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Abstract 

Literature on spin-off leads back firms’ success to their specific network of relations with partner of external environment. 
While the existence of external innovation dependencies in such systems of innovation has been well documented in the 
literature, this article focuses on factors affecting creation and development of an ecosystem supportive for spin-offs’ success. 
At the aim to identify main examples of ecosystems that despite of their diversity are equally able to support spin-off creation 
and innovation diffusion we compare some case studies. Specifically we present as case study Route 182, Silicon Valley, Oulu 
and Sophia Antipolis because they represent worldwide benchmarks in studies on spin-off creation and innovation diffusions. 
This article offers a new perspective in ecosystem field of analysis. 

Keywords 

Geography, Innovation, Entrepreneurship 

Received: June 23, 2015 / Accepted: July 9, 2015 / Published online: July 24, 2015 

@ 2015 The Authors. Published by American Institute of Science. This Open Access article is under the CC BY-NC license. 

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc/4.0/ 

 

1. Introduction 

The majority of studies in the innovation literature have 
sought the importance of ecosystem in explaining focal 
innovators’ activity. The ecosystem approaches have focused 
on understanding coordination among partners in exchange 
networks that are characterized by simultaneous cooperation 
and competition. Specifically literature on spin-off leads back 
firms’ success to their specific network of relations with 
partner of external environment. While the existence of 
external innovation dependencies in such systems of 
innovation has been well documented in the literature, few 
studies have analyzed factors affecting creation and 
development of an ecosystem supportive for spin-offs’ 
success. We tried to classify these factors according to two 
dichotomous variables that consider as drivers the presence 
of a single catalyst or multiple catalysts and the collaboration 
o competition between network firms. Then, we discuss 
Route 182, Silicon valley, Sophia Antipolis and Oulu case 

studies because they represent worldwide benchmarks in 
researches on spin-off creation and innovation diffusions. 

2. Theoretical Framework 

Business ecosystem is well defined concept used from 
scholars and managers to evidence the relevance of firms’ 
network of relations with other actors of environment for 
achieving success. In the innovation field of literature, 
scholars evidence that a start-up needs of some relations with 
other actors to growth-up and compete (ALEXANDER, 
GIBSON, 1979; BERRY, CONKLING, RAY, 1976; BOYCE, 
1974). Moreover, a start-up that takes action without 
understanding the impact on the ecosystem is ignoring the 
reality of the network environment in which it operates. An 
ecosystem can also provide an emerging orientation to create 
novelty in business operations (FEDERWISCH, ZOLLER, 
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1986; FERRAO, 1987; FOURCADE, 1987). Successful 
innovations usually depend on cooperation among firms and 
potential adopters, but describing a complete case of a firm’s 
evolution path on an ecosystem is not easy in research 
(BROWN, 1930; HODDER, 1974; HOWELLS, WOOD, 
1993). The majority of studies in the innovation literature 
have sought the importance of ecosystem in explaining focal 
innovators’ activity (ISARD, 1968; JONES, 
DARKENWALD, 1971; MCCARTY, LINDBERG, 1966). 

The ecosystem approaches have focused on understanding 
coordination among partners in exchange networks that are 
characterized by simultaneous cooperation and competition. 

