spaces, events, and
introductions, but firms must also invest time and effort in using these opportunities. This
means that value is co-produced between the initiative and participating firms. GoCo may

“create the conditions,” but firms need to engage with those conditions for value to emerge.
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This also connects to Lundequist and Power (2002), who argue that cluster-building should
be understood as an ongoing conversation among stakeholders rather than a linear
implementation of a policy model. The empirical findings support this view. GoCo’s value
appears to depend on continuous interaction between the initiative, tenants, firms, and the
broader regional environment. It is not enough to label an area as a cluster or innovation
district. The initiative must continuously build trust, maintain relevance, adapt the actor mix,

and support interaction.

The conditional nature of GoCo’s value is also supported by Guadix et al. (2016), who show
that science and technology parks are heterogeneous and vary in their ability to generate
collaboration, innovation, and firm-level value. This is reflected in the empirical material,
where some firms described clear benefits from participation, while others saw more limited
or unrealised value. Similarly, McDonald et al. (2006) show that cluster policy does not
automatically lead to growth or cooperation, which reinforces the argument that designed
innovation environments need to be evaluated through the actual mechanisms and conditions

that shape value creation.

Finally, the findings show that some conditions lie partly outside GoCo’s control.
Respondents mentioned transport accessibility, macro-level uncertainty, relocation decisions,
and the need for tenants as constraints affecting the development of the environment. This
highlights that ecosystem alignment is not only internal. It also depends on broader regional
infrastructure, market conditions, and organisational decision-making processes. As Thomas
and Autio (2020) argue, ecosystems consist of heterogeneous and hierarchically independent
actors, which means that coordination cannot be fully controlled by one actor. Value creation

therefore depends on the ability to align independent actors and external conditions over time.

Overall, the findings show that GoCo’s value is conditional on alignment between actor
composition, firm engagement, ecosystem maturity, and the initiative’s ability to facilitate
relevant interaction. GoCo creates opportunities for value, but these opportunities are not
equally realised by all firms. The perceived value of participation depends on whether firms
find relevant actors, engage actively, and experience the environment as aligned with their
strategic and operational needs. This suggests that innovation environments should be
understood as evolving systems whose value depends on continuous alignment rather than on

physical design or co-location alone.
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7. Conclusion

This chapter concludes the study by answering the research question, outlining the main
implications and recommendations, and presenting the limitations of the study as well as

suggestions for future research.

7.1 Answering the research question

The research question guiding this study was formulated as follows:

- How do firms located in GoCo Health Innovation City value their participation in a

designed Life Science innovation environment?

It turns out that firms' perceptions of the value of participating in GoCo Health Innovation
City are based on four interdependent dimensions; strategic positioning, visibility and

legitimacy, access to relevant actors and activated interactions.

GoCo Health Innovation City is not a designed innovation space per se, but it provides a
special environment for positioning, visibility, access and activated interaction. GoCo is seen
by respondents as a specialized environment with particular connotations and associations

connected with life sciences and medical technology.

Firstly, firms receive value in terms of strategic positioning. Being located in GoCo means
positioning oneself in a special industry-focused environment of innovation and regional
development associated with life science and medical technologies. It was noted in the
interviews that GoCo provides firms with a more appropriate and dynamic environment than
an ordinary office building. It is especially relevant when the goal of the firm is to be close to
clients, partners, and other companies specializing in life science and medtech and
employees. Thus, being a member of GoCo gives firms an opportunity to occupy their

specific positions within the specialized environment of innovation.

Secondly, firms receive value due to their visibility and legitimacy. Several respondents
highlighted that GoCo contributes to reputation among stakeholders, including recruitment of

personnel and creation of good impression among customers and colleagues. Being affiliated
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with GoCo means being seen as a serious company working in the area of life science and

medical technologies.

Thirdly, firms receive value through access to relevant actors and networks. It was shown
empirically that GoCo offers firms to get access to different types of actors who can be very
difficult to approach otherwise: customers, doctors, researchers, companies located next door,
partners, etc. Such access was considered to be particularly valuable since the process of
innovation in the life science and medical technology sector presupposes cooperation with

people having specific knowledge and experience.

