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Abstract 

This thesis has the purpose of filling a gap in the existing literature regarding the knowledge 
utilization capabilities of different companies and how this is connected to their business 
achievements. Therefore we applied the theory of absorptive capacity as a company’s 
capability to utilize external knowledge in this study. 

Building on existing literature and theories we developed an analytical model for pursuing a 
qualitative case study. In order to collect the empirical data we chose a sample consisting of 
four companies at Science Park Halmstad and one person from the incubator management.  
The interviews were conducted in May 2012. To get an equal milieu for comparing the 
utilization capabilities of the selected companies all of them are, or had been located, within 
the same incubator of Science Park Halmstad. Science Park Halmstad represented the main 
source for the companies to make use and benefit from its environment, knowledge and 
education.  

The results show that companies have differences in their capabilities of utilizing external 
source of knowledge. The companies that has achieved more and grown faster showed well 
developed capabilities in the four dimensions of their absorptive capacity (Acquisition, 
Assimilation, Transformation and Exploitation). The companies that has not yet come to grow 
and gotten their business running show less developed capabilities, especially within the stage 
of Exploitation. The growing companies managed to utilize outside sources beyond the 
Science Parks environment, whereas the other companies’ efforts mostly remained within the 
park. The results confirm and further strengthen the importance of networking among tenant 
companies within a Science Park. Further, the study opened up critical questions if Science 
Parks/incubators are able to satisfy all the specific help and education of every tenant, as they 
are usually positioned within a wide variety of industries. 
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1 Introduction 

University or academic spin-offs are start-up companies, created to exploit the knowledge 
which originates from the university (Fini, Grimaldi and Sobrero, 2009). Starting up a new 
business in that way is often connected with different kind of tasks and problems. The young 
entrepreneurs in such start-up companies are challenged to solve the problems within quite a 
short time (Hebig, 2004, as cited in Schulte, Tegtmeier and Wille, 2009). In this early stage of 
the company, entrepreneurs usually lack experience in managing a company, neither have 
they the knowledge or experience in starting a new venture (Chrisman and McMullan, 2000, 
as cited in Schulte, Tegtmeier and Wille, 2009). These young companies have to deal with 
limited resources, such as lack of financial assistance, lack of information, high labor cost, 
high interest rate and excessive risk. Outside professional assistance could be a possible 
source for those companies in order to face and manage those problems (Young and Welsch, 
1993; Schulte, Tegtmeier and Wille, 2009). Such outside assistance or support can be 
categorized in public and private, whereas the government as an example for public assistance 
can provide funding or help in creating networks for start-up companies. Universities can 
provide a source for research and the development of new products (Romijn and Albu, 2002). 
Being either private or public, Science Parks (SPs) as a pool for young companies can provide 
a large number of assistance and support, like funding, office space, networking and coaching 
and are considered a helpful environment for a successful company start (Löfsten and 
Lindelöf, 2006). 

1.1 Science Parks 

SPs, also known as technology parks or incubators, are institutions with the notion of 
nurturing growth and development especially for small business start-ups. Therefore, SPs are 
providing a supportive environment for the development of entrepreneurship, creativity and 
innovation (Felsenstein, 1994). The first SP and probably the most popular one is the Stanford 
Science Park, Silicon Valley, USA. Dating back to the early 1950’s this park was the pioneer 
and later followed by the first European SPs in the 1960’s and Japanese SPs in the 1970’s 
(UNESCO, n.d.). Beside Stanford Science Park, especially the Research Triangle Park in 
North Carolina has a widely known reputation not only in the USA. Link and Link (2003) 
connect SP successfulness with factors like geography, organizational factors or distance, 
which might be reasons for the growth of a SP. Interviewing SP directors in the US, the 
authors state that success is measured in various ways, such as profitability, contributions to 
the economy or the ability of the park to interact with the universities. Overall all those factors 
were tied to the parks ability to grow in terms of tenant companies or their number of 
employees (Link and Link, 2003). Trying to shed light into the reason for the Research 
Triangle Parks` success, Link and Scott (2003a) investigate the growth and history of the 
park. Certainly being the largest research park in the US in terms of size and employees, as 
well as one of the most notable, the park did not always have such successful days. After 
developing a concept for potential tenants and get access to funding for buildings, one key 
event distinguishes the park from probably any other in the world. A plan to ensure the 
presence of the three sister institutions of the park; the Duke University, the North Carolina 
State University and the University of Carolina, was the basis to form a campus for those 
three universities and the park scientists to work together collaboratively. These universities 
within the park are today known as the Triangle Universities Center for Advanced Studies, 
Inc. (TUCASI) and host six organizations on the campus. With having this intangible asset as 
the parks uniqueness, new tenants and organizations can be attracted to that area. Link and 
Scott (2003a) come to the conclusion, that “the most successful Science Parks are those that 
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have benefited from a continuity of entrepreneurial leadership. Thus, companies are eager to 
adopt the park`s innovative environment and as a result the park grows” (Link and Scott, 
2003a, p.174). Adopting this innovative environment and being able to benefit and take 
advantage of the SP seems to be an important factor for the success of their tenant companies. 
As successful tenant companies most likely lead to good reputation, a growing number of 
tenants can be expected. 

Previous literature further discusses the effectiveness of SPs and how tenant companies 
benefit from their support and assistance. Therefore, there are many studies in different 
countries measuring and discussing different performance aspects of in- and off-park 
companies. In these studies the effectiveness of the SP support and therefore the benefit for 
the tenant companies has different outcomes, positive, as well as negative. In a study of 
Swedish SPs, Löfsten and Lindelöf (2002) state that in-park companies tend to have a higher 
rate of employment and sales growth than out-park companies. Another study of Swedish SPs 
by Ferguson and Olofson (2004), on the other hand, shows that those differences are 
insignificant. Later on Löfsten and Lindelöf (2005) state that there are no significant 
differences in profitability between companies located in a SP and off-park companies. More 
positive SP outcomes are found by Colombo and Delmastro (2002), whose study of SPs in 
Italy show that in-park companies have a higher growth rate and better ability of adapting to 
new technologies.  

Further literature has identified the success factors provided by the SPs which make the tenant 
companies successful. We can call those factors a black box, or the tools with which the SP 
tries to get the tenant companies started and make them successful. For having a successful 
start and remaining successful, especially those young companies have to overcome various 
obstacles and usually a lack of resources. Furthermore, start-up companies usually lack 
credibility among stakeholders like suppliers, investors and customers (McKee, 1992; Smilor, 
1997). Siegel, Westhead and Wright (2003) state, that SPs can provide specialized services, 
networking with other tenant companies or the possibility for flexible premises to facilitate 
growth, which helps young companies to achieve successful commercialization. Shortages in 
technical know-how, business administration skills, a lack of market information or even an 
uncertain business environment are factors in which SPs can provide assistance and guidance 
for their tenant companies through management trainings or seminars (Abduh, D’Souza, 
Quazi and Burley 2007). In his study of measuring the perceived value for tenant companies, 
regarding to several success factors of a SPs, Xu (2010) states, that a SP manager is typically 
providing internal and external support to the tenant companies. Regarding to his study 
findings, only 15 out of 61 tenant companies mentioned to use and take part of the 
management services provided by the SP. Eighty per cent of that tenant group rated those 
services as being of little or no value for them.  

SPs and incubators usually offer office space and the access to other facilities for affordable 
rent cost or even for free. Besides the office, those services normally include conference 
rooms, meeting rooms, lunch area, cafeteria and several other amenities (Abduh, D’Souza, 
Quazi and Burley, 2007). This enables the tenant companies to interact and foster connections 
with other companies located there (Mian, 1996). The study of Totterman and Sten (2005) is 
in one way disagreeing with the importance of offered space and facilities as a key aspect. 
Instead they link the space provided to the importance of networking with other tenant 
companies and recommend focusing on the development of business networks within the 
incubator. Strengthening the importance of those networking activities within the incubator 
and furthermore the access to several other external networks, Bollingtoft and Ulhoi (2005) 
mention the network theory. It is based on the importance of contractual relationships while 
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acquiring knowledge and complementary resources and also in the entrepreneurial process. 
Therefore, these authors agree upon the importance of networking to provide partnerships, 
expert advices and access to talented people for the tenant companies. In contrast to the 
networks inside the incubator, Bollingtoft and Ulhoi (2005) distinguish between internal and 
external networking activities, where the tenants benefit from their surrounding environment 
in terms of links to potential partners, customers and local businesses. Hansen et al. (2000) 
supported the importance of networking as a vital factor for incubators and therefore tenant 
companies to succeed. With his study, examining SPs in the U.S. and in Europe, Aernoudt 
(2004) states, that amongst other factors, network building is crucial for the development of 
entrepreneurship. This is considered to be a very important factor in the relationship between 
tenant companies and to be successful in an incubator program. Furthermore, Böhringer, 
Bukowsky and Maurer (2005) point out that external network contacts can open up 
opportunities to potential customers, suppliers and even partners in terms of research and 
development (R&D). Stating that start-up companies often have to face an unfavorable access 
to finance Colombo and Delmastro (2002) explain, that they usually have little or no track 
record, which banks normally use for evaluating the risk of giving loan. This can make the 
access to finance through that source difficult for start-up companies. Therefore, SPs usually 
have access to special funds, which are particularly established to support tenant companies in 
providing them low interest loans (Zhang and Sonobe, 2011). Another key characteristic of a 
SP and therefore a success factor for incubated companies is the link with a university. This 
connection with a university is a possible source for human resources and facilities like 
libraries, or even R&D and may help the tenant companies in terms of technological transfer 
(Siegel, Westhead and Wright, 2003). Several other studies agree to the importance of a SP 
related to a university (Link and Scott, 2003b; Hacket and Dilts, 2004a). However, there is 
literature that disagrees with or weakens the importance of that link to academia. Bakourus, 
Mardas and Varsakelis (2002) have researched the university links of different SPs. Their 
result shows that those links mostly remain on an informal level and that synergies in terms of 
research are totally absent.  

Evidently, existing literature is distinguishing between successes of in- and off-park 
companies and identifying the potential SP success factors, which can be described as an 
innovative or supporting environment. To our knowledge, there have not yet been any studies 
connecting the level of tenant companies’ successfulness with their capabilities to absorb and 
utilize external knowledge and make use of the provided environment of the SP. What factors 
make the tenant companies able to take advantage of the SP environment and support and in 
the end become independent and successful? 

1.2 Problem discussion 

As mentioned above, incubators or SPs are institutions which have the aim to help start-up 
companies to evolve, grow and finally make them able to successfully exist on the market 
after leaving the incubation program. As a source of knowledge, SPs can provide an 
innovative and supporting environment with potential success factors or tools for their 
tenants. As previous literature has shown, there are different opinions about the effectiveness 
of incubator programs, in comparison with independent start-up companies. The incubator’s 
success factors have been discussed whether they are truly successful or not, as there are 
different outcomes 

. 
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Research has so far not investigated the differences in the success of companies connected to 
their different abilities of utilizing such external knowledge. The specific case of SPs and their 
tenant companies offers a unique milieu of measuring the tenant companies’ ability to utilize 
the support of the SP, as the companies have the same access to the external knowledge 
provided by the SP and are located in the same environment. However, they still have 
different levels of success and some of those companies even fail, despite of the support from 
the SP. There are different ways to describe a company’s ability to gain and utilize external 
knowledge. Zahra and George (2002) for example describe the so called Absorptive Capacity 
(ACAP) as a company’s ability to gain and utilize external knowledge in order to achieve 
competitive advantage. By connecting the ACAP theory with the SP phenomena it is possible 
to compare companies’ abilities to absorb and utilize external knowledge and then to explain 
how come there are differences in their successfulness. SPs are different in terms of their 
characteristics, size or location and have different resources and competences. Therefore the 
requirement for this study requests to investigate companies in one specific SP. 

