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Abstract: The European Commission expends much effort toward the facilitation 
of smart specialisation strategies for smart, sustainable, and inclusive economic 
growth in Europe. In this framework, stakeholder engagement has received growing 
attention but is often neglected by the academic community, possibly due to the 
complexity of a multi-stakeholder approach in knowledge-based policy advice. In 
this regard, platforms with online mechanisms particularly show promising poten-
tial to engage a diverse set of stakeholders, so-called quadruple helix stakeholders, 
throughout the development of smart specialisation strategies. This report discusses 
a conceptional approach for promoting stakeholder engagement using online 
mechanisms for knowledge-based policy advice. This paper recommends seven 
propositions for future empirical testing of hypotheses to provide a robust funda-
ment for future research. Because of this scope of policy advice via stakeholders, 
this contribution is particularly relevant for policy-makers, researchers, entrepre-
neurs, and the society at large interested in cultivating a knowledge-based economy 
via online mechanisms for exchanging policy advice.
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1. Introduction
In the last decade, the European Commission (EC) has accelerated much effort toward their policies 
related to implementation of smart specialisation strategies in Europe (Gheorghiu, Andreescu, & 
Curaj, 2016). The European Union’s (EU) development strategy connects three “mutually reinforcing 
priorities” of smart, sustainable, and inclusive economic growth (EC, 2010). Additionally, smart spe-
cialisation strategies represent an ex-ante precondition for receiving support from the structural 
funds. Thus, most nations and regions in Europe started implementing smart specialisation methods 
in their research, development, and innovation policies. Because of the high demand, scholars of this 
research field are calling for clear guidelines to facilitate the (re)design and implementation of these 
research and innovation strategies (Gheorghiu et al., 2016; Kroll, 2015a; Paliokaitė, Martinaitis, & 
Reimeris, 2015).

Despite the call for more in-depth supporting material, vital guidance from Foray, David, and Hallb 
(2011), Foray et al. (2012) and Foray (2014, 2015) on creating research and innovation strategies for 
smart specialisation has acted as groundwork for the EC. In particular, the “Guide to Research and 
Innovation Strategies for Smart specialisation (RIS3), Smart specialisation Platform” (Foray et al., 
2012) provides a comprehensive description of a policy concept that proposes 6 steps and 18 sec-
tions for developing research and innovation strategies for smart specialisation. Additionally, this 
guide respects the individual, strategic environments of different nations and regions. However, 
there is a need for clearer step-by-step instructions that describe expected results of the applied 
development procedure, methodological normativity, applied methods, stakeholders engaged, prin-
ciples, and criteria (Gheorghiu et al., 2016). Overall, published literature in this context highlights 
gaps between theory and practice (Gheorghiu et al., 2016; Kroll, 2015b).

The majority (99.8%) of all European enterprises are small- and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) 
(OECD, 2016; Stawińska, 2011), efforts to boost entrepreneurial discovery as the “core concept’ of 
smart specialisation is necessary. The role of entrepreneurial discovery in the national and regional 
governments needs to be strengthened. Stakeholders with important knowledge related to entre-
preneurial discovery must explain the procedure for self-discovery using broad participation to en-
sure dialog and legitimization to boost the mechanisms (Paliokaitė et al., 2015; Paliokaite, Martinaitis, 
& Sarpong, 2016). A diverse set of stakeholders can potentially boost entrepreneurial discovery 
across the steps in smart specialisation strategies.

The central aim of this review is to shed light on the positive outcomes of stakeholder participation 
in smart specialisation in facilitating the entrepreneurial discovery process across activities within 
smart specialisation. Advantages can be acquired using online mechanisms to enable consultative 
and deliberative processes, which offer valuable support to engage a diverse set of stakeholders to 
facilitate knowledge transfer and co-creation. In this framework, Amabile and Kramer (2011) report 
was used to attain a better understanding of the associations among the design features of innova-
tion projects, including online mechanisms. Previous research of innovation management centers 
on direct influences on results, ignoring exchanges among different stakeholders (e.g. Burroughs, 
Dahl, Moreau, Chattopadhyay, & Gorn, 2011; Janssen, 2005). Such stakeholder collaboration is the 
key to facilitating entrepreneurial discovery. Thus, the purpose of this conceptual paper is to illumine 
gaps in the literature and propose seven recommendations for further research to strengthen the 
multi-stakeholder approach in smart specialisation initiatives toward knowledge-based policy ad-
vice via innovative and supportive online mechanisms.
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2. Framework for knowledge-based policy advice
This work builds on the guidelines of Foray et al. (2012), and their recommended assessment wheel 
for research and innovation strategies serves as a basis to upgrade the strategies by reviewing com-
parisons, benchmarking, considering essential features adequately, adapting priorities and needs to 
regional processes, enriching the preparation and negotiation of funding programs, reflecting re-
quired activities, and identifying co-operation activities and opportunities for mutual learning.

Among many other factors, mutual learning plays a crucial role in strategic development within 
smart specialisation. In this regard, a diverse set of stakeholders is essential to facilitate the learning 
process. Public policy (e.g. Abelson & Gauvin, 2006; Rowe & Frewer, 2004, 2005) and innovation pro-
cesses research (e.g. Abelson & Gauvin, 2006; Rowe & Frewer, 2004, 2005) have emphasized that 
successful stakeholder participation includes quality dimensions, which enables better development 
of public, participatory processes. Based on the literature regarding stakeholder participation quality 
(Cadwallader, Jarvis, Bitner, & Ostrom, 2010; Ommen, Blut, Backhaus, & Woisetschläger, 2016), mo-
tivation to participate is critical to the quality of stakeholder cooperation. Since stakeholders are 
motivated by multiple factors including logic, quality of the participatory innovation process, and 
design of the participatory innovation process, the motivation to participate varies among stake-
holder groups. Using the Componential Theory of Creativity, Amabile (1983) explains that the crea-
tivity level of a group is impacted by the work environment. Giving decision-making autonomy to 
individuals and presenting feedback on performance outcomes can boost individuals’ motivation to 
participate (Amabile & Kramer, 2011). In other words, the degree of innovation performance refers 
to stakeholders’ perception toward newness of the innovation (Wang & Ahmed, 2004) to measure 
the degree of innovation performance. Acceptance of the innovative elements is an individual’s as-
sessment toward the confidence that the elements will support the expected outcomes (Choi & 
Price, 2005; Wang & Ahmed, 2004). In designing and managing innovation projects, the needs of all 
involved stakeholders must be considered. According to Amabile and Kramer (2011), promoting mo-
tivation by providing expressive objectives, enough resources, and supportive colleagues encourag-
es stakeholders to transfer knowledge. In addition, the environment for exchange is important for 
cultivating motivation among stakeholders. The involvement of stakeholders in innovation process-
es should integrate co-determination, collaboration, interaction, and participation (Alam, 2002; 
Alam & Perry, 2002; Ordanini & Parasuraman, 2010).

While the methods for encouraging the participation of stakeholders using online mechanisms 
enable consultative and deliberative processes, the participatory process itself is theorized as a com-
plex interplay of various characteristics of online mechanisms’ design. Assessment of the character-
istics of design points influences participation quality. Matching similar methods that describe the 
quality of the participation process is “a global judgment, or attitude, relating to the superiority of a 
service” (Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & Berry, 1985, p. 16). The involvement of stakeholders supports 
projects by generating new thoughts from different points of view and offering informational re-
sources to gain detailed know-how of specific needs. The factors regarding stakeholder participation 
are understood well; however, the aspects of productive participatory innovation procedures are 
under-researched. In particular, research considering how entrepreneurial discovery is supported by 
innovative, online mechanisms is limited. In addition to collaboration among stakeholders with var-
ying viewpoints, the “quadruple helix stakeholders” provide vital input in a multi-level, cooperating 
development process. According to the quadruple helix model, stakeholders can be classified in four 
main groups: university/academia, government/policy-makers, industry/entrepreneurs, and society/
individuals (Carayannis & Rakhmatullin, 2014; Etzkowitz, 2003; Etzkowitz & Leydesdorff, 1995, 2000; 
Fogelberg & Sandén, 2008; Garrett-Jones, Turpin, Burns, & Diment, 2005; Howells, Ramlogan, & 
Cheng, 2012; Shinn, 2002).