Lastly, firms receive value through activated interactions. The main finding of this study was
that mere co-location does not lead to any value at all. Firms mentioned such features of
GoCo as organized events, cafés, social and communication platforms, community building
activities, etc. It lowers the threshold of interaction and makes the physical proximity more

efficient for developing relationships between firms.

In turn, it is important to note that innovative outputs appear to be quite heterogeneous. In
contrast to the previously mentioned elements of value, respondents were not as successful in
identifying innovation-related outcomes of participation in GoCo environment. It can be
concluded that GoCo Health Innovation City can be regarded as an enabling innovation

environment but not as a space for systematic innovation.

To conclude, one can say that the answer to the research question is that value firms see in
GoCo Health Innovation City lies in strategic positioning, legitimacy, access to relevant
actors and activated interactions. The value exists, however, it depends on the level of

engagement in GoCo activities and the compatibility of actors with each other.

7.2 Implications and recommendations

The study has both theoretical and practical implications. From a theoretical perspective, the
findings contribute to the understanding of designed innovation environments by showing
that firm-level value is not created through spatial concentration alone. While cluster theory
helps explain why geographical proximity and sectoral concentration are important, the
findings indicate that firms mainly experience value when proximity is combined with

access, legitimacy, interaction, and ecosystem relevance. This supports the view that designed
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innovation environments should be understood through both cluster logic and ecosystem

logic.

The study also shows that the most clearly perceived firm-level value may not be direct
innovation output. Value may instead emerge through visibility, credibility, recruitment
advantages, network access, and relational opportunities. These are important because they
can create conditions for future collaboration and innovation, even if they do not immediately
lead to measurable innovation outputs. This suggests that evaluations of innovation districts
and cluster initiatives should not focus only on patents, new products, or firm growth, but

should also include relational and reputational forms of value.

From a practical perspective, the findings suggest that GoCo and similar initiatives should
continue to invest in activities that activate proximity. Events, informal meeting places,
introductions, and community-building activities were central to how firms perceived value.
These activities should not be treated as secondary additions to the physical environment, but

rather as core mechanisms through which the environment becomes valuable.

A second recommendation is to maintain and further develop a relevant actor mix. The value
of GoCo depends strongly on whether firms see the surrounding actors as relevant to their
own needs. This means that continued development of the Life Science and MedTech profile
is important. A clear thematic focus can help ensure that firms experience GoCo as a

meaningful innovation environment rather than as a general office hub.

A third recommendation is to create more structured pathways from informal interaction to
deeper collaboration. The findings show that GoCo is effective in enabling low-threshold
meetings and visibility, but deeper collaboration appears to be more uneven. GoCo could
therefore benefit from more targeted forums around shared challenges, such as regulatory
affairs, clinical validation, commercialisation, funding, recruitment, or internationalisation.
Such forums could help firms move from informal contact toward more concrete knowledge

exchange and collaboration.

Finally, GoCo should recognise that different firms may seek different types of value from
the environment. Different firms may engage with GoCo in different ways. Therefore, a
one-size-fits-all approach to community-building may be less effective than activities adapted

to different firm types, maturity levels, and strategic needs.
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7.3 Future Research

Future research could build on this study in several ways. To begin with, longitudinal studies
would enable an investigation of how the GoCo perceptions evolve over time. As GoCo is
continuously developing, future research could explore whether the existing conditions of
enablement will result in increased collaboration, innovation projects, business growth, or

improved ecosystem integration in the longer run.

Secondly, future research could conduct a comparative analysis by comparing GoCo with
other Life Science clusters, innovation districts, or designed innovation environments. Such a
comparison would enable researchers to determine which of the identified phenomena are
specific for GoCo, while others are general characteristics of designed innovation

ecosystems.

The third way to extend this research would consist in including a larger set of actors into the
study. This study mostly concentrated on firms and initiative representatives, while
universities, hospitals, clinical actors, investors, governmental organisations and regional

development bodies also play significant roles in the Life Science innovation ecosystem.