1.3 Purpose of the study 

The purpose of this study is to find out, how companies differ in successfulness due to their 
ability to utilize external knowledge. We want to investigate companies which are going 
through the same business incubator of a SP but end up with different levels of success. By 
comparing their utilization of the incubators knowledge, resources and environment, we will 
in connection to that explain, why some are more successful than others.   

To clarify the purpose, the following research question was developed: 

Do the differences in companies’ ability to utilize external knowledge effect their 
successfulness? 

Throughout this study we hope to make contributions to existing knowledge in practical, as 
well in theoretical aspects. The practical contribution will be that both, the companies and the 
SP can better know if and when a company is suitable for the incubator environment, or if 
education is needed. Such as what kind of characteristic a potential tenant company should 
have and what the requirements to benefit from a SP are. The theoretical contribution will be 
to further explain how ACAP is a factor of success for companies. To answer the research 
question we will construct an analytical model, based on existing theories. 

1.4 Delimitation 

This study is investigating how different companies evolve within the growth program 
(Tillväxtprogrammet) at Science Park Halmstad. Therefore, the focus is on the ability of those 
companies to utilize external knowledge, as a factor of becoming successful. Other factors 
like the specific product of the company, or for instance the potential number of customers or 
the target market, which can also play a significant role in the success of a company, are not 
part of this study. Moreover, a possible previous business background of the companies 
before embarking in the Science Park was not taken into consideration, as the study purpose is 
to explain how the companies made successfully use of the specific Science Park 
services/support during their time as a tenant. 
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1.5 Science Park and Incubator 

“A Science Park (or Technology Park, or Technopole or Research Park) is an organization 
managed by specialized professionals, whose main aim is to increase the wealth of its 
community [emphasis added] by promoting the culture of innovation and the competitiveness 
of its associated businesses and knowledge-based institutions. To enable these goals to be 
met, a Science Park stimulates and manages the flow of knowledge and technology amongst 
universities, R&D institutions, companies and markets; it facilitates the creation and growth 
of innovation-based companies through incubation and spin-off processes; and provides other 
value-added services together with high quality space and facilities” (International 
Association of Science Parks, n.d.; as cited in Link and Scott, 2006, p.52). 

The specific part of the SP where start-up companies get hosted and supported is usually 
known as the incubator, which is part of a SP. An incubator is an organization that provides 
resources which increase the founding of new small businesses. The incubator is assumed to 
support new technology based firms (NTBFs) (Löfsten and Lindelöf, 2002). Hackett and Dilts 
(2004b) define business incubator “…as a shared office- space facility that seeks to provide 
its incubatees (i.e. “portfolio-“or “client-“or “tenant-companies”) with strategic, value adding 
intervention system (i.e. business incubation) of monitoring and business assistance. This 
system controls and links resources with the objective of facilitating the successful new 
venture development of the incubatees while simultaneously containing the cost of their 
potential failure” (Hacket and Dilts 2004b, p.41). 

 

Figure 1 – Science Park and Incubator 

(Source: Adapted from Lösten and Lindelöf, 2006, p.391) 
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1.6 Tenant company success 

A SP is a channel between a start-up company in need of help and an established independent 
company. To be established and able to make profit, a company must have its product out on 
the market. Further and to be independent, a company must have its own competences, in 
shape of internal knowledge. Hence, in this study we refer to tenant company successfulness 
as employment growth and having the product on the market. The choice of those factors, as a 
measurement of a tenant companies` success, will be further discussed in the methodology 
chapter. 

2 Theoretical framework 

To provide a basis for the research, the following chapter will summarize the associated 
theory of the topic in outlining important literature and building on previous research. The 
chapter will give a review of the main field of ACAP, the main objectives of SPs and different 
types of SPs. Finally, a frame of references will be developed and presented together with our 
analytical model.  

2.1 Absorptive capacity 

The fundamental definition of Absorptive Capacity (ACAP) is the ability to assimilate and 
utilize new knowledge achieved from an external source (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990). The 
studies that have been conducted until now, agree upon, that ACAP is a multidimensional 
construct (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990; Zahra and George, 2002; Lichtenthaler, 2009). 
However, the studies differ when it comes to the number of dimensions and the content of 
them. 

The studies of Mowery and Oxley (1995) and Kim (1997a,b) about ACAP bring up 
definitions such as; a broad set of skills needed to deal with the tacit component of transferred 
knowledge and the need to modify this imported knowledge; and the capacity to learn and 
solve problems. However, it is Cohen and Levinthal who have offered the most widely cited 
definition; “…the ability of a firm to recognize the value of new, external information, 
assimilate it, and apply it to commercial ends…” (Cohen and Levinthal, 1990, p. 128). From 
this definition, the authors create three dimensions; the ability to recognize the value of new 
external knowledge, the ability to assimilate the new external knowledge and the ability to 
commercialize the new external knowledge. To enable an effective use of the first dimension, 
the learning firm should posses some prior basic knowledge common to the new knowledge 
and also some part of the teaching firm’s knowledge that is totally different. The second 
dimension means that the firm must decide how to internalize the new knowledge. This is 
done easier if the two firms, learning and teaching, have a similar knowledge processing 
systems. The third dimension, commercialization, is carried out in a better way if the learning 
firm has done such activities before.  

Lane and Lubatkin (1998) build their definitions on Cohen and Levinthal’s (1990) three 
dimensions and develop three dimensions on their own. While Cohen and Levinthal view 
ACAP on a firm-level, Lane and Lubatkin (1998) have more of a student-teacher pairing view 
of it. Their first dimension is the similarity of scientific, technical or academic knowledge. 
That is the know-what part of the student’s and teacher’s knowledge bases. The second 
dimension is the know-how part of their knowledge bases and comprises the similarity of the 
two firms’ knowledge processing. The third dimension touches the similarities in the two 
firms’ commercial objectives and is hence the know-why part of their knowledge.  
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In a reconceptualization and extension of Cohen and Levinthal’s (1990) study, Zahra and 
George (2002) distinguish four dimensions of ACAP. In their article they present ACAP as “a 
dynamic capability pertaining to knowledge creation and utilization that enhances a firm’s 
ability to gain and sustain a competitive advantage” (Zahra and George 2002, p.185). Further, 
the authors define ACAP as “a set of organizational routines and processes by which firms 
acquire, assimilate, transform, and exploit knowledge to produce a dynamic organizational 
capability” (Zahra and George, 2002, p.186). In their first dimension Zahra and George 
(2002) place acquisition, instead of Cohen and Levinthal’s (1990) recognition of value. 
Acquisition, in this context, is a firm’s ability to identify and acquire external knowledge. In 
the effort that a firm is expending in their knowledge acquisition routines, there are three 
attributes which effect the ACAP; intensity, speed and direction. These can be used to 
measure the quality of a firm’s acquisition capabilities, the faster and more intensive the 
higher the quality. The direction is more a distinction of the paths that the firm is following in 
acquiring knowledge. The second dimension; assimilation, deals with the routines and 
processes that allow a firm to analyze, process, interpret and understand the externally 
acquired knowledge. In this stage, the goal is to understand the external knowledge through 
the own specific routines. For a successful assimilation, the members of the organization have 
to interpret the external knowledge to finally learn it. Transformation, the third dimension, is 
the internalization and conversion of the new knowledge. The transformation is about 
combining the new knowledge with the existing, which means that the firm must have the 
ability to recognize two different sets of information and then combine them to create new 
cognitive structures. Finally, the fourth dimension is exploitation. This will generate the 
results of the effort made in the earlier dimensions. The authors explain “exploitation as an 
organizational capability is based on the routines that allow firms to refine, extend, and 
leverage existing competencies or to create new ones by incorporating acquired and 
transformed knowledge into its operations” Zahra and George (2002, p.190). Each of these 
dimensions plays a different but complementary role in the explanation of ACAP and its 
influence on the organizational results. Zahra and George (2002) divide the four dimensions 
into two subsets, potential ACAP (PACAP) and realized ACAP (RACAP). PACAP involves 
the two first dimensions, acquisition and assimilation. It enables the firm to be receptive to 
acquiring and assimilating knowledge. RACAP includes the firm’s ability to transform and 
exploit the new knowledge, and consists of the third and fourth dimensions. RACAP is likely 
to influence the product and process innovation and therefore the performance of a company. 
Especially capabilities in exploitation help to convert new knowledge into new products. Both 
subsets, PACAP and RACAP, have separate but complementary roles. That means that 
companies can for instance acquire and assimilate new external knowledge but might not be 
able to transform and exploit it. On the other hand, companies cannot exploit knowledge 
without first acquiring this knowledge. As a result, a high PACAP does not necessarily mean 
a high enhanced performance for the company (Zahra and George, 2002). 
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The dimensions of the ACAP according to Zahra and George (2002) are illustrated in the 
following figure: 

 

Figure 2 – Absorptive Capacity and its dimensions according to Zahra and George 

(Source: Adapted from Zahra and George, 2002, p. 192) 
 

Jansen et al. (2005) continues on the same path as Zahra and George (2002). They start to 
look at the four dimensions, and then conclude that ACAP has only two dimensions which are 
similar to the potential and realized capacity definitions.  

Todorova and Durisin (2007) argue that Zahra and George’s (2002) reconceptualization of the 
absorptive capacity construct contains ambiguities and omissions. This, they mean, is because 
of the changes in research since the reconceptualization was done. The authors offer new 
views and definitions of some of the concepts presented by Zahra and George (2002). First, 
they reintroduce the first dimension as “recognize the value” in accordance with Cohen and 
Levinthal (1990). By using this term, instead of acquisition, the authors point out recognition 
as a first crucial step in acquiring new external knowledge. The basic idea around this 
dimension is that without prior knowledge, organizations will not be able to evaluate the new 
information and will not be able to absorb it. Second, Todorova and Durisin (2007) state that 
transformation should rather be an alternative than a subsequent step to assimilation. The 
explanation of this is, that the transformation process is about understanding situations and 
information that are not originally involved in the organization and that firms could also 
acquire knowledge, that is compatible with the prior knowledge. The authors stress that 
transformation only occurs with knowledge that is too new to be assimilated as it is. Thereby, 
the four dimensions that Todorova and Durisin (2007) developed are recognizing the value, 
acquiring the new external knowledge, assimilating or transforming the knowledge and 
exploiting it.  
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In a later article, by Lichtenthaler (2009), three learning processes are presented as 
complementary to the dimensions mentioned by others. Those are: exploratory learning which 
constitutes recognizing external knowledge and then assimilating this knowledge; 
transformative learning which constitutes maintaining assimilated knowledge and reactivating 
it and exploitative learning which constitutes transmuting and applying the assimilated 
knowledge. Exploratory learning can be compared with the notion of PACAP and exploitative 
learning with the concept of RACAP which is shown by Zahra and George (2002). The 
transformative learning component by Lichtenthaler is the link between those two processes. 
Furthermore Lichtenthaler explains the dimensions of ACAP being complementary to each 
other and examining just a single dimension may lead to incorrect conclusions. With his 
discovery of synergies from the coexistence of the ACAP dimensions he states, that the 
complementarity between the dimensions is a major reason for ACAP being a source of 
competitive advantage (Lichtenthaler, 2009). 

 

Figure 3 – Variants of ACAP dimensions 

2.2 Objectives of a Science Park 

SPs can differ in terms of their objectives depending on how they are financed or if they are 
public or private institutions. As some public SPs are established and connected to 
universities, one of their main objectives is to support the university spin-off companies 
without having the focus on making profit as an organization. Being privately owned and 
financed by different stakeholders, other SPs therefore have the main objective to make profit 
and choose their tenant companies differently (Massey, D., Quintas, P. and Wield, D., 1992, 
as cited in Westhead and Batstone, 1998; Sun, Ni and Leung, 2007). By providing an 
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entrepreneurial milieu for spin-off companies, a distinction between spin-off companies can 
be made in terms of higher education or university spin-offs and spin-offs from corporations 
(Löfsten and Lindelöf, 2006). Depending on those different origins of spin-off companies, 
SPs have to satisfy their specific needs. As higher education or university spin-offs have 
mainly the need for management support and advice, corporate spin-offs seek for transfer of 
technology between the university and the firm and therefore the main SP objective can vary 
(Tesfaye, 1993, as cited in Löfsten and Lindelöf, 2006. Some of the main objectives of a SP 
are listed in table 1. 