Though integral for all types of stakeholders, in both entrepreneurship as well as digital learning 
literature, Bandura’s (1982, 1982b) theory of self-efficacy is linked to perceived usefulness and ease 
of use of online mechanisms. These two dimensions are cornerstones for digital platforms. Self-
efficacy is also defined as “judgments of how well one can execute courses of action required to deal 
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with prospective situations” (Badura, 1982b, p. 122). Overall, self-efficiency can be used as a central 
predictor of behavior. Bandura’s (1982a, 1982b) also claims that “[i]n any given instance, behavior 
would be best predicted by considering both self-efficacy and outcome beliefs” (p. 140). Thus, this 
report focuses on the perceptions of stakeholders toward a web-based participation process to 
boost entrepreneurial discovery in the exchange of knowledge-based policy advice.

3. Propositions for stakeholder participation via online mechanisms
Studies in the literature on creativity and open innovation research related to participation quality 
dimensions are very similar to each other (Ommen et al., 2016). Specifically Amabile, Conti, Coon, 
Lazenby, and Herron (1996) claim that research dedicated toward creativity recognizes the impor-
tance of task-related resources for creating inspirational environments, which is relevant for pro-
moting entrepreneurial dynamics. Adamczyk, Bullinger, and Möslein (2012) highlight the importance 
of rewards in co-creation and open innovation. Janssen (2005) recognizes an encouraging influence 
of stakeholders’ perceptions toward innovations in implementing those initiatives. In this frame-
work, perceived ease of use on behalf of the stakeholders plays a key role. Overall, a focus on acces-
sibility of supportive tools in open source data projects is viewed as a vital element to promote 
knowledge transfer (Lakhani & Panetta, 2007). Rogers and Shoemaker (1971) explain complexity as 
“the degree to which an innovation is perceived as relatively difficult to understand and use”  
(p. 154), which is similar to perceived ease of use. In a meta-analysis regarding the relationship be-
tween innovation characteristics and implementation, Tornatzky and Klein (1982) indicate that the 
compatibility and participation among stakeholders affect implementation across a wide range of 
innovation types. These factors can be vital in developing research and innovation strategies via in-
depth analysis of regional and national contexts as well as assets for providing an essential funda-
ment for effective strategies (Gulc, 2015; Pauna, 2015; Piirainen, Tanner, & Alkærsig, 2016). For 
instance, the online mechanisms show potential to increase entrepreneurial alertness of different 
stakeholders which could be measured by recommended scales of colleagues (entrepreneurial 
alertness elaborated by Tang, Kacmar, & Busenitz, 2012; e-GovQual scale modified to the smart 
specialisation topic elaborated by Papadomichelaki & Mentzas, 2012). In particular, the stakeholders 
might assess the provided services as supportive to acquire relevant information for new business 
ideas as well as a supportive source to scan potential new business opportunities. In line with this 
argumentation, via step one of the assessment wheel for research and innovation strategies related 
to analysis of regional and national contexts, including analysis of regional and national assets, 
outward dimensions, and entrepreneurial dynamics (Foray et al., 2012), the following is proposed.

Proposition 1  Different stakeholder groups perceive online mechanisms as equally supportive to 
facilitate innovation.

Open innovation includes broad participation, i.e. the involvement of a diverse set of stakeholders, 
but also focuses on potential investors to boost the capability of innovation. There are many charac-
teristics regarding the design of open innovations that are able to motivate stakeholder involve-
ment, including contests and crowdsourcing (Adamczyk et al., 2012; Brabham, 2008; Ebner, 
Leimeister, & Krcmar, 2009). Lakhani and Panetta (2007) describe the logistic design of software 
communities. They argue that if tasks are designed in a modular manner, involvement of stakehold-
ers increases. Moreover, Lakhani and Panetta (2007) state that the key features of participative de-
sign principles are independent selection of tasks, transparency, and accessibility of supportive tools 
toward innovative behavior. Zheng, Li, and Hou (2011) examined, by analyzing 283 crowdsourcing 
contests, the roles of different design features and their ability to drive motivation. The authors sug-
gest essentials that can facilitate involvement intention and actual participation. Adamczyk et al. 
(2012) offer a framework that consists of design components that can be used for illustrating inno-
vation projects. Generally, the components of independent selection of tasks, motivational incen-
tives, design components for different stakeholders, and supportive functionalities for assisting in 
interactions among stakeholders represent fundamentals for innovation processes.
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With the potential of online mechanisms for research and innovation strategies in mind, theoreti-
cally, management and governance are different. However, there are overlapping procedures between 
them. The decision-making process as well as the arrangements for coordination, communication, 
and resources in a regulatory setting are emphasised in management foundations (Hatfield-Dodds, 
Nelson, & Cook, 2007). Communication within norms, rules, structures, and processes to regulate how 
stakeholders achieve consensus on decisions relevant for controlling influence, responsibilities and 
accountability reflect key components of governance (Cundill & Fabricius, 2010; Lebel et al., 2006; Raik 
& Decker, 2007). An integrated procedure of the processes in governance represents the management 
process (Hurlbert & Gupta, 2015; Moutinho, Au-Yong-Oliveira, Coelho, & Manso, 2015). For instance, 
the online mechanisms show potential to increase entrepreneurial alertness of different stakeholders 
which could be measured by recommended scales of colleagues (entrepreneurial alertness elaborat-
ed by Tang et al. (2012); e-GovQual scale modified to the smart specialisation topic elaborated by 
Papadomichelaki & Mentzas, 2012). In particular, the stakeholders might assess the provided services 
supportive to recognize new relationships relevant for potential new (business) opportunities. This 
discussion reflects step two of the assessment wheel for research and innovation strategies related to 
governance including governance structures, broad participation, management and communication 
(Foray et al., 2012). In line with this argumentation, the following proposition is suggested.

Proposition 2  Different stakeholder groups perceive online mechanisms as equally supportive for 
facilitating research and innovation strategies for smart specialization.

The “Swedish Paradox” and the “European Paradox” indicate that expanding research and devel-
opment investment and supporting entrepreneurship require further stakeholder engagement to 
boost employment and economic growth (Aldridge & Audretsch, 2011; Ejermo, Kander, & Svensson 
Henning, 2011; Thurik, Audretsch, & Grilo, 2012; Van Stel & Storey, 2004). Both paradoxes highlight 
“… the disappointment of economic growth that did not seem to respond to high levels of invest-
ment in knowledge … such as human capital, R&D and patents, as well as broader aspects such as 
creativity” (Audretsch, 2009, p. 250). The University-Industry-Government collaborations have a re-
gional outlook within a broad view of innovation (Sternberg & Litzenberger, 2004) based on empirical 
evidence, which can be found in the literature concerning the knowledge spillover theory of entre-
preneurship to overcome challenges. This type of entrepreneurship is dependent on human capital 
and creativity demonstrated in creative individuals and various urban environments which appeal to 
creative classes for scenario analysis (Audretsch & Belitski, 2013). In parallel, a stakeholder war has 
started to appeal creative talents, which are rewarded at the regional level (Acs, Bosma, & Sternberg, 
2008). A larger knowledge spillover is mostly experienced by regions that have higher research and 
innovation investments, such as corporate, university, or governmental investments (e.g. Audretsch 
& Feldman, 1996; Audretsch & Keilbach, 2004, 2005, 2008). Potential markets, demand (Buesa, Heijs, 
& Baumert, 2010; Lindič, Bavdaž, & Kovačič, 2012; Pires, 2005), and entrepreneurial opportunity to 
use knowledge and technology affect sustainability (Audretsch, Lehmann, & Warning, 2005). As a 
result, a source of regional competitive advantage can be knowledge transfer among stakeholders 
(e.g. Caragliu & Del Bo, 2011; Fagerberg, Landström, & Martin, 2012; Fritsch, 2008; Hurlbert & Gupta, 
2015; Moutinho et al., 2015; Pe’er & Vertinsky, 2008; Tappeiner, Hauser, & Walde, 2008). Thus, the 
involvement of stakeholders in innovation processes shows great potential for cultivating a shared 
vision, which generates positive outcomes (Alam, 2002; Alam & Perry, 2002; Ordanini & Parasuraman, 
2010). For instance, the online mechanisms show potential to increase a shared vision within entre-
preneurial alertness of different stakeholders which could be measured by recommended scales of 
colleagues (entrepreneurial alertness elaborated by Tang et al., 2012; e-GovQual scale modified to 
the smart specialisation topic elaborated by Papadomichelaki & Mentzas, 2012). In particular, the 
stakeholders might assess the provided services supportive to make novel connections and perceive 
new or emergent relationships between various pieces of information. Additionally, online mecha-
nisms show support to come up with new ideas and approaches to current problems within the 
community. This is in line with step three of the assessment wheel for (re)designing research and 
innovation strategies related to shared vision, including a broad view of innovation, grand chal-
lenges, and scenario analysis (Foray et al., 2012). Therefore, the following is proposed.
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Proposition 3  Different stakeholder groups perceive online mechanisms as equally supportive in 
facilitating the development of an overall vision of the future of the region.

