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Depolarizing Innovation: Dynamic Policy Implications for Entrepreneurial Ecosystems
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Jan Keim
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Abstract

Entrepreneurial ecosystem (EE) research has mainly focused on metropolitan regions and neglected second-tier (European)
regions. I use a comparative case study approach with a focus on regional public policy to analyze two second-tier European
regions: Uppsala and Galway. The results show that EEs can emerge as a by-product of attracting foreign direct investment
or investment in higher education and research. In both cases, the R&D activities of multinational enterprises (MNEs) and
universities contribute to the emergence and growth of EEs by enabling the creation of spin-offs. Given the limited resources
in second-tier regions, EE initially focus on specific industry clusters to maximize resource efficiency. Later diversification
increases ecosystem resilience and mitigates cluster risks. However, limited access to growth capital in second-tier EEs leads
to increased acquisition activity by MNEs or the relocation of high-growth ventures to metropolitan areas. Policy measures that
support second-tier regions’ efforts to create local EEs initially focus on promoting R&D, knowledge spillovers, and research
commercialization, later include the creation of supportive infrastructure, and finally enable the attraction of growth capital
to the region.

Keywords: economic geography; entrepreneurial ecosystems; public policy; second-tier regions; spatial context

1. Introduction

This article focuses on the evolution of entrepreneurial
ecosystems in second-tier European regions. Section 1 in-
troduces the context of the article and defines the research
question that forms the basis for all subsequent sections.

1.1. Context
Entrepreneurial ecosystems (EEs) have recently gained

considerable attention in the academic literature and among
policymakers (Roundy, 2017). The interest is motivated
by the argument that entrepreneurship can drive economic
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for his advice, which contributed significantly to the success of this work.

development, employment levels, and productivity growth
(Isenberg, 2010; Szerb et al., 2015). Many studies on EEs
tend to focus on the national level (Audretsch et al., 2015).
Yet, the regional spatial context of entrepreneurship within a
country influences the outcome of entrepreneurial activities
due to different social, institutional, and economic factors
(Müller & Korsgaard, 2018; Roundy, 2017). Indeed, Glaeser
et al. (2011) note that regional economic development can
differ greatly from national economic development. There-
fore, regional differences that determine the context of en-
trepreneurial activity should be considered when analyzing
EEs (Audretsch et al., 2015).

Certain cities and regions around the world have become
hubs for startups and innovation-driven companies. Most of
these hubs are located in larger "superstar" metropolitan ar-
eas (e.g., Kemeny and Storper, 2020; Atkinson et al., 2019).
But when it comes to entrepreneurial activity, smaller cities
and regions should not be neglected. On the one hand, grow-
ing territorial inequality due to a polarization of innovation
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(Atkinson et al., 2019; Muro & Whiton, 2018), which can be
observed, for example, when looking at the spatial distribu-
tion of venture capital investments (Florida & King, 2016;
Florida & Mellander, 2016), could lead to growing social
tensions and the rise of political populism (Rodríguez-Pose,
2018). On the other hand, given the positive impact of en-
trepreneurial activity on economic performance (Isenberg,
2010; Szerb et al., 2015), dynamic and resilient EEs could be
a means for smaller regions to close the gap with superstar
regions in terms of job attractiveness, which could prevent
phenomena such as brain drain, i.e., the outflow of human
capital (see Alston, 2004). Since productive entrepreneurial
activity in second-tier regions is likely to improve socioeco-
nomic factors (Robinson et al., 2004), it may also have a
positive impact on urban development efforts. Therefore, at-
tempting to establish, grow, and sustain a local EE is a plau-
sible strategy for improving the socioeconomic conditions of
a second-tier region. Indeed, there are a growing number
of thriving EEs in second-tier regions. Examples that have
been analyzed in the literature include the U.S. cities of Chat-
tanooga (Motoyama et al., 2016), Boise (Mayer, 2011), and
Newton Falls (Roundy, 2019), and the Canadian cities of Wa-
terloo and Calgary (Spigel, 2017).

Research on EEs often takes a static approach (Borissenko
& Boschma, 2016). However, as EEs go through different
stages of development (see Mack and Mayer, 2016), the ef-
fectiveness of specific support mechanisms depends on the
state of an EE. Therefore, it is important to take a dynamic
rather than a static approach to EE support and related public
policy.

1.2. Research Question
This article addresses the impact of policies on the devel-

opment of EEs in second-tier European regions. Thriving EEs
can lead to improvements in socioeconomic factors, which is
one reason why policymakers are increasingly interested in
the concept (Roundy, 2017). At the same time, crafting and
implementing policies that effectively contribute to a vibrant
local EE can be challenging. Hence, the research question
that forms the basis for the subsequent literature review and
qualitative primary research is as follows:

What policies can second-tier European regions adopt,
consistent with their stage of development, to effectively fos-
ter a local entrepreneurial ecosystem?