- encourage the links of higher education institute (HEIs) to 
industry and the start up of NTBFs 

Massey, D., Quintas, P. and Wield, D. 
(1992, cited in Westhead and Batstone, 
1998)  

- promote the growth of existing NTBFs and enhance their 
competitiveness 

  
- create a synergy between companies 
   
- encourage entrepreneurship and the growth of  
  the local economy 

  
- job creation 
   
- promote R&D Phillimore (1999) 
- promote technology transfer   
- promote development 
   
- facilitating university technology 
  transfer Siegel, Westhead and Wright (2003) 
- encourage growth of existing high tech  companies   
- foster alliances and networks    
- economic development  
   

Table 1 – Science Park objectives. 

Besides these differences in terms of financing or ownership, literature identifies different 
types of SPs and business incubators which are discussed in the following. 

2.3 Different types of Science Parks and Incubators 

Distinguishing between different types of SPs or business incubators is a hard task, as every 
SP is some kind of unique. Even though incubators have the same main goal in nurturing 
entrepreneurship and helping young companies to develop and grow. Certain differences in 
their operations and organizations can be found, according to Bollingtoft and Ulhoi (2005). 
McAdam and Marlow (2007) share the idea of incubators having the same main goal to 
encourage entrepreneurship and to develop sustainable enterprises. The authors distinguish 
between different types of SPs and incubators in terms of their financial sources. Private 
owned or financed incubators usually have their focus on profit and therefore the return on 
investment, while government supported incubators aim for encouraging the regional growth. 
Furthermore, university related and supported incubators may attempt for technological and 
knowledge transfer between the incubator and academia (McAdam and Marlow, 2007). 
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In the study of Grimaldi and Grandi (2005), research has been done about different models of 
incubation. The authors identified four different main types of incubators; business innovation 
centers, university business incubators, corporate private incubators and independent private 
incubators. Furthermore, the article says that those four types can be summarized into two 
main incubation models. One consists of public business innovation centers and regional 
public incubators, which services are focused on providing market commodities and tangible 
assets. The other ones are private incubators, which are divided into corporate private 
incubators and independent private incubators. Those private incubators are considered to 
have more focus on the provision of financing and more high-value and intangible assets 
having a short term orientation. University based incubators (UBIs) are, in the authors model, 
placed somewhere between these two groups. The main objective of those UBIs is to provide 
knowledge-based companies, academic networking, facilities and academic knowledge. In 
their results the authors state, that the rationale behind those different incubator types is that 
different clients and types of companies have different needs. In their conclusion they suggest 
that incubators should rather specialize in the services they provide, rather than trying to 
provide a broad spectrum for attracting different types of companies (Grimaldi and Grandi, 
2005) 

2.4 Frame of reference 

Based on the literature research presented above, we designed an analytical model for the 
tenant companies’ ability to absorb and utilize the support from the SP. With the help of this 
model we will analyze how the ACAP of SP tenant companies effects the companies’ 
successfulness. As described in the theoretical framework, ACAP consists of different 
elements, which are depended on each other. Zahra and George (2002) describe those 
elements as acquisition, assimilation, transformation and exploitation. Being dependent and 
complementary to each other, those four dimensions are a dynamic capability regarding the 
creation and utilization of knowledge for a firm, to gain and sustain a competitive advantage 
(Zahra and George, 2002, Lichtenthaler, 2009).  

The possible support and different success factors a SP can provide for the tenant companies 
have been discussed in several studies. As pointed out earlier such factors include the 
possibility for tenant companies to build up networks with other companies in an 
entrepreneurial environment, support and consulting in management know-how and for 
instance access to funding. Furthermore tenant companies have the possibility to use office 
space within the SP for affordable rent cost or even for free (Siegel, Westhead and Wright, 
2003; Abduh, D`Souza, Quazi and Burley, 2007; Totterman and Sten, 2005; Aernoudt, 2004; 
Colombo and Delmastro, 2002; Zhang and Sonobe, 2011). 

Besides these success factors within the SP, external support and networks can have an 
important impact on tenant companies’ successfulness as well. Therefore the provided 
networking from the SP is not just limited amongst the tenants in the SP but can open up 
external networks to potential customers, business partners or suppliers (Bollingtoft and 
Ulhoi, 2005; Böhringer, Bukowsky and Maurer, 2005). 
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Figure 3 exemplifies and connects those theoretical findings in order to analyze how different 
tenant companies within a SP are able to utilize external services and support. 

 

Figure 4 – Proposed model for the tenant companies different abilities to utilize the 
incubators support.  

The analytical model shows the connections the tenant company has with the SP and its 
external environment. Different tenant companies, regarding to size or product are embarked 
within the SP with the intention to get support for their business activities. As the SP provides 
potential sources for the tenant companies such as financial support, networking, training, the 
SP can also open up the contact to other external sources for the tenant company. Bilateral 
arrows illustrate the exchange of knowledge between the tenant company and the SP/external 
environment which is effected by the utilization capabilities of the tenant company, illustrated 
by the four dimensions of ACAP. The arrows of those four dimensions, acquisition, 
assimilation, transformation and exploitation show the linkage and dependency between them. 
As explained in the Theoretical Framework, according to Zahra and George (2002), we divide 
the four ACAP dimensions in the two subsets of PACAP and RACAP to better explain the 
differences in the utilizations capabilities of the investigated companies. Distinct utilization 
capabilities in form of ACAP, making the company able to successfully utilize external 
knowledge, can lead to company successfulness. Their success is within this study measured 
in employee growth and having the own product successfully placed on the market. 
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We will use this model in the analysis of our empirical findings and also to answer the 
research question:  

Do the differences in companies’ ability to utilize external knowledge effect their 
successfulness? 

Regarding to the above mentioned definitions of success, two groups of companies have been 
identified. They are embarked within the same incubator but have so far experienced different 
stages of development and company success. We will analyze the companies’ capabilities to 
make use of external knowledge sources through their ACAP and explain the differences 
among the tenants. Moreover, we will investigate how those differences in the knowledge 
utilization capabilities led to the current stage of successfulness of the respective company.  

By interpreting the ACAP as the tenant companies’ ability to utilize external knowledge, we 
suggest the following assumption: 

The companies that are more successful have a better developed ACAP, than the ones that are 
less successful. 

Building on that analytical model and the four dimensions of the absorptive capacity, 
acquisition, assimilation, transformation and exploitation, we designed our interview guide to 
answer our research question.  
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3 Methodology 

In the following chapter we will discuss and argue our choices of methodology in this thesis. 
We will describe the research process, explain the choice of SP and tenant companies, and 
also point out the importance of ethical considerations throughout our study. Further, the 
validity and reliability of the research will be discussed.  

3.1 Literary sources 

For our study, we used the following data bases as literary sources: ABI Inform, Google 
Scholar, Google and Web of Science. When searching in these data bases, the following key 
words were used: Absorptive capacity, business incubators, Science Park success, Swedish 
Science Parks and tenant company success. New key words and author names came up with 
the articles we found and led us on to the relevant literature.  

3.2 Research strategy 

In order to answer our research question, we have chosen a qualitative approach. This 
decision was based on the purpose of explaining the differences in companies’ ability to 
utilize external knowledge. To do that, it is important to get a deeper understanding for the 
companies’ different views on the SP services. Bryman and Bell (2007) argues that 
interpretation is in focus when doing qualitative research, which is in accordance with our 
study purpose.  

Furthermore, our research question aims to find out how companies’ ability to utilize external 
knowledge influences their success. In order to do this, we find it important that the 
companies’ have the same access to the external knowledge, and therefore favorably are 
positioned at the same location. Thus, we find case study as the most suitable research 
strategy. This is in accordance with Yin’s (2003) description of when case study is 
appropriate. Yin (2003) also mentions that there are situations when single case studies can be 
justified. For example when previous researchers have stated hypotheses that you want to 
confirm, question or develop. In this study we decided to involve four cases of tenant 
companies, as this allows us to consider similarities and differences among the cases. Further 
this has the advantage of their evidence being more compelling. Moreover the study can be 
interpreted as more solid (Bryman and Bell, 2007; Herriott and Firestone, 1983, as cited in 
Yin, 2003). According to Yin (2003), a main critique of case study is, that only a small basis 
for generalizing the results in a scientific ways can be provided. At this point we want to 
mention, that our case studies are to generalize to theoretical propositions rather than 
statistical generalizations, as stated by Yin (2003). 

3.3 Sample 

When choosing an appropriate SP for this study, we considered that Science Park Halmstad 
(SPH) would be the easiest one to get in contact with. Being a university based business 
incubator (UBI) it is directly linked, to the Halmstad University, which makes it possible to 
go there and conduct the interviews face to face. This is a choice of convenience, which is 
explained by Jacobsen (2007) as a choice made because the respondents are easy to get in 
contact with. The choice of companies within SPH was based on recommendations from a 
contact working at the SPH. He based his recommendations on the criteria we set up for the 
companies’ characteristics. These were: all should have started after 2007 (because there was 
a bigger change in the organization of SPH), two of them should be successful, two of them 
should be less successful or struggling to survive and they should all be located in Halmstad. 
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One way to determine whether a company is successful or not, is to look at the growth rate. 
The faster the company grows, the more successful it is. Growth can be measured in terms of 
sales or jobs. Success could also be measured in profitability, but this is not directly connected 
to SPs, according to Löfsten and Lindelöf (2002). Additionally, Saarinen (1996) mentions that 
success can be defined as a favorable or satisfactory outcome or result. As this study involves 
tenant companies of a SP, who differ in ways like industry, age or size, it is hard to connect 
the terms successful or not successful with a specific benchmark or business ratio. Having this 
in mind, we interviewed and discussed with the contact person at SPH and identified 
successful and less successful companies for the interviews. The criteria for the selection of 
the successful companies were that they have to have a product on the market and a growth in 
terms of employees. Identifying the less successful companies, we chose companies which 
had not really taken off yet, even though they are successful enough to exist. Those 
companies struggle for example to launch their product and they have not experienced any 
employee growth yet. The successful companies in this study have experienced employee 
growth since their start-up, and have their product, or service on the market. 

However, to raise the chance of having four companies to interview, we asked the contact at 
SPH to give us a couple of reserves. This turned out to be useful as one of the companies did 
not want to participate in the research, as the companies’ CEO explained he participated in 
several other studies already and thinks that is enough at the moment. Another company was 
not answering the telephone, after we tried to reach them several times on different days and 
day-times. In order to get more background information about the case of SPH and its tenant 
companies, we chose to include the view of the SPH management in the study. However, they 
were not the main focus of the research as we wanted to study the tenant companies. 

3.4 Interview guide 

Since this thesis includes two perspectives, regarding the problem area, two different 
interview guides have been designed. One is for the tenant companies and the other for the 
management of the incubator.  

If possible, the interview guide was sent to the interviewee in advance, in order to give the 
respondents the possibility to prepare what kind of information they want to share. After an 
introducing dialogue with the interviewee, the authors used the interview guide as a red thread 
while conducting the interview. The interview guide for the tenant companies was structured 
and coded, regarding to the four dimensions of the ACAP theory identified by Zahra and 
George (2002); acquisition (AC), assimilation (AS), transformation (TR), and exploitation 
(EX). To make sure that the question was answered in connection to the four dimensions, the 
interview guide was constructed from the article of Zahra and George (2002) and inspired by 
their specific descriptions of the four dimensions. Furthermore, the article written by Camisón 
and Forés (2010) has also been an inspiration for designing our interview guide. 