Knowledge is viewed as a source of competitive advantages for countries. It is the key ingredient 
for developing successful and ambitious international businesses. In this framework, competitive 
elements are linked to human resources, scientific information, and infrastructure (Porter, 1990). 
Though knowledge is integral, also perceptions of stakeholders play a crucial role in this context. 
Perceptions mirror reality (Carroll, 1988), particularly with those who have the strength to identify 
the policy agenda (Hisschemöller & Gupta, 1999), taking the revision of past priorities into account. 
The connections between the perception of challenges, consistency, and critical mass as well as the 
political environment are vital to democratic governance. According to Vasileiadou et al. (2012), 
stakeholders and human observations are structured by perspectives, and individuals are supported 
by the belief systems of their environment (Hurlbert & Gupta, 2015; Moutinho et al., 2015). In this 
framework, the identification of priority setting and investments in information and skills are corner-
stones for increasing entrepreneurial opportunities. Because of the increase of knowledge, the suc-
cess of entrepreneurial activities by assisting acknowledgment of stakeholders and taking advantage 
of new business opportunities tend to increase continuously on a global basis (Acs, Braunerhjelm, 
Audretsch, & Carlsson, 2009; Auerswald, 2010; Fritsch, 2008; Wersching, 2010).

The majority of the literature views participation as vital for promoting democracy and solving dif-
ficult problems (Hurlbert & Gupta, 2015; Moutinho et al., 2015), which represent an essential ele-
ment in priority setting in knowledge-based policy advice. Nearly all suggestions regarding 
improvement of governance urge stakeholder participation (Norton, 2005; Pahl-Wostl, 2009; Pahl-
Wostl et al., 2007). The belief is that the higher the participation, the higher the probabilities to im-
prove governance (Arnstein, 1969; Hurlbert & Gupta, 2015; Moutinho et al., 2015). Overall, stakeholders 
should meet and create economic priorities at the regional level. Human resources and intangible 
assets (Hitt, Ireland, & Hoskisson, 2012) create collaborative partnerships, and alliances at different 
stages facilitate innovation (Moutinho, Au-Yong-Oliveira, Coelho, & Manso, 2016). This discussion re-
flects step four of the assessment wheel within the development of research and innovation strate-
gies related toward identification of priorities, including revision of past priorities, consistency, and 
critical mass (Foray et al., 2012). For instance, the online mechanisms show potential to increase 
entrepreneurial alertness of different stakeholders which could be measured by recommended scales 
of colleagues (entrepreneurial alertness elaborated by Tang et al., 2012; e-GovQual scale modified to 
the smart specialisation topic elaborated by Papadomichelaki & Mentzas, 2012). In particular, the 
stakeholders might assess the provided services supportive to see connections between previously 
unconnected domains of information. Thus, it is suggested to illuminate the proposition as follows:

Proposition 4  Different stakeholder groups perceive online mechanisms as equally supportive in 
facilitating priority setting.

Scholars (e.g. Collins & Ison, 2009; Lebel, Grothmann, & Siebenhüner, 2010) have illuminated the 
typology of challenges related to structuring and framing policies to overcome these societal chal-
lenges. The resulting policy’s framework and scope, policy-makers’ interactions, and societal in-
volvement are crucial to overcome these societal challenges. Theories of policy design that examine 
a policy’s form and content are vital to clarity and adaption of policy procedures across disciplines 
(e.g. Dupuis & Knoepfel, 2011; Hulme, 2005). Colleagues (e.g. Ingram, Schneider, & DeLeon, 2007; 
Schneider, 2006; Schneider & Ingram, 1993) examine variables to determine the success of specific 
policies. Connecting this framework with innovation processes, literature concerning stakeholders’ 
participation in policy development and the subsequent success of policy is rare. However, Hoyer, 
Chandy, Dorotic, Krafft, and Singh (2010) provide variables for the firm-level to explain individual’s 
co-creation in development processes, which appear relevant for policy roadmaps and interrelated 
action plans for implementation. In addition, the authors debate perceived benefits as an appropri-
ate way to stimulate stakeholders. Im and Nakata (2008) empirically explored the role of project 
characteristics in regarding cross-functional incorporation. The authors explain that aspects such as 
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a rewards system, process formalization, managerial encouragement, and involvement influence 
cross-functional integration in a positive way. Moreover, the literature generally idealizes participa-
tion without assessing the specific mechanisms involved in participation and determining which of 
those are challenging. Nevertheless, some reports have described the circumstantial challenges of 
participation (e.g. Allan & Wilson, 2009; Collins & Ison, 2009) and its wider impact (Akamani & Hall, 
2015). More information is needed on the optimal settings for stakeholder participation and the fac-
tors that determine participation levels, which can be used for effecting important policy (e.g. 
Hurlbert & Gupta, 2015; Moutinho et al., 2015; Warren, 2009). This discussion reflects step five of the 
assessment wheel for research and innovation strategies related to policy mix, including roadmap-
ping, balance, and framework conditions (Foray et al., 2012). For instance, the online mechanisms 
show potential to increase entrepreneurial alertness of different stakeholders which could be meas-
ured by recommended scales of colleagues (entrepreneurial alertness elaborated by Tang et al., 
2012; e-GovQual scale modified to the smart specialisation topic elaborated by Papadomichelaki & 
Mentzas, 2012). In particular, the stakeholders might assess the provided services supportive to in-
crease a special alertness or sensitivity toward potential opportunities in facilitating the develop-
ment of policy mixes, roadmaps, and action plans for implementation. Since there is a direct 
relationship between the creative characteristics of stakeholders’ engagement and the paucity of 
work relevant for implementation, the following proposition needs further illumination.

Proposition 5  Different stakeholder groups perceive online mechanisms as equally supportive in 
facilitating the development of policy mixes, roadmaps, and action plans for implementation.

Hedelin and Lindh (2008) state that the characteristics of an ideal environment for stakeholder 
participation have been unsatisfactorily addressed so far. Nevertheless, various engagement levels 
appear to be adequate depending on the goals, context and the stakeholders (Fung, 2006; Michener, 
1998; Richards, Blackstock, & Carter, 2004; Tippett, Handley, & Ravetz, 2007). Aspects such as mu-
tual learning and trust as well as acceptance level of other stakeholders’ judgments in the policy 
procedure are essential points (Tsang, Burnett, Hills, & Welford, 2009) required for conflict modera-
tion (Mackenzie & Krogman, 2005). In this framework, differences between management and gov-
ernance of political challenges must be considered to increase effectiveness and efficiency (Hurlbert 
& Gupta, 2015; Moutinho et al., 2015).

Along with the need for monitoring and evaluation tasks among stakeholder groups, there is a 
need for mutual learning in problem solving and developing solutions occurring through joint inter-
actions (Argyris & Schön, 1978, 1996; Siebenhüner, 2008). This learning must be supported through 
facilitation of collaboration and collaborative learning in interdependent stakeholder networks 
(Mostert et al., 2007). This procedure of reflection (or monitoring and evaluation), takes place 
through exchanging perceptions, opinions and experiences (Keen, Brown, & Dyball, 2005), thus revis-
ing previous experiential findings to determine a theory and practice that leads to new visions, fu-
ture innovations, and action implementation (Blackmore, Ison, & Jiggins, 2007). Mutual learning 
involves both trans- and interdisciplinary learning among different stakeholders with different back-
grounds (e.g. Hurlbert & Gupta, 2015; Moutinho et al., 2015).