Finally, future research could explore the relationships between actor mix and firm
participation and value creation within the ecosystem. The results of the current research
show that these two aspects form core conditions for the generation of value. Further studies

could reveal in greater detail how they influence collaboration and innovation processes.
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7.4 Limitations

This study has several limitations. Firstly, the current study relies only on a single case study
involving GoCo Health Innovation City. On one hand, it is possible to build a thorough and
context-specific analysis based on a case study; however, on the other hand, the results
cannot be generalized for all life science clusters, innovation districts, or designed innovation

environments in statistical terms.

Secondly, a limited amount of interviews were conducted for this study, although they
contained relevant information. Which means that the sample of empirical material used in
this paper represents a selection of opinions but not the full spectrum of stakeholders
associated with GoCo. In particular, the paper focused mainly on firms and representatives
related to GoCo, while the role of universities, hospitals, investors, and other stakeholders

could not be explored.

Thirdly, the study is focused on value perceptions of firms rather than their performance
outcomes. No measures of innovation outputs, economic growth, number of patents,
collaboration intensity, etc., were measured within the study. This reflects the qualitative
character of research, but limits the conclusions that can be made regarding GoCo's

effectiveness in objective terms.

Lastly, GoCo is developing and evolving as an innovation environment. Therefore, any
perceptions discussed in this study represent the opinions formed at a particular point in time.
As the dynamics in terms of actors involved, physical and business environment of GoCo,

and regional conditions continue, the perceptions of firms can change as well.
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9. Appendix

9.1 Interview Guide

1. Background of the respondent and 1. Description of organisation & Role

organisation 2. What type of activities, markets, or sectors does
your organisation operate in?
3. Describe the organisation’s relationship to GoCo.

2. Development of the relationship with GoCo | 1. How was the initial contact established?

2. Was the decision to engage with GoCo a deliberate
strategic choice, or did it develop more gradually?

3. What made GoCo relevant for your organisation at
that time?

3. Initial motives and expectations 1. What made GoCo interesting or attractive to your
organisation in the beginning?

2. What did your organisation hope to gain from
being part of, or connected to, GoCo?

3. Were there any specific needs or challenges that
GoCo was expected to address?

4. Practical experiences of being part of GoCo | 1. How has it worked in practice to be part of, or
work with, GoCo?

2. What aspects of the relationship have worked
well?

3. What aspects have worked less well?

4. How would you describe the contact with GoCo
and with other actors in the environment?

5. Interaction, networks, and collaboration 1. Has your relationship with GoCo led to meetings
with other firms or potential collaboration partners?
2. Have you come into contact with actors that you
otherwise would not have met?

3. Have these contacts led to anything concrete, such
as collaborations, projects, business opportunities, or
knowledge exchange?

4. How important are informal meetings or proximity
to other actors in your experience with GoCo?

6. Perceived value of GoCo 1. What value, if any, has GoCo created for your
organisation?

2. Has GoCo influenced your organisation’s
opportunities for collaboration, networking,
visibility, legitimacy, learning, or business
development?

3. Has anything concrete emerged from your
relationship with GoCo?

4. Is there any aspect of GoCo that has been
particularly important or valuable for your

organisation?
7. Competence, recruitment, and talent 1. Has your relationship with GoCo had any
mobility significance for competence supply or recruitment?
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2. Has GoCo made it easier or more difficult to
attract relevant competence?

3. Have you noticed movement of employees
between organisations within GoCo?

8. Fit between organisational needs and
GoCo’s offering

1. To what extent does GoCo correspond to what
your organisation needs or is looking for?

2. What aspects of GoCo have matched your
expectations?

3. Are there aspects of GoCo that have been less
relevant for your organisation?

4. Do you see any gap between what GoCo offers
and what your organisation actually needs?

9. Challenges and limitations

1. Do you see any challenges or limitations in being
part of, or working with, GoCo?

2. Do you see any potential disadvantages of being
located close to, or collaborating near, other firms in
similar or related sectors?