The interview guide with the SPH management was designed with more general questions. 
For example, these questions were about how tenant companies utilize incubator resources 
and in terms of that what is typically different among successful and less successful tenant 
companies. 
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3.5 Data sources 

When collecting data for this thesis, we used primary and secondary data sources, i.e. face-to-
face interviews and websites. In the interviews, rich data can be collected in an effective way 
(Eisenhardt and Graebner, 2007). The negative side of conducting face-to-face interviews is 
that the gathered data can be quite broad and it can also be time consuming. Due to our 
limited time, we therefore told the interviewees about the topic in the first telephone contact. 
Moreover, we also sent the interview guide via E-Mail to help them prepare their answers in 
the relevant area. In this way we managed to overcome most of the time consuming obstacles 
that the face-to-face interviews can bring up. 

3.5.1 Interviews 

Primary data, or primary source of data, is according to Jacobsen (2007) when the researcher 
participates in the process. In our research we gathered primary data by conducting qualitative 
interviews. We chose to use a semi-structured approach given that we have five different 
interviewees (four tenant companies and the incubator manager) with different experiences in 
the area. The structure of the guide was based on the recommendations of Bryman and Bell 
(2007). We posed the questions in an open way, and then steered the conversation in the 
wanted direction. We took turns in being active during the interviews, while the other person 
took a more observing role. The interview guides can be found in the Appendixes I and II. 

3.5.2 Websites 

Jacobsen (2007) describes secondary data as when researchers do not take part of the 
gathering themselves but instead rely on a secondary source of information. To collect further 
information about the companies we used their websites. All the companies except from Envi 
have websites. To further support the data from the websites and to fill some gaps we got 
more information about the companies from the interviews or from our Science Park contact 
Hans-Erik Eldemark. This also gave a more objective view of the companies. We also used 
SPH’s website to get a picture of their activities and organization.  

3.6 The interviews 

The interviewees chose the place for the interviews, which ensured an environment in which 
they felt comfortable. Bryman and Bell (2007) recommend an isolated area where the 
distractions are less and also point out that the office can give the interviewees a feeling of 
prestige. Our interviews took place in different environments, however, never in the 
interviewees’ own offices.  

The interviews of both, the tenant companies and the SPH management, lasted for 
approximately 30 minutes each. The interviews started with a short description of the thesis 
purpose. Then the tenant companies interviewees explained what they are doing and in what 
industry they are in. The interviews were recorded to make sure that no information would be 
missed. 

During the interviews we followed the interview guide we had prepared. However, we let the 
interviewees talk more broadly if they wanted to, in order to get as much information as 
possible. At the end of each interview we gave the interviewees a chance to add whatever 
information they found missing and relevant. 
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3.7 Ethical considerations 

 Many authors have pointed out the importance of ethical consideration while conducting a 
research. There are, however, differences in how these ethical considerations should be 
approached and used through the research process. Saunders, M., Thornhill, A. and Lewis, P. 
(2009) state, that research ethics is concerning all the parts of research, from the start when 
the topic is formulated to the end when the findings and analysis is written. They divide the 
research process into five stages, which are used to explain the different considerations of 
ethical issues. The stages are; formulating and clarifying the research topic, designing the 
research and gaining access, collecting data, processing and storing the data, analysing the 
data and reporting research findings. Saunders, M., Thornhill, A. and Lewis, P. (2009) presents 
relevant ethical issues to each stage which the researcher should take into consideration. 
Bryman and Bell (2007) choose instead to look at the ethical considerations through the 
whole research process. They do not divide the research into steps but instead divide the 
ethical issues into four principles which should be kept in mind from the beginning to the end 
of the research. The four principles described by Bryman and Bell (2007) are: 

 
Harm to participants. The researcher needs to keep in mind that the participants in the 
research can be harmed in many ways. Considering this, the researcher should maintain the 
confidentiality of records and anonymity of the participants.  

 
Lack of informed consent. The researcher should give the participants the information they 
need in order to decide whether they want to be a part of the research or not. 

 
Invasion of privacy. It is important for the researcher to avoid asking questions that could be 
too private or sensitive to the respondents.  

 
Deception. At the conclusion of the study the researchers should be able to give a full 
explanation of the study to the participants. This to avoid deception, which is when the 
researcher presents content which is different from what the participants provided and 
intended for the research.   

 
In our study we mainly used Bryman and Bell’s (2007) ethical considerations, in other words 
we took in consideration to avoid the four principles of ethical issues. We were very 
concerned about giving the interviewees information, about our study and what we expected 
from the interviews, before we conducted the interviews. When we started to work with the 
collected data we let the company names be anonymous and avoided revealing information 
about them so that the confidentiality of critical statements was kept. However, in this way it 
was hard to keep up the validity of the study and we realized that it was not acceptable. We 
asked the participants if we had their permission to reveal their names and the information 
they had given us during the interviews, to which all companies agreed. In addition, we 
offered them to read through the finished thesis before we would have it published. This 
would also give us the opportunity to explain the conclusions and thereby avoid deception. 
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3.8 Research validity and reliability 

In order to secure the quality of the research it is important for the authors to consider the 
validity and reliability of their research. These discussions tell how the researcher has taken 
stand for the methodological choices that they have made, while conducting the study.  

Bryman and Bell (2007) claim that in order to make the research valid, the researcher has to 
be consistent in the measurement of the results, to establish a conclusion based on the theory. 
We have therefore developed the interview questions from the existing theory. By using the 
main article (Zahra and George, 2002) and its four dimensions of ACAP from our theoretical 
framework, we built the interview guide. That construction was kept through the analysis, and 
is the base for the conclusion. Yin (2003) mentions generalization of the findings of a study as 
a factor of validity. Bryman and Bell (2007) furthermore point out, that if the study consists of 
only one single case it has to be pointed out that it is difficult to consider the findings of the 
study as representative and to apply them on other cases. With involving four cases in our 
study, the chance of generalization can be considered as higher, compared to a study with just 
involving a single case (Bryman and Bell, 2007; Miles and Huberman, 1994). 

To ensure further validity the recordings are saved and backed up on two different devices.  

Reliability is about whether the results of a study is repeatable and also that the conclusion is 
comparable with similar research (Bryman and Bell, 2007). Yin (2003) argues that the key 
point of reliability is not to replicate the first researchers’ results, but rather to replicate the 
same case study. In order to make this kind of replication possible, the study should be 
documented.  In our research we use an interview guide as a document for the conducted 
study. In addition we describe the Science Park we have studied to give a picture of the 
conditions for the companies, which were interviewed in our study. Table 2 furthermore 
shows a clear picture of the companies’ characteristics, with their similarities and differences. 

4 Introduction of the case study companies 

Consecutively, the four companies being involved in this study are going to be briefly 
introduced. After their introduction, a summarizing table of their characteristics will give a 
better overview. We will mark each company with an arrow to clarify which one belongs to 
which category of successfulness. Depending on their success, according to our definition of 
having experienced employee growth and placed their product on the market, the different 
tenant companies will get either a vertical arrow up or a horizontal arrow. 

4.1 See U  

See U is a consultancy and service company in the environmental sector. Having a business to 
business concept, the company is advising and helping other companies to reduce their level 
of energy consumption. For example they are offering Life Cycle Analyses with different 
focuses and for different types of products.   

Hanna Berggren, the CEO of the company and her colleague, Hanna Norrman, founded the 
company in spring 2008 after graduating from the University. The contact to SPH was 
established by a former teacher from the University. After being two and a half years at SPH, 
they went on by themselves. As the business of the company is running very well, the 
company decided to grow and hire a new person for summer 2012. After their good 
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experience with the SPH they still have frequent contact to the staff, even if the company is 
not located at SPH anymore. 

4.2 Envi   

Envi is a one-man company, developing accessories for smartphones and mobile devices. 
Their current product, the so called wake-up-light is not yet on the market. As a dimmer-unit, 
this wake-up-light can be connected and synchronized with a smartphone, setting the morning 
alarm and lighting up the bedside lamp, when the alarm triggers. 

Envi is using other companies for developing the smartphone software, as well as the 
hardware. David Dromberg, the CEO is busy establishing and using his networks for getting 
his product to the market. The company officially started in January 2012 but the project itself 
is running since 2011. After graduating from Halmstad University in the spring of 2011 he 
directly started up through the SPH.  

4.3 Safire 

Elin Olsson is the CEO and only person working at the company Safire. Elin Olsson has 
developed a fire alarm device, which is designed to be more effective compared to the regular 
fire alarms on the market. Another advantage of this product is that it can be hidden in the 
cieling lamp and is therefore not visible.  

The product was firstly developed through Elin Olsson’s last year project in her bachelor 
studies at Halmstad University in 2010. Then she moved to SPH, where she started up her 
company. The company’s goal is to place the product on the Swedish market by March 2013 
and then further expand to Europe half a year later through exporting. 

4.4 Hemsida 24 

Hemsida 24 is owned by Lumik Enterprises AB and is in the IT business. The product can be 
described as a web based homepage builder, which has the purpose of giving the customer an 
easy way of getting a professional homepage. 

Ludvig Granberg and a colleague started to work together in 2004, as they were working on 
another project besides their studies. The experience and knowledge from their project at that 
time made them establish Hemsida 24 in 2008. While hiring another employee, they moved 
into SPH in 2009. Since then, the company grew and consists of eight people in May 2012. 
Planning to hire more people, the next goal for the company is to reach 10.000 customers in 
Sweden. On a five year horizon the company plans to reach 100.000 customers and grow to 
an organization of 38 to 40 people. 
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See U Envi 

Industry service/consultancy electronic / R&D 

Year of founding 2008 2012 

In incubator since 2008 2011 

Customer level  B to B B to C 

Product/service environmental advice wake up light for smartphones 

On market since 2009 - 
People working in the company at 
start 2 1 
People working in the company 
05/2012 3 1 

Employee growth 50% 0% 

      

  Safire Hemsida 24 

Industry electronic / R&D IT 

Year of founding 2012 2008 (Lumik 2004) 

In incubator since 2010 2009 

Customer level B to C B to B 

Product/service fire alarm device Web-Design 

On market since - 2009 
People working in the company at 
start 1 3 
People working in the company 
05/2012 1 8 

Employee growth 0% 166,67% 

 

Table 2 – Company overview 

5 Empirical data 

The following chapter consists of the empirical data, which was collected in the interviews 
with four companies who are, or has been located at SPH and with the management at SPH. 
As the interview guide for the tenant companies in this study was designed in accordance to 
the four dimensions (Acquisition, Assimilation, Transformation and Exploitation) of 
absorptive capacity regarding to Zahra and George (2002), the following data presentation 
will be structured according to them. 

5.1 Science Park Halmstad 

In 1990 Technocenter was established and had the purpose to support business development 
projects from the Innovation Engineering Program at Halmstad University. In 1994 a group 
called Innovationsgruppen was started, which provided incubator activities for potential 
companies from all the education programs at the Halmstad University. Technocenter was 
transformed into Science Park Halmstad in 2008 (Science Park Halmstad). 

Science Park Halmstad AB is owned by Halmstad municipality, the Halmstad University and 
Science Park Halmstad’s Business Association. It is a nonprofit organization, which is 
financed by public capital from Halmstad county, resources from the university and also by 
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own financing. They are cooperation partners in Innovationsbron’s incubation program (ibid). 
The program is called BIG Sweden and is directed towards incubators that are working to 
develop start-up companies with focus on growth and export. They offer the leading 
incubators in Sweden a performance-based financing. In return, they demand that the 
incubators can deliver world class business coaching to future growth companies 
(Innovationsbron).  