Following a multi-stakeholder approach, there are different learning possibilities (e.g. Argyris, 
1999; Cundill & Fabricius, 2010; Hurlbert & Gupta, 2015; Keen et al., 2005; Moutinho et al., 2015) to 
improve procedures and policy approaches to address structured issues. Im and Nakata (2008) 
claim that cross-functional incorporation profits from procedure formalization, which supports the 
findings of transparency leading to high stakeholder participation. For instance, the online mecha-
nisms show potential to increase entrepreneurial alertness of different stakeholders which could be 
measured by recommended scales of colleagues (entrepreneurial alertness elaborated by Tang et 
al., 2012; e-GovQual scale modified to the smart specialisation topic elaborated by Papadomichelaki 
& Mentzas, 2012). In particular, the stakeholders might assess the provided services supportive to 
distinguish between potential high-value opportunities and low-value opportunities which is valua-
ble for monitoring and evaluation tasks for future implementation. This discussion reflects step six 
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of the assessment wheel for research and innovation strategies related to monitoring and evalua-
tion, including output and result indicators, monitoring, and strategic updates (Foray et al., 2012).

Proposition 6  Different stakeholder groups perceive online mechanisms as equally supportive in 
facilitating monitoring and evaluation tasks for future implementation.

The affordance of technology in the online learning environment is highly associated with the 
social constructs of online learning. Computer-mediated communication mechanisms effect the 
way in which stakeholders communicate with each other while interacting and participating in net-
works. An examination of individuals’ perceptions of how they use and how they feel regarding the 
material provided and features transmitted by online mechanisms was conducted by Davis (1989) 
to understand how use of such online mechanisms affects stakeholders’ interactions. A framework 
called the ‘Technology Acceptance Model’ is often used to explore technology behaviors of users 
(Davis, 1989). Moreover, the users’ purpose for using technologies affects their attitudes and opin-
ions on using online mechanisms for future activities; therefore, two key constructs, perceived use-
fulness and perceived ease of use, were recognized as central determinants of individuals’ technology 
acceptance (Davis, 1989; Mathieson, 1991). Lin (2005) implemented the Technology Acceptance 
Model in an investigation of the online learning experience of individuals to determine using tech-
nologies affects the behavior in a positive manner. Another study presents the connections between 
perceived ease of use, perceived usefulness, social ability, and intelligence of community in online 
courses, where findings show that these determinants influence each other positively (Tsai, Tung, & 
Laffey, 2008; Tsai et al., 2008). For instance, the online mechanisms show potential to increase en-
trepreneurial alertness of different stakeholders which could be measured by recommended scales 
of colleagues (entrepreneurial alertness elaborated by Tang et al., 2012; e-GovQual scale modified 
to the smart specialisation topic elaborated by Papadomichelaki & Mentzas, 2012). In particular, the 
stakeholders might assess the provided services supportive in filtering or blocking out insignificant 
information to make decisions for facilitating effective future implementation of smart specialisa-
tion strategies. Thus, the following is proposed for future investigation.

Proposition 7  Different stakeholder groups perceive online mechanisms as equally supportive in 
facilitating effective future implementation of smart specialisation strategies.

4. Discussion and conclusions
This conceptual work offers required propositions to close the research gaps in facilitation of entre-
preneurial discovery in smart specialisation processes via stakeholder participation in online plat-
forms for knowledge-based policy advice. The ladder of participation proposed by Arnstein (1969), 
and the notion of ‘levels of public involvement’ by Dorcey, Doney, and Rueggeberg (1994) span from 
low levels of stakeholder engagement, which involve moments of informing or educating, to higher 
engagement levels, which are continuous and aim to build consensus. In this framework, stake-
holder engagement can be increased due to high levels of trust. Pretty and Ward (2001) claim that 
learning requires mutual trust and confidence among stakeholders, as well as acceptance of others 
stakeholders’ views during the policy development process. Tsang et al. (2009) argue that whether 
people differ in opinions, high trust still can predominate if these stakeholders are eager to work 
together and are working toward the same goal, i.e., smart specialisation. The self-reflection proce-
dure shows that individual mental models relevant to decision-making with good facilitation, stake-
holder engagement, and high information quality (Hurlbert & Gupta, 2015; Moutinho et al., 2015; 
Pahl-Wostl, 2006) are integral to knowledge-based policy advice. Nevertheless, some engagement 
methods can be applied to groups any trust level via online mechanisms. However, Pahl-Wostl 
(2009) and Huntjens et al. (2011) claim that to build trust, enhancing flows of information and pro-
cesses of engagement are essential elements in the stakeholder engagement processes. Moreover, 
Huntjens et al. (2011) believe that early communication is necessary for building trust; joint and 
participative knowledge creation can lead to collective, open-access knowledge; and clear decisions-
making procedures result in responsible distributions. These are all vital conditions for exchanging 
knowledge-based policy advice in online platforms. Abrams, Cross, Lesser, and Levin (2003) argue 
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that transparency and building trust are linked and, therefore, groups need a: “facilitator” to build 
trust by facilitating motivation, collecting and creating information, resolving conflicts, connecting 
stakeholders, and mobilizing support for transformation (Folke, Hahn, Olsson, & Norberg, 2005). 
Whether such a facilitator can be provided in online mechanisms and be perceived as supportive for 
knowledge-based policy advice for a diverse set of stakeholders is still an open research question.

Though online mechanisms can virtually facilitate knowledge-based policy exchanges, many 
studies have asserted a need for validated instruments (e.g. Abdinnour-Helm, Chaparro, & Farmer, 
2005; Lund, 2001; McKinney, Yoon, & Zahedi, 2002; Straub, Hoffman, Weber, & Steinfield, 2002). In 
particular, empirical investigations of supportive online mechanisms used in stakeholder engage-
ment in policy-making in a knowledge-based economy have been neglected so far across communi-
ties. This report addressed those gaps and provided recommendations for entrepreneurial-driven 
online mechanisms to adequately consider the unique multi-stakeholder nature within smart spe-
cialisation and its functions in the knowledge-based economy in a policy agenda environment. 
Based on well-built constructs dedicated toward stakeholder participation quality in policy advice 
(e.g. Ommen et al., 2016), this report takes a multi-stakeholder approach in the smart specialisation 
framework and represents the first of its design. As such, it delivers vital insights for online mecha-
nisms dedicated to knowledge-based policy advice with a focus on regional research and innovation 
strategies for smart specialisation. However, as such, it faces limitations—namely, a lack of empiri-
cal support. Nevertheless, the central purpose of the current review is to build the fundament for 
future in-depth analysis in this regard.

This study delivers both theoretical and practical implications. Both researchers and practitioners 
can benefit from the findings of this contribution. The presented fundaments in this study can be 
used by researchers to create models for satisfaction in policy-making, usage patterns of online 
mechanism for policy advice, and successful stakeholder participation in a knowledge-based econ-
omy. Additionally, this report can be used by policy-makers to identify the various levels of satisfac-
tion among different stakeholders during their engagement in policy-making processes. For technical 
designers of online mechanisms for policy-making, this report provides techniques for testing online 
platforms linked to relevant scales in the discipline of policy. Practitioners will especially benefit from 
the established fundaments in this report, as there is currently no standardized scale to assess 
stakeholder participation in online mechanisms for knowledge-based policy advice. This work pro-
vides the first method in this direction.

In future research, empirical testing and the application of further statistical techniques, for ex-
ample, multidimensional scaling for measuring the various dimensions and comparing the similari-
ties or differences among different stakeholder groups, should be implemented. Ultimately, this 
study is the first of its design and provides a valuable conceptional basis for these further steps.

Acknowledgment
This article reflects only the author’s view. Neither the 
Research Executive Agency nor the European Commission 
is responsible for any use that may be made of the 
information it contains.

Funding
This project has received funding from the European Union’s 
Horizon 2020 Research and Innovation Programme [grant 
number 710659], ONLINE-S3.

Author details
Katharina Fellnhofer1,2

E-mails: info@research-and-innovation-management.com, 
katharina.fellnhofer@lut.fi
ORCID ID: http://orcid.org/0000-0002-8421-1547
1 �Research and Innovation Management GmbH, Marktplatz 

7A, 3371 Neumarkt an der Ybbs, Austria.

2 �School of Business and Management, Lappeenranta 
University of Technology, P.O. Box 20, FI-53851 
Lappeenranta, Finland.