The research question consists of three main components
that influence the scope of the research: the focus on Europe,
the focus on second-tier regions, and the dynamics of policy
measures in relation to the evolutionary development of an
EE. The literature review in section 2 considers these three
components in detail.

2. Literature Review

The second section provides a literature review of vari-
ous aspects of an EE, including its foundations, relationship
to economic and urban development, and the importance of

spatial features. After developing the theoretical foundations
of an EE, the literature review highlights the specific facets of
the research question, i.e., the focus on Europe, the focus on
second-tier regions, and the dynamics of an EE.

2.1. Foundations of Entrepreneurial Ecosystems
According to Roundy et al. (2018), Bahrami and Evans

(1995) were the first to compare the Silicon Valley tech-
nology cluster to a natural ecosystem. Two years earlier,
Moore (1993) stated more generally that firms are embed-
ded in an ecosystem and do not develop in a vacuum. Early
work introducing the term "entrepreneurial ecosystem" by
Cohen (2006) and practical suggestions for developing an
EE by Isenberg (2010) have contributed to the concept of EEs
(Kuckertz, 2019) becoming known and attracting interest in
both academia and practice (Roundy, 2017). While there are
several definitions of the term "entrepreneurial ecosystem" in
the literature (for an overview, see Cavallo et al., 2019), ac-
cording to Cavallo et al. (2019, p. 1300), Stam’s (2015) def-
inition "[...] has been widely endorsed in literature [...]" and
encompasses essential characteristics of an EE:

"The entrepreneurial ecosystem as a set of inter-
dependent actors and factors coordinated in such
a way that they enable productive entrepreneur-
ship within a particular territory" (Stam, 2015, p.
1765).

A second definition that emphasizes dynamic processes
within an EE by mentioning both the creation and growth of
startups comes from (Spigel, 2017):

"[An entrepreneurial ecosystem is] a combina-
tion of social, political, economic, and cultural
elements within a region that support the devel-
opment and growth of innovative startups and
encourage nascent entrepreneurs and other actors
to take the risks of starting, funding, and otherwise
assisting high-risk ventures" (p. 50).

Isenberg (2011a, 2011b) highlights that an EE consists
of hundreds of specific elements that can be grouped into
six larger areas: Culture, Policy, Finance, Human Capital,
Support, and Markets. Isenberg also mentions that the com-
bination of elements varies from EE to EE, indicating the
uniqueness of each ecosystem, which in turn requires a spe-
cific rather than a generic approach to analyzing EEs. Fur-
thermore, Isenberg (2011b) argues that the interaction of el-
ements is highly complex and idiosyncratic, which limits the
value of identifying generic causal relationships. An illus-
tration of Isenberg’s understanding of an EE can be found in
Figure 1, and a more detailed elaboration of the domains can
be found in Appendix 1.

According to Mack and Mayer (2016), it is necessary to
consider the evolutionary dynamics of the components of an
EE as well as its developmental stages. Several other au-
thors share this view (e.g., Isenberg, 2011b; Kuckertz, 2019;
Mason and Brown, 2014). Mack and Mayer (2016) divided
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the development of an EE into four stages: Birth, Growth,
Sustainment, and Decline. Each of these phases has differ-
ences in the number of firm entries and firm exits. Mack and
Mayer’s development model can be seen in Figure 2. The full
figure with some of the effects of the phases can be found in
Appendix 2.

Based on the two definitions presented in combination
with Isenberg’s (2011b) understanding of EE domains and
Mack and Mayer’s (2016) evolutionary development phases,
EEs share some common characteristics, including:

• the interdependence of actors and factors,

• the need for coordination and processes to enable pro-
ductive entrepreneurship,

• the focus on a particular territory, and

• the need for an evolutionary and dynamic perspective.

After discussing the definition and characteristics of an
EE, its major areas and phases of development, section 2.2
focuses on the impact of an EE on the economic development
of the area in which it is located.

2.2. Entrepreneurial Ecosystems and Economic Develop-
ment

A positive relationship between entrepreneurial activity
and economic prosperity has been noted by several schol-
ars (e.g., Audretsch et al., 2015; Feldman, 2014; Isenberg,
2011b). In contrast to some authors who focus predomi-
nantly on the impact of high-growth startups (e.g., Mason
and Brown, 2014), Stam (2015) argues that this focus is too
exclusive, as other innovative startups and entrepreneurial
workers can also contribute to positive welfare outcomes to
some extent. Stam refers to an article by Baumol (1990)
that distinguishes between productive, unproductive, and de-
structive entrepreneurial activities and their respective ef-
fects on an economy’s productivity growth. Several factors
influence the extent to which entrepreneurship contributes
to the economy of a given area, with some scholars empha-
sizing that not all entrepreneurial activities contribute pos-
itively to its development (e.g., Mason and Brown, 2014;
Nightingale and Coad, 2014). Rather, there are a small num-
ber of high-growth startups that contribute positively to over-
all economic growth and many underperforming firms that
"[...] have low productivity and low levels of innovation, and
generate churn rather than economic growth" (Nightingale
& Coad, 2014, p. 130). In addition, N. Lee and Rodríguez-
Pose (2021) found that entrepreneurship can lead to regional
poverty reduction when it occurs in tradable sectors, increas-
ing the likelihood of positive regional multiplier effects. En-
trepreneurship in non-tradable sectors still has some eco-
nomic benefits despite the likelihood of local market satu-
ration, but is not sufficient to contribute significantly to re-
gional poverty reduction (N. Lee & Rodríguez-Pose, 2021).
Aparicio et al. (2020) emphasize that entrepreneurship, if
indeed productive, can be a vehicle for inclusive growth that
includes a region’s vulnerable communities.