SPH offers companies to participate in a growth program called Tillväxtprogrammet. It is 
divided into two phases; the packaging phase, and the establishment phase. The first phase is 
for people who have an evolvable business or project idea for a potential growth company. 
This phase is about “packaging” the idea so that the surrounding world understands it and 
analyzing the market potential. Most companies in this phase are started by students from 
Halmstad University. The maximum time to be in the packaging phase is twelve months 
(Science Park Halmstad; interview with incubator manager at SPH, 2012). The second phase 
has the purpose to help establishing new start-up companies, who have a growth potential. It 
is possible to be in this stage for 24 months (Science Park Halmstad; interview with incubator 
manager at SPH, 2012). About 40-50 percent of the companies move from the first phase to 
the second phase. The other 50 percent do not qualify to go on to next stage, or they leave the 
park for some other reason. Some companies go directly into the second phase, as they 
already have an up and running business (interview with incubator manager at SPH, 2012).  

Currently, SPH has 42 tenant companies in the growth program. In the first phase there are 30 
and in the second phase 12 companies (Interview with incubator manager at SPH, 2012). 

5.2 See U 

Acquisition  

Hanna Bergren went with her company See U to SPH because they have heard that newly 
started companies could get help there: 

“…we didn’t know anything how it is to have an own company so we had so much to learn 
about it and then we heard about science park  and that companies could get help, so we 
thought it was a great idea to be there …” 

They came in contact with SPH through a teacher at the university. In the beginning the 
administrative help was valuable: 

“In the beginning we needed […] help with the economic […] because we didn’t know 
anything about it so we needed a lot of help on that part.”  

Later on, they got educated in this area and handled more and more on their own. The help of 
their contact person in SPH was appreciated and they also learned by themselves: 

“…you learn much more when you work with it […] to get started it was effective then you 
learn much more when you work with it, but in the beginning it was very good” 

In the beginning they had a more formal relationship with the management at SPH, however, 
later on it became more informal and friendly. 

“…and every morning we had a second breakfast at 09.30 then you could ask questions to 
some of the guys there or with the other companies because everyone was gathered there so it 
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was more spontaneous meetings and exchange. You could ask questions or you could just a 
cup coffee.” 
 
Through this breakfast meeting they got in contact with a person from outside SPH, who 
helped them with overall business advices. This person they came in contact with by 
themselves, not through SPH. This person helped them with overall business advice: 

“…it was more broad, it was more how. If we had questions about anything we could ask 
him.” 
 
Having this person as a contact for all their needs, his knowledge was very helpful for See U 
in addition to the support they got from SPH, as Hanna Bergren states. 
 
The second coach they got at SPH helped them with more specific questions, as the company 
got educated and could manage the general business things on their own. They still meet from 
time to time with that second coach, even if the meetings are not as frequent anymore. See U 
considers their relationship with other tenant companies at SPH as very friendly: 
 
“They are almost like co-workers even that we don’t work in the same company, but well they 
still feel like co workers, and we do much stuff beside the work and we even can help each 
other if we have questions about anything and we know that the other companies have the 
same questions and then we can help each other.” 

Assimilation 

See U considered it easy to access the SP support. Especially their second coach at SPH had 
knowledge about their industry and informed them of relevant happenings and where they 
could try to get access to capital.  

Hanna Berggren of See U explains SPH’s organizational culture as open and informal: 

“Open door policy absolutely. Even most of the time with the CEO. But the other ones in the 
SP they were always open doors, more informal.” 

They describe their own culture as open-door and therefore similar to the one of SPH. 

“With my colleague we were very open to each other, we were friends from the beginning so 
we were kind of supporting […] the connection with me and my colleague was the same as 
with SPH.” 

Transformation 

See U interacted with the other companies at SPH: 

“With the other companies in SP we all interacted. Not specifically with one company [...] 
there were arrangements for meetings and networking with others but we did it on our own as 
well.” 

The company See U consider themselves as open for strategic change: 

“We are open to other strategies cause like I said in the beginning we did not know anything 
about how it is to have a company so we need help to get this plan and we have a picture of 
we want to have the company to grow but how to get there we definitely need help.” 
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Exploitation 

See U tries to make routines for the knowledge they gain and think that SPH helped them to 
do that.  

They got help with an easy program for the economical work for example. Later on they got a 
more advanced program from another tenant company at the SPH. For this program, they got 
education from SPH which was very helpful for them.  

Furthermore, they got marketing and selling education which led them to a regular selling day 
every week. 

“Marketing education, selling education, and we started like a selling Tuesday, we met every 
Tuesday, we gathered and told the other one in the group what the goal for the day was, for 
example to call 20 companies and my goal is to get at least two meeting and then in the end of 
the day we met again and told the other how it got. And that was really good, that was 
something the companies in SPH started, so it was SPH. That was because on the second 
breakfast we discussed that, so we started to get this selling Tuesday to push ourselves.” 

5.3 Envi 

Acquisition 

The main reason why David Dromberg entered SPH was mainly because of the need of 
funding in the early stage for his company Envi. Through a network within the Halmstad 
University, the company came in contact with the SPH and became a tenant. After moving up 
into the incubation phase of the Science Park, the company got their personal business 
developer. Regarding the company’s frequent used Science Park services, David Dromberg 
states:  

“The greatest strength of Science Park in my eyes is that they have gathered all this 
companies that are kind of in the same place that are really driven and they give you 
support…, they make you things you should do, but maybe not want to do….” 

The management and the business developers of the SP are “…more like friends and some of 
them are more like staff…” The relationships differ, as some have to determine the 
companies` successfulness, whereas the relationship then stays more on a professional basis. 
Though in general, the staff at the SPH is considered to be more like friends to Envi. While 
having a specific business developer being responsible for the company, the help of other 
business developers or SP staff “depends on your needs and you go around and talk to people 
a lot here”.  

The interaction of Envi and the management or the business developers does not just come 
down to meetings when they have a specific problem, as they state:  

”It`s kind of fifty fifty. You always go to them if you have a concrete problem but also you […] 
eat together in a large group downstairs and it is very easy to start talking about problems 
you have in the company.”  

Talking about the relationship with the other tenant companies, Envi has a broad network in 
terms of working together and to develop their product. 
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Assimilation 

When talking about the accessibility and how applicable they consider the support of the SPH, 
Envi CEO David Dromberg points out that the trainings were “more like a refresher. But then 
I have the option of going to different things that they hold, like sales and negotiation 
seminars, that is very interesting and very relevant to me.” Though taking advantage and 
accessing this services is “up to you actually”, as David Dromberg mentions. Special 
knowledge regarding to the company’s industry and product is provided by different business 
developers of the SP, who have experience and knowledge in that field. Though, as David 
Dromberg describes, this knowledge is scattered, “you have to sort out what everyone gives 
you and that`s not just the staff here it is all over the place.” 

They describe the organizational culture of his company as one which is very open and that 
the company is always open to new input. Even if this input has to be sorted out, as it 
sometimes does not fit with the own business plan. In this way, Envi sees their organizational 
culture similar to the one of SPH. 

“I think you need to be open because we/you jump on things that you don`t know….”  

Through Envi`s networking activities, the company took part at a certain competition, which 
made up a contact to a corporation, including a big potential customer.  

Transformation 

Having those networks and the access to different knowledge sources, the company is not just 
interacting with business developers or other companies from the same industry. They 
mentioned this above, when they talked about the corporation with other tenant companies in 
developing the own product. 

Envi consider themselves as open for strategic change and the adding of knowledge, however, 
they argue that it has to be of obvious importance to them: 

“but if something doesn`t follow my guidelines, then I discard it immediately so it is kind of 
fifty fifty.”   

Exploitation 

In terms of making routines and processes of new knowledge which comes into the company, 
CEO David Dromberg expresses that he and his company are not good at this:  

“you store it in your brain and then it is often forgotten but I try to change my view of seeing 
things and try to make routines all the time. Like making to-do lists […] that’s probably the 
best routine so far but no, I don’t say I have a great routine for incorporating what they are 
teaching.” 

Regarding the specific help from the SPH to exploit the knowledge, they explain that SPH 
provides theoretical material and that the personal business developer tries to adapt this to the 
company. In terms of knowledge exploitation, Envi tries to share hints and tips with other 
tenant companies as well. 

Looking back at the time in the SP in general, the company states that the business developers 
sometimes get stuck in the same routines and overuse some systems while consulting tenant 
companies. However, they assume that without SPH the company would not have come this 
far, so they value the place. 
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5.4 Safire 

Acquisition 

Seeking networking with other companies and getting inspiration while being together with 
other people, Elin Olsson chose the SPH as a location for her company Safire. Other reasons, 
beside the access to the network, were the offered office space and the coaching. Through the 
Halmstad University, the first contact between Safire and SPH was established.  

“Coaching every week. The networking is every day”, is the explanation, regarding to the 
company’s frequent access to the incubator sources. Seeing those sources as helpful for the 
company, Elin Olsson states:  

“…I feel better when I have talked to other companies about how it is going for them and how 
it is going for me and the contacts we share.” 

While the relationship to the tenant companies is based on friendship, the relationship to the 
business developers remains on a business level. Regarding the help of the business coaches, 
the company states the following: 

“…when I first came here I could use their help a lot, because I knew, that they have a lot of 
education and experience in my business. But now […] I don’t feel that they can help me so 
much more, because now it feels like I have more experience than them.” 

Having the wish for business developers with better knowledge in certain areas of interest, 
Safire identifies a lack of knowledge in the business incubator and is currently wishing for a 
better quality in the coaching. Getting in contact to outside network contacts with the 
incubator’s help could not satisfy the wish for a permanent contact person to gain specific 
knowledge. 

As mentioned above, the company tries to interact with different business developers to get 
the knowledge needed, though the company expresses that: “…they help a little bit”. 
However, the company makes use of the open door policy of the SP and interacts frequently 
with the business developers. 

Regarding the relationship to the other tenant companies, Elin Olsson considers the 
atmosphere as friendly. There are companies with whom the interaction is more frequent and 
others with whom it is less frequent. About these variances in the interaction the company 
states:  

“I think it is mostly the person, if they are social or my age and maybe in my business. Those 
people who I do not talk to are those that are a little bit older than me and have more focus 
on work….” 

Assimilation 

Elin Olsson mentions that the personal business developer is easy to access and they 
sometimes even have contact during the evenings. This is of high value to the company, 
however, the applicability is not as good according to them:  

“Sometimes I listen and I don’t do what my business developer is saying, because I have my 
goal there and sometimes she wants me to go here. Then I listen but I don’t do that, so I 
follow my own way. Sometimes I listen and sometimes I don’t.” 
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As already mentioned above, the company is missing more specific knowledge regarding to 
the own industry and the provided knowledge is helpful in more general ways. Specifically in 
the company’s own industry they describe a lack of knowledge within the incubator.  

While evaluating the organizational culture in the incubator it is seen as very good between 
the tenant companies, though the relationship with the management is described as follows: 

“… the CEO does not talk to us much. He goes around here and just looking but does not 
really talk to the companies. He doesn`t seem very curious about what is going on.” 

Safire considers the business developers and the tenant companies as open, however, the 
management’s doors are sometimes closed as the company states. Having the feeling that 
during the starting phase of the company, the interaction and caring from the incubators side 
was on a higher level, they detect differences in the culture of the SPH and their own.  

Transformation 

Working together with other tenant companies from other industries is considered as a benefit 
for Safire, as they could work together on the own product.  

Talking about the willingness for strategic change, while gaining external knowledge, the 
company is generally in accordance with that. Although, there have been differences between 
the business developer and the company, where the company did not follow the advice of the 
business developer and went their own way instead. 

Exploitation  

In terms of implementing processes or routines through external acquired knowledge in the 
company, CEO Elin Olsson says:  

“I don’t use routines. I have started to do that, like when I have a new contact I put that in a 
system so I know that persons and that contacts I have now. So I can find it again. This is the 
only routine I have.”  

Elin Olsson thinks this could be because the company is still in the start-up phase and that 
routines might be created later on. 

Elin Olsson does not think that the incubator helps to create such routines or processes and 
that it is more theoretical knowledge, which is provided for her company Safire. Looking at 
the incubator, the CEO identifies a lot of presentations and education and is missing practical 
support. Furthermore, the company finds that it takes a long time for the incubator companies 
to finally reach the market. 