Citation information
Cite this article as: Facilitating entrepreneurial discovery 
in smart specialisation via stakeholder participation 
within online mechanisms for knowledge-based 
policy advice, Katharina Fellnhofer, Cogent Business & 
Management (2017), 4: 1296802.

Cover image
EU Emblem.
Source: http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/docs/
h2020-funding-guide/grants/grant-management/
acknowledge-funding_en.htm.

mailto:info@research-and-innovation-management.com
mailto:katharina.fellnhofer@lut.fi
http://orcid.org/0000-0002-8421-1547
http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/docs/h2020-funding-guide/grants/grant-management/acknowledge-funding_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/docs/h2020-funding-guide/grants/grant-management/acknowledge-funding_en.htm
http://ec.europa.eu/research/participants/docs/h2020-funding-guide/grants/grant-management/acknowledge-funding_en.htm


Page 11 of 15

Fellnhofer, Cogent Business & Management (2017), 4: 1296802
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2017.1296802

References
Abdinnour-Helm, S. F., Chaparro, B. S., & Farmer, S. M. (2005). 

Using the end-user computing satisfaction (EUCS) 
instrument to measure satisfaction with a web site. 
Decision Sciences, 36, 341–364. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/deci.2005.36.issue-2

Abelson, J., & Gauvin, F.-P. (2006). Assessing the impacts of 
public participation: Concepts, evidence and policy 
implications (Report P/06). Ottawa: Canadian Policy 
Research Networks Research.

Abrams, L. C., Cross, R., Lesser, E., & Levin, D. Z. (2003). 
Nurturing interpersonal trust in knowledge-sharing 
networks. Academy of Management Executive, 17, 64–77. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/AME.2003.11851845

Acs, Z., Bosma, N., & Sternberg, R. (2008). The entrepreneurial 
advantage of world cities: Evidence from global 
entrepreneurship monitor data (Jena Economic Research 
Papers 63). Zoetermeer: EIM.

Acs, Z. J., Braunerhjelm, P., Audretsch, D. B., & Carlsson, B. 
(2009). The knowledge spillover theory of 
entrepreneurship. Small Business Economics, 32, 15–30. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11187-008-9157-3

Adamczyk, S., Bullinger, A. C., & Möslein, K. M. (2012). 
Innovation contests: A review, classification and outlook. 
Creativity and Innovation Management, 21, 335–360. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/caim.2012.21.issue-4

Akamani, K., & Hall, T. E. (2015). Determinants of the process 
and outcomes of household participation in collaborative 
forest management in Ghana: A quantitative test of a 
community resilience model. Journal of Environmental 
Management, 147, 1–11. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2014.09.007

Alam, I. (2002). An exploratory investigation of user 
involvement in new service development. Journal of the 
Academy of Marketing Science, 30, 250–261. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0092070302303006

Alam, I., & Perry, C. (2002). A customer‐oriented new service 
development process. Journal of Services Marketing, 16, 
515–534. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/08876040210443391

Aldridge, T. T., & Audretsch, D. (2011). The Bayh-Dole act and 
scientist entrepreneurship. Research Policy, 40, 1058–
1067. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2011.04.006

Allan, C., & Wilson, B. P. (2009). Meeting in the middle-desirable 
but not easy. Environmental Policy and Governance, 19, 
388–399. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/eet.v19:6

Amabile, T. M. (1983). The social psychology of creativity: A 
componential conceptualization. Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology, 45, 357–377.

Amabile, T. M., Conti, R., Coon, H., Lazenby, J., & Herron, M. 
(1996). Assessing the work environment for creativity. 
Academy of Management Journal, 39, 1154–1184. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/256995

Amabile, T. M., & Kramer, S. J. (2011). The power of small wins. 
Harvard Business Review, 89, 70–80.

Argyris, C. (1999). On organizational learning. Malden, MA: 
Blackwell.

Argyris, C., & Schön, D. A. (1978). Organizational learning: A 
theory of action perspective addison. Reading, MA: Wesley.

Argyris, C., & Schön, D. (1996). Organizational learning Ii: 
Theory, method and practice addison. Reading, MA: Wiley.

Arnstein, S. R. (1969). A ladder of citizen participation. Journal 
of the American Institute of Planners, 35, 216–224. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01944366908977225

Audretsch, D. B. (2009). From knowledge to innovation 
resolving the “European Paradox”. In G. V. Marklund & N.S. 
Vonortas, & C.W. Wessner (Eds.), Innovation imperative: 
National innovation strategies in the global economy (p. 
250). Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Publishing.

Audretsch, D. B., & Belitski, M. (2013). The missing pillar: the 
creativity theory of knowledge spillover 
entrepreneurship. Small Business Economics, 41, 819–
836. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11187-013-9508-6

Audretsch, D. B., & Feldman, M. P. (1996). Knowledge spillovers 
and the geography of innovation and production. 
American Economic Review, 86, 630–640.

Audretsch, D.B., & Keilbach, M. (2004). Does entrepreneurship 
capital matter? Entrepreneurship: Theory & Practice, 28, 
419–429.

Audretsch, D. B., & Keilbach, M. (2005). Entrepreneurship 
capital and regional growth. The Annals of Regional 
Science, 39, 457–469. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00168-005-0246-9

Audretsch, D. B., & Keilbach, M. (2008). Resolving the 
knowledge paradox: Knowledge-spillover 
entrepreneurship and economic growth. Research Policy, 
37, 1697–1705. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2008.08.008

Audretsch, D. B., Lehmann, E. E., & Warning, S. (2005). 
University spillovers and new firm location. Research 
Policy, 34, 1113–1122. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2005.05.009

Auerswald, P. E. (2010). Entry and schumpeterian profits. 
Journal of Evolutionary Economics, 20, 553–582. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00191-009-0163-7

Bandura, A. (1982a). The assessment and predictive 
generality of self-percepts of efficacy. Journal of Behavior 
Therapy and Experimental Psychiatry, 13, 195–199. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0005-7916(82)90004-0

Bandura, A. (1982b). Self-efficacy mechanism in human 
agency. American Psychologist, 37, 122. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.37.2.122

Blackmore, C., Ison, R., & Jiggins, J. (2007). Social learning: An 
alternative policy instrument for managing in the context 
of Europe’s water. Environmental Science & Policy, 10, 
493–498. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2007.04.003

Brabham, D. C. (2008). Moving the crowd at istockphoto: the 
composition of the crowd and motivations for 
participation in a crowdsourcing application. First Monday, 
13, 1122–1145.

Buesa, M., Heijs, J., & Baumert, T. (2010). The determinants of 
regional innovation in Europe: A combined factorial and 
regression knowledge production function approach. 
Research Policy, 39, 722–735. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2010.02.016

Burroughs, J. E., Dahl, D. W., Moreau, C. P., Chattopadhyay, A., & 
Gorn, G. J. (2011). Facilitating and rewarding creativity 
during new product development. Journal of Marketing, 
75, 53–67. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.75.4.53

Cadwallader, S., Jarvis, C. B., Bitner, M. J., & Ostrom, A. L. 
(2010). Frontline employee motivation to participate in 
service innovation implementation. Journal of the 
Academy of Marketing Science, 38, 219–239. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11747-009-0151-3

Caragliu, A., & Del Bo, C. (2011). Determinants of spatial 
knowledge spillovers in Italian provinces. Socio-Economic 
Planning Sciences, 45, 28–37. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.seps.2010.09.002

Carayannis, E. G., & Rakhmatullin, R. (2014). The quadruple/
quintuple innovation helixes and smart specialisation 
strategies for sustainable and inclusive growth in Europe 
and beyond. Journal of the Knowledge Economy, 5, 212–
239. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13132-014-0185-8

Carroll, J. E. (1988). International environmental diplomacy: The 
management and resolution of transfrontier environment. 
Cambridge University Press.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/deci.2005.36.issue-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/deci.2005.36.issue-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/AME.2003.11851845
http://dx.doi.org/10.5465/AME.2003.11851845
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11187-008-9157-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11187-008-9157-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/caim.2012.21.issue-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/caim.2012.21.issue-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2014.09.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2014.09.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0092070302303006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0092070302303006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/08876040210443391
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/08876040210443391
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2011.04.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2011.04.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/eet.v19:6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/eet.v19:6
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/256995
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/256995
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01944366908977225
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/01944366908977225
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11187-013-9508-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11187-013-9508-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00168-005-0246-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00168-005-0246-9
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2008.08.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2008.08.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2005.05.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2005.05.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00191-009-0163-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00191-009-0163-7
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0005-7916(82)90004-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0005-7916(82)90004-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.37.2.122
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.37.2.122
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2007.04.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2007.04.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2010.02.016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2010.02.016
http://dx.doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.75.4.53
http://dx.doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.75.4.53
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11747-009-0151-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11747-009-0151-3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.seps.2010.09.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.seps.2010.09.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13132-014-0185-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s13132-014-0185-8