Specifically literature on spin-off leads back firms’ success to 
their specific network of relations with partner of external 
environment (O'SULLIVAN, 1981; PATERSON, 1972; 
SANTOS, 1979; SCHAMP, LINGE, ROGERSON, 1993; 
SCOTT, 1988). While the existence of external innovation 
dependencies in such systems of innovation has been well 
documented in the literature, few studies have analyzed how 
ecosystem can affect creation and development of spin-off 
(PEET, THRIFT, 1989; POLESE, 1994; ROEPKE, 1967; 
REES, HEWING, STAFFORD, 1981; REY, 1988. 
SALNIKOV, 1984). Specifically, the presence of a single or 
some catalysts can affect innovation diffusion through a 
network of firms embedded in collaborative or competitive 
relations. In literature competition is described as the direct 
rivalry that develops between firms due to the dependency 
that structural conditions within the industry give rise to 
(CLARK, 1983; CLARKE, 1989; CORBRIDGE, MANN, 
THRIFT, 1994). Cooperation among competitors is analyzed 
and argued to be advantageous in that firms resource and 
capabilities can be combined and used in competition with 
others (GUDGIN, 1978; GWYNNE, 1990; 
HALLSWPORTH, 1992; HEALEY, 1991; MALECKI, 1991; 
MARSHALL, WOOD, 1995). The main issue for these 
studies is how competitors can share some information 
reducing each other conflicts (ROYEN, van, BENGTSON, 
1964; CAPEL, 1987; CLAVAL, 1984; STEWART, 1977; 
STORPER, 1991; WATTS, 1987; WEBBER, 1984). The 
competitive perspective assumes that firms’ interdependence 
is based on a individual interest search (DOCKES, 1969; 
AMIN, GODDARD, 1986; ANDERSON, 1991). With 
reference to horizontal interdependence, the competitive 
perspective emphasizes the search of above than normal 
profit realized either when a firm gains an advantageous 
position in an industry or when it mobilizes and deploys 
resources and distinctive competences that enable it to offer 
superior products in relation to its competitors GACHELIN, 
1977; GENTLE, 1993; GILLESPIE, 1983). Dynamic models 
of competition, building on the Schumpeterian tradition, have 
emerged in recent literature. In the presence of many local 

competitors, the pressure to create improvements and 
innovations in operations relative to competitors becomes 
greater (BAILLY, COFFEY, PAELINCK, POLESE, 1992; 
BAILLY, MAILLAT, 1988; BALE, 1984). Proximate 
competitors are able, within a short space of time, to observe 
each others’ moves and countermoves, enabling them to 
rapidly imitate each others’ products (CASTELLS, 1986; 
CASTELLS, 1994; CASTILLA, ALONSO, DIAZ, 1986). 
Psychological factors, such as prestige and pride, also 
stimulate companies to compete actively and to be innovative 
in their actions. In this way, rivalry sharpens the struggle 
between competitors and therefore increases the dynamics 
within an industry. An alternative perspective, partly spread 
out as a reaction to the competitive approach, emphasizes the 
development of collaborative advantage (BARO, SOY, 1989; 
BATSCH, 1993; BAUCHET, 1991). Network of strategic 
interdependence among firms pursuing convergent interests 
and deriving mutual benefits has developed in other more 
familiar research fields, ranging from strategic management 
to organizational economics and covering a wide array of 
strategic inter-firm arrangements (BENELBAS, 1983; 
BENKO, 1996; BENKO, 1990; BROWN, 1991).  

We tried to classify ecosystems according to two 
dichotomous variables that consider as drivers the presence 
of a single or multiple catalysts and the collaboration o 
competition between network firms (BRUNN, LEINBACH, 
1991; CALLIZO 1991; CAMAGNI, 1991; CASTELLS, 
1985). Our framework identifies four possible options. In the 
upper left hand quadrant, catalysts of innovations are 
multiples and interact in a collaborative way to create a 
supportive ecosystem to new spin-off (HAMILTON, F1987; 
HAMILTON, LINGE, 1981; HARLOE, LEBAS, 1981; 
PACIONE, 1985; PAELINCK, SALLEZ, 1983; PEARCE, 
1990). In the lower left hand quadrant, many catalysts act 
independently from each other creating an competition 
among them on the base of that innovation can advance 
(CHAPMAN, HUMPHRY, 1987; CHAPMAN, WALKER, 
1987; CHISHOLM, 1990; SCOTT, STORPER, 1986; 
SHACHAR, ÖBERG, 1990; SMITH, 1981). In the upper 
right hand quadrant single catalyst is unable to create other 
catalysts able to reinforce its activity. Thus collaboration is 
just a way in which actors of environment support the 
catalyst activity of spin-off and new firms are thus dependent 
upon it (CUADRADO ROURA, RAYMOND, 1991; 
CUADRADO ROURA, RIO, 1993; DALMASSO, 
GUGLIELMO, ROCHEFORT, 1969). In the lower right 
hand quadrant, a single catalyst create spin-off that interact 
with other firms of a competitive environment. 