5.5 Hemsida 24 

Acquisition 

The main reason for Hemsida 24 entering SPH was that they needed a bigger office space 
than the one they already had. However, this was not what turned out to be of most value to 
them: 

“But the main benefit turned out to be the other companies, the network and the social part 
[…] it was because of these fantastic entrepreneurs, young people, starting companies. We 
quickly became friends with a lot of them and hung out after work hours also. So that was 
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really good, that summer was really good. It’s a cool place, you hang out in the, take a coffee 
in the morning, have lunch together maybe and coffee in the afternoon. So it is really relaxed. 
We used to change a lot of ideas.” 

They used the coaching very little, and their first coach had difficulties in understanding their 
service and rather thought of it as a product. Later on they got a new coach, who had more of 
a marketing orientation and helped them to structure the company at some point. Hemsida 24 
has good experience from the relationship with the incubators management and the coaches: 

“I think it was really good, it was relaxed… we felt like if we needed something we would just 
walk in.” 

When it comes to their relationship to the other companies that were in the incubator at the 
same time, it was even better: 

“It was almost magic in the beginning. We were like ten or twelve people hanging around a 
lot.” 

These people were homogeneous when it came to age, however, rather divers when it came to 
industry.  

Assimilation 

They used a couple of online services provided by the incubator, however, the usefulness was 
limited. To get services specially related to Hemsida 24’s industry they rather turned to 
someone outside the incubator and built up external networks. 

“I don’t think they really have that kind of competence within the organization […] We could 
find that elsewhere, so we didn’t really have to go to them to get it.” 

When describing the organizational culture of the incubator they are very satisfied and feel 
that it is in accordance with their own culture: 

“It’s an open door definitely […] It’s a friendly feeling all together amongst the other 
companies and with the staff. So that’s the best part of it.” 

However, they think that SPH should work harder towards their goal and put more effort to 
become the best SP in the region. CEO Ludvig Granberg considers that as the biggest 
challenge for the SPH in the future. 

In terms of comparing their organizational culture with the one of SPH, Ludvig Granberg 
states: 

“I think we definitely strive for open door as well, and really the friendly thing too. Actually 
we had quite an incident last week. We hired a girl for the support and after a week we 
realized, or even after a few days, that we did something wrong here. She was perfect when it 
came to competence and skills but she was not a good mix in our culture, the person 
chemistry and so on. We realized then that these are really important things to us. I wanna 
feel that I can grab a beer with anyone of my employees, and not feeling like I am wasting my 
time. I want them to be friends.”  
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Transformation 

Even if they do not work overtime, they manage to grow and prosper. Hemsida 24 puts a lot 
of effort in effective improvement and development: 

“We work only office hours, but we put all our effort in the process and how we can do things 
smarter and always iterating and gaining, being better and bette. We work at pretty short 
cycles, it’s usually just three weeks and then evaluate, next project. We just try to never get 
stuck in large project that doesn’t end any time soon. So, when it comes to that I think we 
definitely always want to improve and be better.” 

The openness to strategic change is somehow diverse. They would like to think of themselves 
as open to change. However, they have had a clear goal and a plan to get there. To change this 
and follow an advice they had to find, that it was better than their own plan.  

“We had our own plan, but we could listen with one ear if we felt it was something good… 
Over the time, we realized it’s not a straight line to success it’s like we really tried different 
ways but we always had a feeling of what we needed to do.”    

Exploitation 

Hemsida 24 is getting better and better in making routines and processes from their gained 
knowledge. Most of their gained knowledge has internal sources and is explained by learning 
from mistakes. One thing that they have been working a lot with, is the project planning and 
now they are highly structured in this area. Even if most of the exploitation of knowledge is 
based on own experience, they consider that one of the coaches at the incubator brought some 
value to them in this area. 

5.6 Incubator management 

To get an external perspective of the companies’ utilization of SPH’s services, one of the 
managers at the park was interviewed.  

The incubator manager explains the characteristics that companies have to have to be 
permitted to SPH:  

“the idea should be somehow unique, there should be a growth potential in the business and 
not only potential but also ambition to grow. You’re self-employed and you should aim to be a 
company that employs people.” 

Looking at the organizational culture of SPH and of the tenant companies, the manager 
explains that SPH is a very open environment and very entrepreneurial. While signing in to 
the Science Park, the tenant companies agree to have open doors and to be very transparent. 

To successfully utilize the services and support of the SP, the companies should be open-
minded and welcoming of support and external knowledge. So therefore, the companies’ 
willingness to take external knowledge is a main factor. In case it does not work out between 
the business developer and the tenant company, the management tries to have them switch to 
another business developer with hope that it will be a better personal chemistry. However, the 
tenant companies show big differences in their ability to utilize the support and therefore 
external knowledge. Even some of the tenants simply do not want to attend trainings or 
educations, as they think they do not need it.  
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The manager cites: 

“We don’t need that, we know everything already we are fully educated.” 

Connecting this utilization ability to tenant company success is quite hard as the incubator 
manager says. Some of the entrepreneurs are very driven and already have a broad 
background, as well as a very good education which means that their knowledge actually can 
be better than the business developers’. This is especially likely if they are in a niche market. 
So this really depends on the tenant company’s background and the market and industry the 
company is in. 

Thinking of a typical example of a successful tenant company, the manager mentions two 
companies in the same industry, even though they had been quite different. They had 
characteristics in common, like being very entrepreneurial, very driven and having a very well 
developed business model. 

The first company he talked about managed to achieve a strong cash flow quite fast, so they 
had grown steadily and organically in a very good way. 

The second company the manager was talking about had created a unique business model, 
serving a niche market. Besides that, the company was very driven and managed to utilize 
tools like social media marketing in a very successful way.  

Thinking back at the time when those two companies were located in the incubator, the 
manager describes them as:  

“very active in the park, yes, both these companies were very active, they were very eager to 
listen to the business coach.” 

Summarizing those success stories, the incubator manager highlights the networking as one of 
the most important factors for the tenants. 

As a typical tenant company being less successful, he mentions furthermore companies which 
are in the high-tech R&D industry, which means that they usually need several years until 
they get their product on the market. For them it can be quite difficult to get funding, as they 
cannot show a verified concept to the venture capitalists. Therefore, they try to provide those 
companies with a large network to come in contact with the right competence. As the 
incubator is using a specific tool for developing the business model of the tenants the 
incubator manager points out:  

”That might be where the more unsuccessful companies get stuck, because they don’t know 
how to push the market and can’t really tell the customers the real value of their service.” 

Giving an example of a typical less successful company the manager talks about one company 
which is struggling to develop their business model in the right way. They managed to 
develop a very good product, but still they have some problems with the way how to market 
it.  
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6 Analysis 

The analysis chapter will examine the tenant companies’ ability to utilize the incubators 
services and support throughout their utilizing of external knowledge and how this is linked to 
their successfulness. It will be discussed, how the companies are able to make use of the 
provided environment of the SP. 

6.1 In-case analysis 

The first analysis chapter includes the four cases, which will be examined regarding to the 
four identified dimensions of the ACAP by Zahra and George (2002). This analysis will 
follow the structure of the interview guide, which can be found in Appendix I. 

6.1.1 See U 

Acquisition  

Hanna Berggren and her company See U went to SPH to get help with the start-up, and 
identified a need for external knowledge. They acquired knowledge, especially the economic 
related, from their coach at SPH. As they, after some time managed to learn the economical 
work and needed lesser and lesser help with it, they possessed high speed and intensity in 
their identification of the knowledge through experience. This implies, according to Zahra and 
George (2002), high quality on the acquisition dimension. See U developed their relationship 
with the management of SPH from a formal to a more informal one, which enhances their 
networking. The network was further strengthened by the external contact they made on their 
own, who also contributed with knowledge about running a business. However, the 
networking with the other tenant companies tends to be even stronger, and the strong 
expression of almost being co-workers shows that they really made use of this network. This 
way of identifying and making use of external knowledge is explained by Zahra and George 
(2002) as good acquisition abilities.  

Assimilation 

Zahra and George (2002) state, that one contribution to knowledge assimilation is social 
integration, both informal and formal. See U had both types of social integration in SPH, a bit 
more formal with the management and informal with the other tenant companies. Moreover, 
Zahra and George (2002) mean that external knowledge can be context special and hard to 
understand by the ones trying to absorb it. They define the assimilation dimension as “the 
firm’s routines and processes that allow it to analyze, process, interpret and understand the 
information obtained from external sources” (Kim, 1997; Szulanski, 1996, as cited in Zahra  
George, 2002, p.189). See U describes their organizational culture as similar to that of SPH, 
which facilitates the comprehension due to the fact, that they can talk open to each other and 
therefore might avoid misunderstanding. According to the literature the company has well 
developed assimilation abilities. 

Transformation 

See U’s openness to changes and external help, as they felt uncertain in the starting phase, 
together with their interaction with other companies, makes the transformation of the 
knowledge more accomplishable. As Zahra and George (2002) put it, transformation is 
accomplished by “adding or deleting knowledge or simply by interpreting the same 
knowledge in a different manner” (Zahra and George, 2002, p.190). Due to See U’s openness 
to the coaching and to the other companies, the adding of knowledge became possible. The 
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way they went on with their economical interpretation, by going from using an easy program 
to a more advanced, show upon ability to interpret and put the knowledge in a manner that is 
suitable for the company. 

Exploitation 

To integrate the acquired and transformed knowledge into the company’s operations is, 
according to Zahra and George (2002), to have exploitation abilities. See U showed that they 
posses such abilities, when continuing to use the economic programs provided by external 
sources. This was further strengthened by their way of putting the selling knowledge into use, 
by taking part at the mentioned selling day once a week. 

See U has shown upon high quality of acquiring knowledge and then utilize it to make the 
company successful. The allover ability to recognize what is needed, make the right contact to 
get it and then interpret the knowledge so it can be used in advantage for the company, has 
brought them to a point, where they do not need SPH to succeed. They became more and 
more independent due to their transformation and exploitation abilities and nowadays have a 
growing business with a promising future.   

6.1.2 Envi 

Acquisition 

Looking at Envi’s capability to acquire new and external knowledge, the interview shows, 
that the company was seeking for help in terms of getting access to funding in the first place. 
As this has been the main reason in the beginning for them going into the Science Park, the 
connection to the other tenants and therefore the networking became more and more 
important. 

As shown in the empirical data, Envi managed to make use of this network to tenants, while 
involving them to develop their product. Regarding to the article of Zahra and George (2002), 
such capabilities to identify and make use of knowledge from external sources, which is 
critical for the companies own operations, shows a companies` strengths in the acquisition 
component. Having a broad network and seeking for new connections is another factor for 
developing the acquisition dimension (Zahra and George, 2002). This ability is shown by 
Envi, as they have a good relationship to tenant companies and the staff of the SPH. Even if 
some relationships to the incubators` management or the business developers remain on a 
professional basis, the company keeps the intensity of interaction and knowledge acquisition 
as high as possible. The discussions with other people and staff in the incubator therefore does 
not remain just on concrete problems, which have to be solved in the company, furthermore, 
Envi seeks for having chats and discussions frequently. Seeing this as a component inside the 
acquisition capability regarding to Zahra and George (2002), it also fosters the ability of 
knowledge acquisition.  