Page 12 of 15

Fellnhofer, Cogent Business & Management (2017), 4: 1296802
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2017.1296802

Choi, J. N., & Price, R. H. (2005). The effects of person-
innovation fit on individual responses to innovation. 
Journal of Occupational and Organizational Psychology, 78, 
83–96. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1348/096317904X22953

Collins, K., & Ison, R. (2009). Jumping off Arnstein’s ladder: 
Social learning as a new policy paradigm for climate 
change adaptation. Environmental Policy and Governance, 
19, 358–373. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/eet.v19:6

Cundill, G., & Fabricius, C. (2010). Monitoring the governance 
dimension of natural resource co-management. Ecology 
and Society, 15(1), 15. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-03346-150115

Davis, F. D. (1989). Perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use, 
and user acceptance of information technology. MIS 
Quarterly, 319–340. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/249008

Dorcey, A., Doney, L., & Rueggeberg, H. (1994). Public 
Involvement in Government Decision-Making: Choosing the 
Right Model. Victoria: Round Table on the Environment 
and the Economy.

Dupuis, J., & Knoepfel, P. (2011). Political barriers to the 
implementation of climate change adaptation policies: 
How does the political framing of climate change affect 
decision making in the case of Switzerland. IGS-SENCE 
Conference resilient societies-governing risk and 
vulnerability for water, energy and climate change. 
Enschede: University Of Twente, .

Ebner, W., Leimeister, J. M., & Krcmar, H. (2009). Community 
engineering for innovations: The ideas competition as a 
method to nurture a virtual community for innovations. 
R&d Management, 39, 342–356.

Ejermo, O., Kander, A., & Svensson Henning, M. S. (2011). The 
R&D-growth paradox arises in fast-growing sectors. 
Research Policy, 40, 664–672. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2011.03.004

Etzkowitz, H. (2003). Innovation in innovation: The triple helix 
of university-industry-government relations. Social 
Science Information, 42, 293–337. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/05390184030423002

Etzkowitz, H., & Leydesdorff, L. A. (1995). Universities and the 
global knowledge economy: A triple helix of university-
industry-government relations. London: Pinter.

Etzkowitz, H., & Leydesdorff, L. (2000). The dynamics of 
innovation: From national systems and “Mode 2” to a 
triple helix of university–industry–government relations. 
Research Policy, 29, 109–123. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0048-7333(99)00055-4

European Commission (EC). (2010). Communication from the 
commission Europe 2020 - a strategy for smart, 
sustainable and inclusive growth 332010 Brussels: 
Author.

Fogelberg, H., & Sandén, B. A. (2008). Understanding reflexive 
systems of innovation: An analysis of Swedish 
nanotechnology discourse and organization. Technology 
Analysis & Strategic Management, 20, 65–81. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09537320701726593

Fagerberg, J., Landström, H., & Martin, B. R. (2012). Exploring 
the emerging knowledge base of ‘the knowledge society’. 
Research Policy, 41, 1121–1131. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2012.03.007

Folke, C., Hahn, T., Olsson, P., & Norberg, J. (2005). Adaptive 
governance of social-ecological systems. Annual Review 
of Environment and Resources, 30, 441–473. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.
energy.30.050504.144511

Foray, D. (2014). From smart specialisation to smart 
specialisation policy. European Journal of Innovation 
Management, 17, 492–507. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/EJIM-09-2014-0096

Foray, D. (2015). Smart Specialisation: Opportunities and 
challenges for regional innovation policy. Abingdon: 
Routledge.

Foray,D., David, A., &Hallb, H. (2011). Smart specialisation from 
academic idea to political instrument, the surprising career 
of a concept and the difficulties involved in its 
implementation. Switzerland: EPFL.

Foray, D., Goddard, J., Goenaga Beldarrain, X., Landabaso, M., 
McCann, P., MorganK., … Ortega-Argilés, R. (2012). Guide to 
research and innovation strategies for smart specialisation 
(Ris 3), smart specialisation platform. Regional Policy. 
European Commission. Retreived from http://s3platform.
jrc.ec.europa.eu/s3pguide

Fritsch, M. (2008). How does new business formation affect 
regional development? Introduction to the special issue. 
Small Business Economics, 30, 1–14.

Fung, A. (2006). Varieties of participation in complex 
governance. Public Administration Review, 66(s1), 66–75. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/puar.2006.66.issue-s1

Garrett-Jones, S., Turpin, T., Burns, P., & Diment, K. (2005). 
Common purpose and divided loyalties: The risks and 
rewards of cross-sector collaboration for academic and 
government researchers. R&D Management, 35, 535–544.

Gheorghiu, R., Andreescu, L., & Curaj, A. (2016). A foresight 
toolkit for smart specialization and entrepreneurial 
discovery. Futures, 80, 33–44. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.futures.2016.04.001

Gulc, A. (2015). Analysis of methodological approach to identify 
smart specialization on the example of polish regions. 
Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences, 213, 817–823.

Hatfield-Dodds, S., Nelson, R., Cook, D. C. (2007). Adaptive 
governance: An introduction, and implications for public 
policy.Paper provided by Australian Agricultural and 
Resource Economics Society in its series 2007 Conference 
(51st). Queenstown.

Hedelin, B., & Lindh, M. (2008). Implementing the EU water 
framework directive - prospects for sustainable water 
planning in Sweden. European Environment, 18, 327–344. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/eet.v18:6

Hisschemöller, M., & Gupta, J. (1999). Problem-solving through 
international environmental agreements: The issue of 
regime effectiveness. International Political Science 
Review, 20, 151–174. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0192512199202003

Hitt, M. A., Ireland, R. D., & Hoskisson, R. E. (2012). Strategic 
management cases: Competitiveness and globalization. 
Cengage Learning.

Howells, J., Ramlogan, R., & Cheng, S.-L. (2012). Innovation and 
university collaboration: Paradox and complexity within 
the knowledge economy. Cambridge Journal of Economics, 
36, 703–721. http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/cje/bes013

Hoyer, W. D., Chandy, R., Dorotic, M., Krafft, M., & Singh, S. S. 
(2010). Consumer cocreation in new product 
development. Journal of Service Research, 13(3), 283–296. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1094670510375604

Hulme, P. E. (2005). Adapting to climate change: Is there scope 
for ecological management in the face of a global threat? 
Journal of Applied Ecology, 42, 784–794. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jpe.2005.42.issue-5

Huntjens, P., Pahl-Wostl, C., Rihoux, B., Schlüter, M., Flachner, Z., 
Neto, S., … Nabide Kiti, I. (2011). Adaptive water 
management and policy learning in a changing climate: A 
formal comparative analysis of eight water management 
regimes in Europe, Africa and Asia. Environmental Policy 
and Governance, 21, 145–163. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/eet.v21.3

Hurlbert, M., & Gupta, J. (2015). The split ladder of 
participation: A diagnostic, strategic, and evaluation tool 
to assess when participation is necessary. Environmental 
Science & Policy, 50, 100–113. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2015.01.011

http://dx.doi.org/10.1348/096317904X22953
http://dx.doi.org/10.1348/096317904X22953
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/eet.v19:6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/eet.v19:6
http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-03346-150115
http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-03346-150115
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/249008
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/249008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2011.03.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2011.03.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/05390184030423002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/05390184030423002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0048-7333(99)00055-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0048-7333(99)00055-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09537320701726593
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09537320701726593
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2012.03.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2012.03.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.energy.30.050504.144511
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.energy.30.050504.144511
http://dx.doi.org/10.1146/annurev.energy.30.050504.144511
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/EJIM-09-2014-0096
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/EJIM-09-2014-0096
http://s3platform.jrc.ec.europa.eu/s3pguide
http://s3platform.jrc.ec.europa.eu/s3pguide
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/puar.2006.66.issue-s1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/puar.2006.66.issue-s1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.futures.2016.04.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.futures.2016.04.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/eet.v18:6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/eet.v18:6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0192512199202003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0192512199202003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/cje/bes013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1094670510375604
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/1094670510375604
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jpe.2005.42.issue-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/jpe.2005.42.issue-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/eet.v21.3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/eet.v21.3
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2015.01.011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.envsci.2015.01.011


Page 13 of 15

Fellnhofer, Cogent Business & Management (2017), 4: 1296802
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2017.1296802

Im, S., & Nakata, C. (2008). Crafting an environment to foster 
integration in new product teams. International Journal of 
Research in Marketing, 25, 164–172. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijresmar.2007.11.001

Ingram, H., Schneider, A. L., & DeLeon, P. (2007). Social 
construction and policy design. Theories of the policy 
process, 2, 93–126.