Table 1. Ecosystem Framework. 

Interaction More catalysts  Single catalyst 

Collaboration   
Competition   
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3. Methodology 

At the aim to identify main examples of ecosystems that 
despite of their diversity are equally able to support spin-off 
creation and innovation diffusion we compare some case 
studies. Specifically we analyze as case study Route 182, 
Silicon Valley, Oulu and Sophia Antipolis because they 
represent worldwide benchmarks in studies on spin-off 
creation and innovation diffusions. 

4. Case Study 

Boston has an ancient industrial tradition with specialized 
firms in textile, automotive, computers and information 
systems. The main innovative catalyst of the region is the 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology (MIT) founded in 
1861. MIT has played the role of first order catalyst in 
stimulating academic entrepreneurship and technology 
transfer. Scientists and researchers were encouraged to 
exploit research results for commercial and counseling 
activities. MIT has always maintained close links with 
industry, particularly with large companies such as General 
Electric, Eastman Kodak and Dupont that have become other 
catalysts in the process of spin-off creation and innovation 
diffusion. Since the 1918 government launched some 
technology plans for providing resources for basic and 
applied research. These fund were concentrated to develop 
military technology during World War II and MIT became 
the main US Research Center. After the World War II, the 
Research Row dominated by some first order catalysts of 
MIT and Harvard and many second order catalysts generates 
an area of technological development. Many enterprises of 
minicomputers created as spin-off of public research 
institutions and private companies dominated the local 
economy and the world market of minicomputers becoming 
catalysts for other innovations (DEC, Prime Computer, Data 
General, Wang, Honeywell). The industrial system of Route 
182 is based on a conservative entrepreneurship culture. 
Firms vertically integrated operate independently from each 
other and follow a close innovation model of technological 
development supported by the State. 

The origin of Silicon Valley in California as innovative 
center can be traced back to Stanford University that act as 
first order catalyst in attracting innovative companies. Since 
its foundation in 1981, Stanford University has created a risk-
oriented culture attracting students with strong desire to learn 
and to apply that knowledge in everyday life. Thus, 
differently from Route 182 the strong reduction of military 
contracts has been offset by high returns of semiconductor 
industry such as Intel and National Semiconductor. The 
availability of venture capital is caused not only by the 

performance of individual companies and local industry as a 
whole, but also to a large extent by the government's fiscal 
policy. At that time, venture capitalists invest in companies 
that acts as second order catalysts like SUN, Netscape, 
America Online, Amazon.com and Google, Oracle, Cisco, 
Yahoo, 3Com, Silicon Graphics and Genentech. This risk-
oriented culture leads to the development of the technology 
community of Silicon Valley that supported the development 
of spin-off all around the world. 

Oulu hosts small startups attracted by the only one big 
catalyst of Nokia and its subcontractors. Specifically, culture 
of collaboration has created a virtuous cycle between big 
business, small telecommunications start-ups and research 
center that promotes technology transfer processes, including 
through the creation of spin-offs. 

In Sophia Antipolis, Thomson and l’Oreal has acted as 
unique catalyst in attracting American multinationals and 
public research institutions (PRI) able to create spin-off and 
diffuse innovation. In the area each actor operates in a 
competitive way because they fear the competition of other 
laboratories located in the same area. Sophia Antipolis is 
characterized by weak interactions between local actors and a 
largely networking vertical type for exchanging goods and 
services rather than to that of information. As a result, Sophia 
Antipolis allows enterprises to obtain localized cost 
advantages for links with a number of subcontractors but not 
getting the benefits of learning because of weak local 
interactions. 

Table 2. A comparative analysis. 