But only exposing diverse knowledge sources does not guarantee a high level of absorptive 
capacity (Matusik, 2000, as cited in Zahra and George, 2002). The acquired knowledge has 
furthermore to be complementary to the company. On the one hand the knowledge has to be 
different from the knowledge which is already internalized in the company, but has to help the 
firm in terms of product development for example (Lofstrom, 2000, as cited in Zahra and 
George 2002). As mentioned above, Envi has achieved such knowledge throughout using the 
tenant company network. They found partners, helping them to develop their product and 
therefore used this specific knowledge, which the company did not have itself. 
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Assimilation 

Envi mentions different knowledge sources, in terms of trainings and negotiation seminars, 
offered by the incubator. The learning from this source and therefore the possibility to make 
use out of it is, as the CEO David Dromberg states, up to the tenant company. Regarding to 
Envi`s needs, those sources provided by the incubator are seen as relevant and very 
interesting. Referring back to Zahra and George (2002), the understanding and therefore the 
ability to interpret and comprehend external knowledge is a part of the assimilation 
component. In choosing the relevant seminars and trainings and sorting out the relevant 
knowledge for the company from different sources, Envi shows capabilities in assimilating 
external knowledge. As the company concludes its own organizational openness as similar to 
the organizational culture of the incubator, the overlooking of potential external knowledge 
might be avoided. In case that Envi was maintaining a more formal or close-door culture, 
which would be different to the culture of the incubator, certain ideas or discoveries could fall 
beyond the search zone of the company (Cyert and March, 1963; Rosenkopf and Nerkar, 
2001;  as cited in Zahra and George, 2002). 

Transformation 

Zahra and George (2002) mention the company’s ability to recognize apparently different 
types of knowledge or information and further on combine them to a new conception, as a 
transformation capability. Trying to talk and interact with business developers and tenant 
companies from other industries could be seen as a potential source to achieve new ways or to 
recognize new opportunities. Furthermore, the stated openness for strategic change of the 
company Envi can be interpreted as a potential factor for transformation capabilities. 

Exploitation  

Regarding Exploitation, the fourth dimension of the absorptive capacity, Zahra and George 
(2002) state, that the presence of certain routines in a companies` operations provide structure, 
systematic and procedural mechanisms. Those routines help companies to exploit knowledge 
over extended time periods. However, companies may be able to exploit knowledge, even if 
they are missing such specific routines.  

As the analysis showed so far, Envi has build abilities, especially to acquire and assimilate 
external knowledge. Regarding to the absorptive capacity theory, a company which has a well 
developed acquisition and assimilation capability, which can be combined to the so called 
Potential ACAP (PACAP), does not compulsorily mean that they have good capabilities in 
terms of transformation and exploitation (realized ACAP) (Zahra and George, 2002). 

In making routines or processes out of the external knowledge, the CEO David Dromberg 
considers himself and therefore the company as not very capable. Mentioning that a lot of the 
knowledge he acquires from the incubator is afterwards forgotten, shows a significant lack in 
his exploitation capability. Throughout the incubator, the company tries to connect and 
exchange ideas and tips with the other tenant companies, which has apparently led not to 
better exploitation routines so far. 

Drawing the line from that lack of capabilities in the realized ACAP (RACAP), and the fact, 
that Envi has not yet placed their product on the market, it is evident, that there is an existing 
deficit in terms of bringing existing knowledge into action. Even though that a lot of external 
knowledge is acquired and assimilated, the company still struggles to bring this into practice. 
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6.1.3 Safire 

Acquisition 

Mentioning the intention to network and the wish to get in contact with other companies 
shows a fundament in the acquisition capability of the company Safire. Building on that, the 
CEO Elin Olsson mentions the networking with other tenants as an everyday task and the 
friendship based relationship with them. This given high intensity of networking and a broad 
scope of search in seeking knowledge from different business incubators foster the 
companies` acquisition capabilities (Zahra and George, 2002). 

As shown above, the capability to acquire new knowledge throughout the networking with 
tenant companies seems to be well developed within Safire. Regarding to the incubators 
management and the business developers, Elin Olsson mentions the feeling, that her own 
experience is higher. Limiting its own scope of search and possible new connections, the 
ability to acquire knowledge throughout the incubator management and the business 
developers therefore might be weak. The ACAP theory is mentioning diversity in terms of 
different knowledge sources as a significant influence on the acquisition component. While 
missing experience and knowledge of the incubator staff, Safire might miss valuable 
information, as the interaction between the company and the business developers could 
become weakened. 

Assimilation  

When talking about the access to the personal business developer, Elin Olsson values the 
access to this person, who can even be contacted late in the evening. In terms of applicability 
of the knowledge though, the company shows some differences with the business developer in 
terms of the companies` business plan and the coaching in general. Those problems can cause 
difficulties in terms of comprehending external knowledge as well as effects of learning. 

Safire identifies a lack of specific and industry related knowledge, while talking about how 
the incubator is able to satisfy their knowledge needs. 

As the interaction with the business developers and the Science Park management is 
experienced to be diminishing for Safire, new connections and the potential to gain new 
knowledge is limited. Furthermore, the company does not consider the organizational culture 
in the incubator as being as open and informal than the own one.  

Transformation 

Elin Olsson explains that they have connections to other tenants, while developing their own 
products. This shows, that the company is able to use synergies and internalize external 
knowledge into the own products (Zahra and George, 2002). Being open in general for 
strategic change, is another positive factor to achieve transformation capabilities. Looking at 
the companies differences so far with the business developers shows in one way that they are 
critical against such changes, which does not coercively mean to be bad. The further 
development of the transformation capabilities of Safire might depend on how they 
successfully judge those external advises as useful or not for their own operations (Zahra and 
George, 2002).  
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Exploitation 

Capabilities for exploitation are explained in the theory as for example to convert their 
knowledge into new products. As Safire hasn`t placed their own product on the market, yet 
Elin Olsson also says, that the company does not use specific routines or processes so far. The 
need of exploitation capabilities of the company is also shown by the statement that Safire is 
missing practical help from the Science Park. So far, the help and advice focused too much on 
the administrative parts. 

6.1.4 Hemsida 24 

Acquisition 

Firstly, the main reason for Hemsida 24 entering SPH was to get a bigger office space. 
However, what turned out to be the most beneficial part was the networking. This shows that 
the company managed to identify where they could acquire knowledge to benefit them and 
then they worked to keep this networking going. In line with Zahra and George’s (2002) 
referring to acquisition of knowledge, Hemsida 24 has the ability to identify and acquire the 
externally generated knowledge that is important for their operations. When they recognized, 
that the first coach could not give them the support needed they went elsewhere (the other 
tenant companies) to find the relevant knowledge. Later on, when they met with a coach that 
could give some useful advice they recognized the usefulness and took advantage of it. The 
good relationship to the SPH management allowed them to go there, whenever they identified 
a need for that kind of support.  

Assimilation 

Even if the company does not value the online services very much, they are still using them. 
This is a way of interpreting in external knowledge and bringing it in to the operations of the 
company. Further, their interaction with the other tenant companies and the SPH management 
associate with Zahra and George’s (2002) statement about social integration. The shared type 
of organizational culture between Hemsida 24 and SPH is positive for the assimilation, as it 
facilitates the communication and thereby the interpretation. 

CEO Ludvig Granberg explains that one main thing in the company’s development and 
improvement is, that they learn from their mistakes. They have strived for that since the start-
up and kept it as a part of their strategy. Zahra and George (2002) mention that learning by 
doing is one source of experience, which enables the company to develop routines. As they 
mention that they are developing project routines based on prior experience, this is in 
accordance with the literature. Since the same authors describe the assimilation dimension as 
a firm’s routines and processes that allows it to interpret and analyze knowledge, considering 
their work with the projects, Hemsida 24 have high abilities in this stage.   

Transformation 

In the transformation dimension, a company develops and refines the routines so that they can 
combine existing knowledge with the newly assimilated knowledge (Zahra  George, 2002). 
Hemsida 24 express that they are working hard to improve and do things smarter and a part of 
that is to develop their processes. They describe themselves as open to strategic changes, 
although they have had a strong goal and a plan how to go there. When getting advices from 
external sources, like the coach at SPH, they listen and consider. If they consider the advice as 
a good one, which would lead them on an even better path, they take it in. In this way they are 
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working with existing knowledge and new knowledge parallel, and when considered useful 
the new knowledge is combined with the existing.  

Exploitation 

Their hard work with project planning shows that Hemsida 24 has abilities to exploit the 
knowledge they gain. Moreover, they have employed people and plan to employ even more in 
the near future. This expansion of competencies is, according to Zahra and George (2002), 
evidence that they have learned from the industrial environment and are now exploiting it in 
the company’s operations. Some of the exploited knowledge came from SPH, however, most 
of it they gained from other external sources. 

6.2 Cross-case analysis 

The comparison of the single case analysis will show differences and similarities between the 
companies. This will be discussed in the following chapter. For a better overview and 
understanding, table 1 will help to show the strengths and weaknesses of the companies in 
terms of their different ACAP capabilities. The symbol + shows the abilities which positively 
influences the ACAP capability, whereas – has a negative influence. 

 

Table 3 – Capability strength and weaknesses. 
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6.3 Similarities 

6.3.1 See U and Hemsida 24 

Acquisition 

• Good relationship with SPH management and the other tenant companies. 
• When they realized that SPH had limitations in their support, both companies looked 

outside the park for this knowledge. 
• Good at identifying what they need and go to the right sources to get it. 

Assimilation 

• Well developed social integration. 
• Sharing organizational culture with SPH, which facilitates interpretation of the 

knowledge coming from the park. 

Transformation 

• Willing to listen to advices from the coaches at SPH as well as from other external 
sources, and consider themselves as open to strategic changes. 

• Using routines and programs to combine the existing knowledge with the new 
knowledge. 

Exploitation 

• Continue and improve the routines they started. 

6.3.2 Envi and Safire 

Acquisition 

• Broad network with tenants and SP. 

Assimilation  

• Value the accessibility of the incubator support. 

Discussion  

There are little or no similarities in this dimension. Safire considers SPH to have a closed 
organizational culture, where the CEO does not interact with the companies. While Envi 
thinks, that it is an open culture through the whole park, which is in accordance with the own 
culture.  
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Transformation 

• Open to strategic change. 
• Do not show any signs on making routines to combine existing and new knowledge. 

Exploitation 

• Do not use routines to remember and exploit the external knowledge. 
• Only focuses on SPH as a source of knowledge. 

 

6.4 Differences 

6.4.1 Acquisition  

See U and Hemsida 24 Companies Envi and Safire 

Good relationship with SPH management and the 
other tenant companies. 
 
When they realized that SPH had limitations in their 
support, both companies looked outside the park for 
this knowledge. 
 
Good at identifying what they need and go to the right 
sources to get it. 
 

Broad network with tenants and SP. 

 

Table 4 – Differences acquisition. 

Discussion 

Even though, they all have strong networking abilities, there are differences in the extension 
of the networking. Envi and Safire are very focused on the networking within SPH, while See 
U and Hemsida 24 see it more as one of the many network contacts and do not hesitate to look 
outside the park for knowledge needed. By doing this, See U and Hemsida 24 are more likely 
to have a higher speed and scope in their acquisition processes.  

6.4.2 Assimilation 

See U and Hemsida 24 Envi and Safire 

Well developed social integration. 
 
Sharing organizational culture with SPH, which 
facilitates interpretation of the knowledge coming 
from the park. 
 

Values the accessibility to the incubator support. 
 

Table 5 – Differences assimilation. 

Discussion 

The companies Envi and Safire put a higher value on the accessibility of the support in SPH. 
That is what they present as positive about the coaching, that it is easy to access. At the same 
time they are not totally happy about what it is giving them in terms of knowledge. See U and 
Hemsida 24 on the other hand appreciates the culture of SPH, as it is the same as their own, 
although they have not used the coaching that much.  
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6.4.3 Transformation 

See U and Hemsida 24 Envi and Safire 

Willing to listen to advices from the coaches at SPH 
as well as from other external sources and consider 
themselves as open for strategic changes. 
 
Using routines and programs to combine the existing 
knowledge with the new knowledge. 
 

Open to strategic change. 
 
Do not show any signs on making routines to combine 
existing and new knowledge. 
 

Table 6 – Differences transformation. 

Discussion 

The significant difference in the transformation dimension is the utilization of routines. See U 
and Hemsida 24 use routines and programs to integrate the new knowledge in the operations 
and add to existing knowledge. Envi and Safire on the contrary express, that they do not use 
routines and that sometimes the new knowledge is quickly forgotten.  