Janssen, O. (2005). The joint impact of perceived influence and 
supervisor supportiveness on employee innovative 
behaviour. Journal of Occupational and Organizational 
Psychology, 78, 573–579.

Keen, M., Brown, V. A., & Dyball, R. (2005). Social learning in 
environmental management: Towards a sustainable 
future. London: Earthscan.

Kroll, H. (2015a). Efforts to implement smart specialization in 
practice—leading unlike horses to the water. European 
Planning Studies, 23, 2079–2098. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2014.1003036

Kroll, H. (2015b). Weaknesses and opportunities of Ris3-Type 
policies: Seven theses. Kahlsruhe: Fraunhofer ISI.

Lakhani, K. R., & Panetta, J. A. (2007). The principles of 
distributed innovation. Innovations: Technology, 
Governance, Globalization, 2, 97–112. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1162/itgg.2007.2.3.97

Lebel, L., Anderies, J.M., Campbell, B., Folke, C., Hatfield-Dodds, 
S., Hughes,T.P., & Wilson, J. (2006). Governance and the 
capacity to manage resilience in regional social-
ecological systems. Ecology and Society, 11, 19. Retrieved 
from http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol11/iss1/art19/ 

Lebel, L., Grothmann, T., & Siebenhüner, B. (2010). The role of 
social learning in adaptiveness: Insights from water 
management. International Environmental Agreements: 
Politics, Law and Economics, 10, 333–353. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10784-010-9142-6

Lin, Y.-M. (2005). Understanding students’ technology 
appropriation and learning perceptions in online learning 
environments. Columbia, SC: University of Missouri.

Lindič, J., Bavdaž, M., & Kovačič, H. (2012). Higher growth 
through the Blue Ocean Strategy: Implications for 
economic policy. Research Policy, 41, 928–938. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2012.02.010

Lund, A. M. (2001). Measuring usability with the use 
questionnaire. STC Usability SIG Newsletter, 8, 3–6.

Mackenzie, J., & Krogman, N. (2005). Public involvement 
processes, conflict, and challenges for rural residents near 
intensive hog farms. Local Environment, 10, 513–524. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13549830500203246

Mathieson, K. (1991). Predicting user intentions: Comparing 
the technology acceptance model with the theory of 
planned behavior. Information Systems Research, 2, 173–
191. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/isre.2.3.173

McKinney, V., Yoon, K., & Zahedi, F. M. (2002). The 
measurement of web-customer satisfaction: An 
expectation and disconfirmation approach. Information 
Systems Research, 13, 296–315. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/isre.13.3.296.76

Michener, V. J. (1998). The participatory approach: 
Contradiction and co-option in Burkina Faso. World 
Development, 26, 2105–2118. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0305-750X(98)00112-0

Mostert, E., Pahl-Wostl, C., Rees, Y., Searle, B., Tàbara, D., & 
Tippett, J. (2007). Social learning in european river-basin 
management: barriers and fostering mechanisms from 10 
River Basins. Ecology and Society, 12, 19. Retrieved from 
http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol12/iss1/art19/ .

Moutinho, R., Au-Yong-Oliveira, M., Coelho, A., & Manso, J. P. 
(2015). Beyond the “Innovation's Black-Box”: Translating 
R&D outlays into employment and economic growth. 
Socio-Economic Planning Sciences, 50, 45–58. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.seps.2015.04.001

Moutinho, R., Au-Yong-Oliveira, M., Coelho, A., & Manso, J. P. 
(2016). Determinants of knowledge-based 
entrepreneurship: an exploratory approach. International 
Entrepreneurship and Management Journal, 12, 171–197. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11365-014-0339-y

Norton, B. G. (2005). Sustainability: A philosophy of adaptive 
ecosystem management. Chicago, IL: University of 
Chicago Press. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.7208/
chicago/9780226595221.001.0001

OECD. (2016). Entrepreneurship at a glance 2016. Paris: Author.
Ommen, N. O., Blut, M., Backhaus, C., & Woisetschläger, D. M. 

(2016). Toward a better understanding of stakeholder 
participation in the service innovation process: More than 
one path to success. Journal of Business Research, 69, 
2409–2416. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.01.010

Ordanini,A., & Parasuraman, A. (2010). Service innovation 
viewed through a service-dominant logic lens: A 
conceptual framework and empirical analysis. Journal of 
Service Research, 1094670510385332.

Pahl-Wostl, C. (2006). The importance of social learning in 
restoring the multifunctionality of rivers and floodplains. 
Ecology and Society, 11, 10. Retrieved from http://www.
ecologyandsociety.org/vol11/iss1/art10/  
http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-01542-110110

Pahl-Wostl, C. (2009). A conceptual framework for analysing 
adaptive capacity and multi-level learning processes in 
resource governance regimes. Global Environmental 
Change, 19, 354–365. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2009.06.001

Pahl-Wostl, C., Sendzimir, J., Jeffrey, P., Aerts, J., Berkamp, G., & 
Cross, K. (2007). Managing change toward adaptive water 
management through social learning. Ecology and 
Society, 12, 30. Retrieved from http://www.
ecologyandsociety.org/vol12/iss2/art30/ 

Paliokaite, A., Martinaitis, Ž., & Sarpong, D. (2016). 
Implementing smart specialisation roadmaps in 
Lithuania: Lost in translation? Technological Forecasting 
and Social Change, 110, 143–152.

Paliokaitė, A., Martinaitis, Ž., & Reimeris, R. (2015). Foresight 
methods for smart specialisation strategy development in 
Lithuania. Technological Forecasting and Social Change, 
101, 185–199. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2015.04.008

Papadomichelaki, X., & Mentzas, G. (2012). e-GovQual: A 
multiple-item scale for assessing e-government service 
quality. Government Information Quarterly, 29, 98–109. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.giq.2011.08.011

Parasuraman, A., Zeithaml, V.A., & Berry, L.L. 1985. A 
conceptual model of service quality and its implications 
for future research. Journal of Marketing, 49, 41–50. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1251430

Pauna, C. B. (2015). Cross-sectoral cooperation vs. cluster 
development at European level. In C. Luminita, C. 
Constantin, & I. F. Valeriu (Eds.), 2nd international 
conference economic scientific research - theoretical, 
empirical and practical approaches, Espera 2014 (pp. 
175–183). Amsterdam: Elsevier Science Bv.

Pe’er, A., & Vertinsky, I. (2008). Firm exits as a determinant of 
new entry: Is there evidence of local creative destruction? 
Journal of Business Venturing, 23, 280–306. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2007.02.002

Piirainen, K. A., Tanner, A. N., & Alkærsig, L. (2016). Regional 
foresight and dynamics of smart specialization: A 
typology of regional diversification patterns. Technological 
Forecasting and Social Change, 115, 289–300.