3. Could issues such as knowledge spillovers, talent
mobility, or competition create any concerns?

10. Present and future importance of GoCo

1. How important is the relationship with GoCo for
your organisation today?

2. Has the importance of GoCo changed over time?
3. What would make GoCo even more relevant for
your organisation in the future?

4. What would you like to see more of from GoCo?
5. What could strengthen the value of GoCo for
organisations like yours?

11. Concluding reflections

1. Looking back at what we have discussed, what
would you say is the most important value or
significance of your organisation’s relationship with
GoCo?

2. How would you summarise your organisation’s
experience of GoCo so far?

3. In what ways does GoCo meet your organisation’s
needs, and in what ways does it not?
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9.2 Coding Scheme

Proximity to customers ®
Proximity to partners ¢ Relevant
sector context ¢ Strategic location
* Access to life science actors *
Natural place to be

Strategic relevance of
location

Strategic Aims and Drivers
of Participation

More than just premises ¢
Cluster-building ambition ¢ Sector
concentration ¢ Ecosystem
coherence * Designed district ¢
Regional positioning

Initiative-side strategic
framing

Strategic Aims and Drivers
of Participation

Visibility « Employer branding *
Recruitment « Regional footprint ¢
Being seen in the right context ¢
Becoming known in Gothenburg

Visibility, branding, and
attractiveness

Strategic Aims and Drivers
of Participation

Exploratory presence ¢ Partial
establishment * Full operations on
site * Coworking presence *
Gradual expansion

Different forms of
participation

Strategic Aims and Drivers
of Participation

Breakfast Club ¢« Mystery Coffee *
Themed afterworks ¢ Tenant
activities « Community-building °
Organizer-led activation

Organized activation and
community-building

Mechanisms of Value
Creation

Informal meetings *
Low-threshold interaction
Coffee queue encounters *
Spontaneous conversations ¢
Trust-building * Pleasant meeting
spaces

Low-threshold interaction
and relationship-building

Mechanisms of Value
Creation

Network-building » Office hub
contact * Reciprocal help * Shared
mindset * Everyday proximity °
Exposure over time

Relational infrastructure and
network formation

Mechanisms of Value
Creation

Introductions ¢ Easier contact with
firms * Access to doctors and
researchers * Connecting actors *
Reduced relational distance *
Practical referrals

Intermediated access to
relevant actors

Mechanisms of Value
Creation

Right people on site « Life science
connection * Thematic coherence ¢
Focused actor mix « Selection of
firms « Relevant composition

Curated participation and
actor composition

Mechanisms of Value
Creation

More applications * Stronger
employer image ¢ Increased
recognition ¢ Professional image *
Sector credibility * Legitimacy

Branding and legitimacy
effects

Realized and Unrealized
Outcomes
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New assignments ¢ Shared
recruitment ¢ Investor interest ¢
Joint events * New meetings ®
Commercial opportunities

Concrete practical and
commercial outcomes

Realized and Unrealized
Outcomes

Candidate attraction * Event-based
visibility * Open house exposure *
Employee motivation ¢ Internal
development » Local awareness

Recruitment and internal
engagement effects

Realized and Unrealized
Outcomes

Compliance collaboration not
realized * Shared legal support
missing * Shared IT support
missing * Shared services
discussed but not implemented

Unrealized support
structures and shared-service
potential

Realized and Unrealized
Outcomes

Wrong actor mix ¢
Consultant-heavy environment ¢
Too many unrelated industries *
Value depends on who is present ¢
Maturity of ecosystem

Actor composition as a
condition for value

Boundary Conditions and
Constraints

Need for firm activity * Value is
co-produced ¢ Active participation
required ¢ Passive presence
insufficient

Firm-level engagement as a
condition

Boundary Conditions and
Constraints

Transport problems * Accessibility
issues * Commuting difficulties

Practical and infrastructural
constraints

Boundary Conditions and
Constraints

Financing constraints * Tough
market conditions ¢ External
uncertainty * Geopolitical
instability « Tenant dependency

External and macro-level
constraints

Boundary Conditions and
Constraints
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