6.4.4 Exploitation 

Table 7 – Differences exploitation. 

Discussion 

Even in the exploitation dimension the routines are most important. That is also here the big 
difference between See U, Hemsida 24 and the companies Envi and Safire. See U and 
Hemsida 24 could point out several routines and processes that they worked with to exploit 
the gained knowledge, in order to further develop the company. Envi and Safire strongly 
expressed that they were not working with that kind of routines and that they did not know 
how to start doing it either. 

 

 

 

 

 

See U and Hemsida 24 Envi and Safire 

Continue to use and improve the routines they started. 
 

Do not use routines to remember and exploit the 
external knowledge. 
 
Only focuses on SPH as a source of know-ledge. 
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7 Conclusion 

The purpose of our study is to investigate how companies’ ability to utilize external 
knowledge sources is connected to the companies’ successfulness. We chose the location of 
the business incubator in Science Park Halmstad. The business incubator represents an 
appropriate milieu to access different companies with similar conditions. The incubators 
innovative environment and the potential sources for knowledge absorption opened up the 
possibility to see how the different companies are able to utilize and make use of these 
sources. Building on a sample of successful and less successful tenant companies, which are, 
or have been part of the same incubation process, led us to the following research question: 

Do differences in companies’ ability to utilize external knowledge effect their successfulness? 

To analyze the utilization capabilities of the tenant companies, we applied the theory of 
absorptive capacity (ACAP), in the version of Zahra and George (2002) within our study. 
Involving the business incubator, the tenant companies and the ACAP theory we created an 
analytical model for conducting our research. With the help of this model and to answer our 
research question, we stated the following assumption: 

The companies that are more successful have a better developed ACAP, than the ones that are 
less successful. 

The results of our study reveal interesting insights into the knowledge utilization capabilities 
of the analyzed tenant companies. All four companies show quite well developed capabilities 
in the first dimension of ACAP, acquisition. This is mainly gained by a high networking 
activity among the tenant companies and with the business developers of the SPs incubator. 
The tenant companies mention other tenants as a knowledge source and motivation driver. For 
the own product development, Envi for example benefited from synergies with other tenants.  
The environment of the business incubator, gathering several young companies in a mainly 
open-door surrounding, constitutes a relatively easy source for the tenants to utilize. However, 
besides the well developed tenant network, Safire expresses a wish for more specific 
knowledge from the business developers in the incubator.  

Within the assimilation dimension, Safire furthermore showed some inconsistencies in the 
knowledge exchange with the business developers of the SPH and describe the incubators 
environment as not so much open-door as it intend to be. The other three companies (Envi, 
See U and Hemsida 24) did not show problems in the capability of assimilation, as their open 
company culture is in accordance with culture of SP and the provided support as relevant for 
their needs. 

In summary of the first two dimensions, acquisition and assimilation it can be said, that, 
except from the company Safire, all other studied companies show a well developed PACAP. 
As stated by Zahra and George (2002), as well as Lichtenthaler (2009), well developed 
PACAP does not compulsory mean well developed capabilities among transformation and 
exploitation (RACAP).  

In the RACAP dimensions, bigger differences could be found among the tenant companies. 
Regarding transformation, the company Safire explained to be very critical against external 
advice for strategic change, whereas the other companies described themselves as being 
generally open for it. See U, Envi and Hemsida 24 highlight diverse networking with other 
industries as very important and helpful for them. 
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 In the dimension of exploitation we found the biggest differences among our studied tenant 
companies. Two of the investigated companies (See U and Hemsida 24) show well developed 
processes and routines to put their knowledge into action and therefore implement it in their 
products. Hemsida 24 for example, has own defined process routines, which they gained from 
learning by doing and now help them to structure their operations. The other two tenants 
(Envi and Safire) explain to have little or no processes and routines. Further, Safire is missing 
specific help from the incubator in putting knowledge into action and bringing the product to 
the market. Acquired knowledge gets forgotten and therefore cannot be used and implemented 
for the further growth of the company. 

As mentioned in the theoretical framework and according to Zahra and George (2002), the 
subsets of PACAP and RACAP are separate but have complementary roles. 

Looking at our stated assumption, it can be clearly seen that the successful companies of our 
study (See U and Hemsida 24) have well developed capabilities in all four ACAP dimensions 
and therefore in both subsets, PACAP and RACAP. Representing the less successful 
companies, Envi shows absence of some abilities, especially in the knowledge exploitation 
capability. Whereas Safire shows room for improvement in all four dimensions of absorptive 
capacity (see also Table 3). Both, Safire and Envi show deficits in their RACAP, in contrast to 
See U and Hemsida 24.  

As a result of those observations, the assumption made in this study can be considered as true. 
The RACAP weaknesses of Envi and Safire especially in the exploitation capability can be 
used as one explanation for not yet having their products on the market, as they are missing 
processes and routines for putting their gained external knowledge into action. 

Drawing the line from those results to the research question, the following answer can be 
given: The capabilities of utilizing external knowledge of a company do effect the company’s 
successfulness. With the help of ACAP, we have shown that companies, which are able to 
utilize external knowledge with a wide scope and openness and are furthermore able to 
integrate this knowledge into their routines and operations, have demanded products on the 
market and show growth in terms of employees. Both subsets of ACAP, PACAP and RACAP 
are well developed. 

7.1 Practical implications 

Practical implication can be drawn to both the incubator management and the management of 
the tenant companies. As already mentioned within the methodology chapter, due to the 
qualitative approach of the study and the limited number of cases, we address these practical 
implications to the specific tenant companies incorporated within our study as well as the 
Science Park Halmstad. The outcome and the results may not be relevant for other SPs or 
other tenant companies taking part in a SP program. A statistical generalization is neither 
possible, nor intended. 

Our study shows that one of the main benefits of the SPH is the networking among the tenant 
companies within the incubator. Greater problems could be discovered when it comes to the 
point to get the product to the market. The company Safire directly mentioned the wish for 
more help on such practical things which in the end make profit for the company. Comparing 
the two companies (Safire and Envi), which have not reached the market yet and lack 
especially exploitation capabilities, it is interesting to see, that both of them want to offer a 
physical product with a certain complexity in terms of development and production. See U 
and Hemsida 24 offer services and consultancy, which might make it easier to reach the 
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market. Even though they successfully utilized the sources of the incubator to finally get their 
business running, their broad scope of external networking, even outside the incubator 
brought them valuable contacts. Envi and Safire more or less relied on the sources provided 
by the incubator and especially Safire is wishing for further and more specific help.  

The first implication out of this is that for tenant companies in the SPH, it is important to look 
beyond the borders of the incubator. It might not be enough to fully rely on the sources of the 
incubator, as even they have their limitations. Therefore it can be fruitful to attend outside 
lectures or presentations with entrepreneurs or start-up companies, as the examples of See U 
and Hemsida 24 show. Another helpful aspect might be, that the staff of SP continuously 
motivate the tenants to seek for networks beyond and outside the SP. 

The second implication is that the variety of companies being hosted in SPH might be a 
problem. Diverse companies can be very helpful in terms of networking amongst tenant 
companies which can lead to synergies and exchange of knowledge. Though, it can be very 
challenging for the incubator management and the business developers to provide useful help 
and consultancy for such a broad field of industries. In the interview with the incubator 
management, this supposition is confirmed, as the manager said, that less-successful 
companies typically are located in the high-tech R&D industry. Furthermore he states that it 
can take several years to get their product on the market and that they have sometimes 
problems to tell the customers the real value of their product (Interview with incubator 
manager at SPH, 2012). Grimaldi and Grandi (2005) have a similar result of their study by 
saying that incubators should rather specialize in the services they provide than try to provide 
a broad spectrum for attracting different types of companies. 

Based on the results of our study, we suggest that SPH should consider building up different 
departments within the incubator, which totally focus on one certain type of tenant company, 
to provide very specific support. An extension of the SPs own external knowledge network, 
especially for high-tech and R&D companies could bring more experience and further 
assistance in that field. Therefore knowledge and consulting would be more industry related, 
however, it would be of highest importance to keep the cross-industry networking among the 
tenants. To realize this suggestion, further investigation would be needed and will be 
discussed in chapter 7.3. 

7.2 Theoretical implication 

The theoretical contributions of this study are that we shed more light on the importance of 
certain success factors a SP can provide to its tenant companies. Our results further strengthen 
the high importance of networking for a tenant company to be successful and develop even 
outside the incubator. As already explained earlier, our analysis shows that external 
networking, in addition to the networking within the incubator, has the most potential to lead 
to a company’s success. 

With our analytical model and the interview guide, we provided a framework, connecting 
knowledge utilization with the theory of absorptive capacity. Our formulated interview 
questions might be an inspiration for other authors conducting studies in this field of 
knowledge. 
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7.3 Future research 

For future research we recommend to further investigate, if tenant companies success in an 
incubator is industry related. Through conducting a quantitative or qualitative study among 
other SPs, future research could gain implications for potential tenant companies and the 
management of SPs. Furthermore we hope that other authors apply our provided framework 
within other studies on more SPs in Sweden or other countries. For this, a quantitative 
approach could be used, to involve a higher number of tenant companies. 
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7 Appendix 

 

List of appendixes: 

7.1 Appendix I - Interview guide tenant companies 

7.2 Appendix II - Interview guide incubator management  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

7.1 Appendix I 

Interview guide tenant companies 

 

 

AC1 What was the main reason for your company going to the Science Park? 

AC2 Which incubator sources do you frequently access and how helpful would you 
describe them?  

AC3 Please describe the relationship to the incubators management and the business 
developers (trust, business-level, friendship). 

AC4 Do you usually interact with the same business developers? 

AC5 Is there frequent interaction with the management/business developers, or just if there 
is a concrete problem which has to be discussed? 

AC6 Please describe the relationship between your company and the other tenant 
companies. (How and where do u meet? (are they in the same industry? trust, 
business-level, friendship). 

 

AS1 How would you describe the incubators support offered, in terms of accessibility and 
applicability? 

AS2 How does the incubator provide you special services or support, regarding to your 
companies industry? 

AS3 How would you describe the organizational culture of the Science Park/incubator? 

AS4 In which ways is this organizational culture of the Science Park/incubator similar with 
your company’s? 

 

TR1 In which ways do you interact with companies or business developers from other 
industries? (e.g. other tenant companies, outside networks) 

TR2 Would you describe your company as open for strategic change and knowledge 
adding, or do you more follow a straight defined guideline? 

 

EX1 In which ways does your company make use of certain routines or processes to 
incorporate acquired external knowledge into the operations? 

EX2 Does the incubator provide special support for exploiting this knowledge?  

 

 



 

 

7.2 Appendix II 

Interview guide incubator management 

 

General Questions 

1. What is your position in the Science Park? 

2. How long have you been in this position? 

3. What is your previous education? 

4. What is your previous practical experience? 

5. How many tenant companies are hosted in the Science Park Halmstad (SPH)? 

 

6. How many people does the SPH employ? 

7. Which are the conditions for a company to get into the SPH? 

8. What is the average time a company spends in the incubator? 

9. How would you describe the organizational culture of SPH? Open/closed door policy? 

 

 

Regarding the support and resource utilization of the tenant companies: 

10. What are the abilities or characteristics a tenant company has to have for utilizing the 
incubators support and resources successfully? 

11. How do tenant companies vary in their way of utilizing the incubator resources/support? 

12. Why do you think they vary? 

13. Is there a connection between the degree of this utilization and the success of the tenant 
company and how can it be described? 

14. How would you then describe a typical company that grows and leaves the Science Park 
successfully? Can you maybe describe a recent success story briefly? 

15. What are the main factors in terms of the tenants` utilization making them successful? 

16. What differs the typical successful tenant company from one which is less successful? 
Can you maybe describe a recent “failure” story briefly? 

17. Which main factors in terms of the tenants` utilization lead to such a “failure”? 

 