Ecosystem More catalysts  Single catalyst 

Collaboration Silicon Valley  Oulu 
Competition Route 182  Sophia-Antinopolis 

5. Conclusion and Discussion 

The ecosystem approaches have focused on understanding 
coordination among partners in exchange networks that are 
characterized by simultaneous cooperation and competition. 
Specifically literature on spin-off leads back firms’ success to 
their specific network of relations with partner of external 
environment. While the existence of external innovation 
dependencies in such systems of innovation has been well 
documented in the literature, few studies have analyzed 
factors affecting creation and development of an ecosystem 
supportive for spin-offs’ success. In this paper we have 
classified these factors according to two dichotomous 
variables that consider as drivers the presence of a single 
catalyst or multiple catalysts and the collaboration o 
competition between network firms. Then, we discussed 
Route 182, Silicon valley, Sophia Antipolis and Oulu case 
studies because they represent worldwide benchmarks in 
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researches on spin-off creation and innovation diffusions.  

References 

[1] ALEXANDER, J.W., GIBSON, L.J. Economic geography. 
Englewood Cliffs: Prentice Hall, 1979.  

[2] AMIN, A., GODDARD, J.B. (eds.). Technological change, 
industrial restructuring and regional development. London: 
Allen & Unwin, 1986.  

[3] ANDERSON, V. Alternative economic indicators. London: 
Routledge, 1991.  

[4] BERRY, B.J.L., CONKLING, E.G., RAY, D.M. The 
geography of economic systems. Englewood Cliffs: Prentice 
Hall, 1976.  

[5] BAILLY, A.S., COFFEY, W.J., PAELINCK, J.H.P., POLESE, 
M. Spatial Econometrics of services. Aldershot (Hants): 
Avebury, 1992.  

[6] BAILLY, A.S., MAILLAT, D. Le secteur tertiaire en question: 
activités de service, developpement économique et spatial. 2ª 
ed. Geneve; Paris: Editions Regionales Européennes; 
Economica, 1988.  

[7] BALE, J. The location of manufacturing industry: an 
introductory approach. 2ª ed. London: Longman, 1984.  

[8] BARO, E., SOY, A. Els serveis a les empreses a la Regió 
Metropolitana de Barcelona. Barcelona: Ajuntament de 
Barcelona; Diputació Barcelona; M.M.A.M.B., 1989.  

[9] BATSCH, L. La croissance des groupes industriels. Paris: 
Economica, 1993.  

[10] BAUCHET, P. Le transport international dans l'economie 
mondiale. Paris: Economica, 1991.  

[11] BENELBAS, L. Notas de política agraria. Barcelona: Vicens 
Vives, 1983.  

[12] BENKO, G. Economia, espaço e globalizaçao na aurora do 
século XXI. Sao Paulo: HUCITEC, 1996.  

[13] BENKO, G.B. (ed.). La dynamique spatiale de l'economie 
contemporaine. La Garenne-Colom: Ed. de l'Espace 
Européen, 1990.  

[14] BROWN, R.H. An initial study of the global-economy urban 
hierarchy. Phoenix (Ariz.): Broze Age, 1991.  

[15] BRUNN, S.D., LEINBACH, T.R. (eds.). Collapsing space ant 
time: Geographic aspects of comunication and information. 
New York: Harper Collins Academic, 1991.  

[16] BOYCE, R.R. The bases of economic geography. 2ª ed. New 
York: Holt, Rinehart & Winston, 1974.  

[17] BROWN, R.N.R. The principles of economic geography. 
London: Pitman, 1930.  

[18] CAPEL, H. Geografía humana y ciencias sociales. Barcelona: 
Montesinos Ed., 1987.  

[19] CLAVAL, P. Geografía humana y económica contemporánea. 
Madrid: Akal Ed., 1984.  

[20] CALLIZO SONEIRO, J. Aproximación a la geografía del 
turismo. Madrid: Síntesis, 1991.  

[21] CAMAGNI, R. (ed.). Innovation Networks: Spatial 
Perspectives. London: Belhaven Press, 1991.  

[22] CASTELLS, M. (ed.). High technology, space and society. 
Beverly Hills: Sage, 1985.  