Pires, A. J. G. (2005). Market potential and welfare: Evidence 
from the Iberian Peninsula. Portuguese Economic Journal, 
4, 107–127. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10258-005-0044-4

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijresmar.2007.11.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.ijresmar.2007.11.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2014.1003036
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/09654313.2014.1003036
http://dx.doi.org/10.1162/itgg.2007.2.3.97
http://dx.doi.org/10.1162/itgg.2007.2.3.97
http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol11/iss1/art19/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10784-010-9142-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10784-010-9142-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2012.02.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2012.02.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13549830500203246
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/13549830500203246
http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/isre.2.3.173
http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/isre.2.3.173
http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/isre.13.3.296.76
http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/isre.13.3.296.76
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0305-750X(98)00112-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0305-750X(98)00112-0
http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol12/iss1/art19/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.seps.2015.04.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.seps.2015.04.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11365-014-0339-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11365-014-0339-y
http://dx.doi.org/10.7208/chicago/9780226595221.001.0001
http://dx.doi.org/10.7208/chicago/9780226595221.001.0001
http://dx.doi.org/10.7208/chicago/9780226595221.001.0001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.01.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.01.010
http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol11/iss1/art10/
http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol11/iss1/art10/
http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-01542-110110
http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-01542-110110
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2009.06.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.gloenvcha.2009.06.001
http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol12/iss2/art30/
http://www.ecologyandsociety.org/vol12/iss2/art30/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2015.04.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.techfore.2015.04.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.giq.2011.08.011
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.giq.2011.08.011
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1251430
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1251430
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2007.02.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2007.02.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10258-005-0044-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10258-005-0044-4


Page 14 of 15

Fellnhofer, Cogent Business & Management (2017), 4: 1296802
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2017.1296802

Porter, M. E. (1990). The competitive advantage of nations. New 
York, NY: Free Press. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-349-11336-1

Pretty, J., & Ward, H. (2001). Social capital and the 
environment. World Development, 29, 209–227. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0305-750X(00)00098-X

Raik, D. B., & Decker, D. J. (2007). A multisector framework for 
assessing community-based forest management: 
Lessons from Madagascar. Ecology and Society, 12, 14. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-02022-120114

Richards, C., Blackstock, K., & Carter, C. (2004). Practical 
approaches to participation (SERG Policy Brief No. 1). 
Aberdeen: Macauley Land Use Research Institute.

Rogers, E.M., & Shoemaker, F.F. (1971). Communication of 
innovations; a cross-cultural approach (p. 476). New York, 
NY: Free Press.

Rowe, G., & Frewer, L. J. (2004). Evaluating public-participation 
exercises: A research Agenda. Science, Technology & 
Human Values, 29, 512–556. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0162243903259197

Rowe, G., & Frewer, L. J. (2005). A typology of public 
engagement mechanisms. Science, Technology & Human 
Values, 30, 251–290. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0162243904271724

Schneider, A. L. (2006). Patterns of change in the use of 
imprisonment in the American States: An integration of 
path dependence, punctuated equilibrium and policy 
design approaches. Political Research Quarterly, 59, 457–
470. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/106591290605900313

Schneider, A., & Ingram, H. (1993). Social construction of 
target populations: Implications for politics and policy. 
American Political Science Review, 87, 334–347. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2939044

Shinn, T. (2002). The triple helix and new production of 
knowledge prepackaged thinking on science and 
technology. Social Studies of Science, 32, 599–614.

Siebenhüner, B. (2008). Learning in international organizations 
in global environmental governance. Global Environmental 
Politics, 8, 92–116. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1162/glep.2008.8.4.92

Stawińska, A. (2011). Key figures on European business with a 
special feature on smes. Luxemburg: Eurostat/Publications 
Office of the European Union.

Sternberg, R., & Litzenberger, T. (2004). Regional clusters in 
Germany--their geography and their relevance for 
entrepreneurial activities. European Planning Studies, 12, 
767–791. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0965431042000251855

Straub, D. W., Hoffman, D. L., Weber, B. W., & Steinfield, C. 
(2002). Measuring e-commerce in net-enabled 
organizations: An introduction to the special issue.” 
Information Systems Research, 13, 115–124. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/isre.13.2.115.86

Tang, J., Kacmar, K. M. M., & Busenitz, L. (2012). Entrepreneurial 
alertness in the pursuit of new opportunities. Journal of 
Business Venturing, 27, 77–94. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2010.07.001

Tappeiner, G., Hauser, C., & Walde, J. (2008). Regional 
knowledge spillovers: Fact or artifact? Research Policy, 37, 
861–874. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2007.07.013

Thurik, R., Audretsch, D., & Grilo, I. (2012). Globalization, 
entrepreneurship and the region. EIM Business and Policy 
Research. Routledge.

Tippett, J., Handley, J. F., & Ravetz, J. (2007). Meeting the 
challenges of sustainable development—A conceptual 
appraisal of a new methodology for participatory 
ecological planning. Progress in Planning, 67, 9–98. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.progress.2006.12.004

Tornatzky, L. G., & Klein, K. J. (1982). Innovation characteristics 
and innovation adoption-implementation: A meta-
analysis of findings. IEEE Transactions on Engineering 
Management, EM-29, 28–45. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/TEM.1982.6447463

Tsai, I.-C., Kim, B., Liu, P.-J., Goggins, S. P., Kumalasari, C., & 
Laffey, J. M. (2008). Building a model explaining the social 
nature of online learning. Educational Technology & 
Society, 11, 198–215.

Tsai, I.-C., Tung, I.-P., & Laffey, J. (2008). Exploring how students’ 
self-regulated learning influences the social nature of 
online learning. Annual Meeting of the American 
Educational Research Association, New York, NY Retrieved 
from 
http://
gozipsuakronedu/~tsai1/
files/AERA08_submission_0731pdf

Tsang, S., Burnett, M., Hills, P., & Welford, R. (2009). Trust, public 
participation and environmental governance in Hong 
Kong. Environmental Policy and Governance, 19, 99–114. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/eet.v19:2

Van Stel, A., & Storey, D. (2004). The link between firm births 
and job creation: Is there a upas tree effect? Regional 
Studies, 38, 893–909. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0034340042000280929

Vasileiadou, E., Hisschemoller, M., Peterson,B., de Hoog, I., 
Hazeleger, W., & Min, E. (2012, March). Adapting to 
extreme weather events: perspectives of social actors. 
Conference paper at The Governance of Adaptation. 
Amsterdam.

Wang, C. L., & Ahmed, P. K. (2004). The development and 
validation of the organisational innovativeness construct 
using confirmatory factor analysis. European Journal of 
Innovation Management, 7, 303–313. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/14601060410565056

Warren, M. E. (2009). Governance-driven democratization. 
Critical Policy Studies, 3, 3–13. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/19460170903158040

Wersching, K. (2010). Schumpeterian competition, 
technological regimes and learning through knowledge 
spillover. Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization, 75, 
482–493. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2010.05.005

Zheng, H., Li, D., & Hou, W. (2011). Task design, motivation, and 
participation in crowdsourcing contests. International 
Journal of Electronic Commerce, 15, 57–88.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-349-11336-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-1-349-11336-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0305-750X(00)00098-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0305-750X(00)00098-X
http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-02022-120114
http://dx.doi.org/10.5751/ES-02022-120114
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0162243903259197
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0162243903259197
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0162243904271724
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0162243904271724
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/106591290605900313
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/106591290605900313
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2939044
http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/2939044
http://dx.doi.org/10.1162/glep.2008.8.4.92
http://dx.doi.org/10.1162/glep.2008.8.4.92
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0965431042000251855
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0965431042000251855
http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/isre.13.2.115.86
http://dx.doi.org/10.1287/isre.13.2.115.86
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2010.07.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusvent.2010.07.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2007.07.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.respol.2007.07.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.progress.2006.12.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.progress.2006.12.004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/TEM.1982.6447463
http://dx.doi.org/10.1109/TEM.1982.6447463
http://gozipsuakronedu/~tsai1/files/AERA08_submission_0731pdf
http://gozipsuakronedu/~tsai1/files/AERA08_submission_0731pdf
http://gozipsuakronedu/~tsai1/files/AERA08_submission_0731pdf
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/eet.v19:2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/eet.v19:2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0034340042000280929
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/0034340042000280929
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/14601060410565056
http://dx.doi.org/10.1108/14601060410565056
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/19460170903158040
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/19460170903158040
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2010.05.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2010.05.005


Page 15 of 15

Fellnhofer, Cogent Business & Management (2017), 4: 1296802
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/23311975.2017.1296802

© 2017 The Author(s). This open access article is distributed under a Creative Commons Attribution (CC-BY) 4.0 license.


	Abstract: 
	1.  Introduction
	2.  Framework for knowledge-based policy advice
	3.  Propositions for stakeholder participation via online mechanisms
	4.  Discussion and conclusions
	Funding
	Anchor 7
	Cover image
	References