[23] CASTELLS, M. et al. Nuevas tecnologías, economía y 
sociedad en España. Madrid: Alianza Ed., 1986. 2 vols. 

[24] CASTELLS, M., HALL, P. Technopoles of the World. The 
making of 21st Century industrial complexes. London: 
Routledge, 1994.  

[25] CASTILLA, A., ALONSO, M.C., DIAZ, J.A. (eds.). El 
desafío de los 90. Madrid: Fundesco, 1986.  

[26] CHAPMAN, K., HUMPHRY, S.G. (eds.). Technical change 
and industrial policy. Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1987.  

[27] CHAPMAN, K., WALKER, D. Industrial location: principles 
and policies. Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1987.  

[28] CHISHOLM, M. Regions in recession and resurgence. 
London: Unwin & Hyman, 1990.  

[29] CLARK, G.L. Industrial location. London: MacMillan, 1983.  

[30] CLARKE, S.E. (ed.). Urban innovation and autonomy: 
political implications of policy change. London: Sage, 1989.  

[31] CORBRIDGE, S., MANN, R., THRIFT, N.J. (eds.). Money, 
Power and Space. Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1994.  

[32] CUADRADO ROURA, J.R., RAYMOND, J. L. 
Consideraciones en torno al crecimiento de los servicios. 
Madrid: Economistas, 1991.  

[33] CUADRADO ROURA, J.R., RIO, C. del. Los servicios en 
España. Madrid: Pirámide, 1993.  

[34] DALMASSO, E., GUGLIELMO, R., ROCHEFORT, M. 
Elements de sciencies économique a l'usage des géographers. 
Paris: Nathan, 1969.  

[35] DOCKES, P. L'espace dans la pensée économique du XVI an 
XVIII siecle. Paris: Flammarion, 1969.  

[36] FEDERWISCH, J., ZOLLER, H. (eds.). Technologie nouvelle 
et ruptures régionals. Paris: Economica, 1986.  

[37] FERRAO, J. Indústria e valorizaçao do capital. Uma análise 
geográfica. Lisboa: Univ. Lisboa; Inst. Nac. Investig. Cientif., 
1987.  

[38] FOURCADE, C. (dir.). Industries et regions. Paris: 
Economica, 1987.  

[39] GACHELIN, Ch. La localisation des industries. Paris: Presses 
Universitaires de France, 1977.  

[40] GENTLE, C.J. The financial services industry. Aldershot 
(Hants): Avebury, 1993.  

[41] GILLESPIE, A. (ed.). Technological change and regional 
development. London: Pion, 1983.  

[42] GUDGIN, G.H. Industrial Location Processes and Regional 
Employment Growth. Farnborough: Saxon House, 1978.  

[43] GWYNNE, R.N. New horizons?: third world industrialization 
in an international framework. Burt Mill: Longman Scientific 
& Technical, 1990.  



119 Ferrara Graziella:  Ecosystem’s Support to Spin-Off: A Geographical Study  
 

[44] HALLSWPORTH, A.G. The new geography of consumer 
spending. A political economy approach. London: Belhaven 
Press, 1992.  

[45] HAMILTON, F.E.I. (ed.). Industrial change in advanced 
economies. New Hampshire: Croom Helm, 1987.  

[46] HAMILTON, F.E.I., LINGE, G.J.R. (eds.). Spatial analysis, 
industry and the industrial environment. Chichester: Wiley, 
1981. 3 vols. 

[47] HARLOE, M., LEBAS, E. (eds.). City, class and capital: new 
developments in the political economy of cities and regions. 
London: Arnold, 1981.  

[48] HEALEY, M.J. (ed.). Economic activity and land use: The 
changing information base for local and regional studies. 
Essex: Longman Scientific & Technical, 1991.  

[49] HODDER, B.W. LEE, R. Economic geography. London: 
Methuen, 1974.  

[50] HOWELLS, J. WOOD, M. The globalisation of production 
and technology. London: Belhaven Press, 1993.  

[51] ISARD, W. Location and Space-Economy. Cambridge 
(Mass.): The M.I.T. Press, 1968.  

[52] JONES, C.F. DARKENWALD, G.G. Geografía económica. 
México: Fondo de Cultura Económica, 1971. 

[53] MCCARTY, H.H., LINDBERG, J.B. Introducción a la 
geografía económica. México: Fondo de Cultura Económica, 
1966. 

[54] MALECKI, E.J. Technology and economic development: the 
dynamics of local, regional, and national change. Harlow: 
Longman Scientific & Technical, 1991.  

[55] MARSHALL, J.N., WOOD, P.A. Services and Space: Key 
Aspects of Urban and Regional Development. Essex: 
Longman Scientific & Technical, 1995.  

[56] O'SULLIVAN, P. Geographical economics. London: 
MacMillan, 1981. 

[57] PACIONE, M. (ed.). Progress in industrial geography. 
London: Croom Helm, 1985.  

[58] PAELINCK, J.H.P., SALLEZ, A. (eds.). Espace et 
localisation. La redécouverte de l'espace dans la pensée 
scientifique de langue française. Paris: Economica, 1983.  

[59] PATERSON, J.H. Land, work and resources. An introduction 
to economic geography. 2ª ed. London: Arnold, 1972.  

[60] PEET, R., THRIFT, N. (eds.).New models in geography: the 
political-economy perspective. London: Unwin & Hyman, 
1989. 2 vols.  

[61] POLESE, M. Économie urbaine et régionale. Logique spatiale 
des mutations économiques. Paris: Economica, 1994.  

[62] PEARCE, D.W. Sustainable development: economics and 
environment in the Third World. London: Farthscan, 1990.  

[63] REES, J., HEWING, C.J.D., STAFFORD, H.A. (eds.). 
Industrial location and regional systems. London: Croom 
Helm, 1981.  

[64] REY, J.J. Institutions economiques internationales. Bruxelles: 
Bruylant, 1988.  

[65] ROEPKE, H.G. (ed.). Reading in economic geography. New 
York: Wiley, 1967.  

[66] ROYEN, W. van, BENGTSON, N.A. Fundamentals of 
economic geography. Englewood Cliffs: Prentice Hall, 1964.  

[67] SALNIKOV, S. Geografía económica del océano mundial. 
Moscú: Progreso, 1984.  

[68] SANTOS, M. Economia espacial: criticas e alternativas. Sao 
Paulo: HUCITEC, 1979.  

[69] SCHAMP, E.W., LINGE, G.J.R., ROGERSON, Ch.H. (eds.). 
Finance, institutions and industrial change - Spatial 
perspectives. Berlin: Walter de Gruyter, 1993.  

[70] SCOTT, A.J. New industrial spaces: Flexible production 
organization and regional development in North America and 
Western Europe. London: Pion, 1988.  

[71] SCOTT, A.J., STORPER, M. (eds.). Production, work, 
territory. The geographical anatomy of industrial capitalism. 
Boston: Allen & Unwin, 1986.  

[72] SHACHAR, A., ÖBERG, S. (eds.). The world economy and 
the spatial organization of power. Aldershot (Hants): 
European Science Fundation; Avebury, 1990.  

[73] SMITH, D.M. Industrial location: an economic geographic 
analysis. 2ª ed. New York: Wiley, 1981.  

[74] STEWART, F. Tecnología y subdesarrollo. México: Fondo de 
Cultura Económica, 1977.  

[75] STORPER, M. Industrialization, economic development and 
the regional question in the third world: from import 
substitution to flexible production. London: Pion, 1991.  

[76] WATTS, H.D. Industrial geography. London: Longman, 1987. 

[77] WEBBER, M.J. Industrial location. Beverly Hills: Sage, 1984. 

Biography 

Ferrara Graziella is Professor of 
Geography at Suor Orsola Benincasa of 
Naples. She was visiting researcher at Salem 
State College (USA). Her research interests 
concern geography, internationalization and 
innovation. She published many articles on 
geography, internationalization and 
innovation. 

 

 

 

 