Policymakers can achieve better outcomes by distinguish-
ing between different forms of entrepreneurial activity and
taking a systems-based, holistic approach rather than focus-
ing on firm-specific interventions (Mason & Brown, 2014).
EEs represent one such systemsbased approach. Several
scholars have linked EEs to economic growth (e.g., Isen-
berg, 2011b; Mason and Brown, 2014). This is driven by
the emergence of high-growth startups that are enabled by
a supportive ecosystem and contribute disproportionately
to the economic development of a region (Mason & Brown,
2014; Nightingale & Coad, 2014), e.g., by creating a signif-
icant share of new jobs compared to non-high-growth firms
(Coad et al., 2014; Henrekson & Johansson, 2010) and by
contributing to the growth of other firms in the same area
through knowledge spillovers (Acs et al., 2009; Mason &
Brown, 2014). However, this growth takes time, so policy-
makers need to take a long-term perspective (Nightingale &
Coad, 2014).

The arguments presented in this subsection seem to moti-
vate policymakers to promote entrepreneurial activities and
establish local EEs. However, an EE may also have impli-
cations for urban development efforts in each area, touch-
ing on a domain that is generally not directly related to en-
trepreneurship. The following subsection analyses this rela-
tionship.

2.3. Entrepreneurial Ecosystems and Urban Development
Some scholars argue that Jane Jacobs, one of the world’s

most influential urbanists, was quick to emphasize that cities’
ability to attract diverse people provides fertile ground for
creativity and innovation, which are key to entrepreneurial
activity (Hospers, 2006; S. Y. Lee et al., 2004), economic
growth (Florida, 2003, p. 43), and vitality (Auerswald,
2015). Because of the density of labor, capital, knowledge,
and other resources, cities enable the creation of young firms,
a concept Jacobs calls "new work" (Jacobs, 1969, p. 49ff.).
Her concept of new work in the context of urban devel-
opment therefore created some of the frameworks for EEs
found in the modern literature. Moreover, she also described
the importance of knowledge spillovers between different
industries for the economic growth of cities (Desrochers &
Hospers, 2007; Qian, 2018). Indeed, Florida et al. (2017,
p. 92) state that "[c]ities [...] are the enabling infrastruc-
ture where connections take place, networks are built[,] and
innovative communications are consummated." In line with
Jacobs’ observations, Richard Florida’s theory of the creative
class suggests that creativity and an open culture are "[...] a
spur to societal innovation, entrepreneurship, and economic
development" (Florida, 2005a, p. 6). Combining Jacobs’
argument of the attractiveness of cities to a variety of peo-
ple and the availability of resources in cities with Florida’s
theory of the creative class illustrates the link between EEs
and urban development. Florida et al. (2017) summarize
this finding by stating that innovation, entrepreneurship,
and creativity are essentially spatial rather than individual
or firm-level processes.
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Figure 1: Domains of an Entrepreneurial Ecosystem. Source: adapted from Isenberg (2011b).

Figure 2: Evolution of an Entrepreneurial Ecosystem. Source: adapted from Mack and Mayer (2016).

As discussed in section 2.2, establishing a thriving EE can
contribute to local economic development. This, in turn, has
the potential to both increase tax revenues and improve the
availability of private capital in a region. As Jacobs (1969,
pp. 290-317) noted, urban development in each area re-
quires financial resources, which can come from public or
private sources. Therefore, the establishment of a local EE
could be part of a broader urban development strategy if
an increase in public and/or private funding is anticipated.
Similarly, Welter et al. (2008) suggest that promoting en-
trepreneurship in distressed urban areas, if certain barriers
can be overcome, may contribute to their regeneration. As
Isenberg (2011b) has noted, each EE is embedded in the con-
text of a particular area and is therefore made up of a unique
combination of different elements that interact in complex
and idiosyncratic ways. Thus, when attempting to create a
local EE, spatial characteristics must be considered.

The section 2.4 highlights the differences between these
features and analyzes some of their implications. This sets
the stage for the main concern of this article: the unique
context and configuration of EEs in second-tier European re-
gions, and the corresponding implications for policy effec-
tiveness throughout the life cycle of an EE.

2.4. Entrepreneurial Ecosystems and Spatial Differences
In this subsection, spatial differences are introduced into

the discussion of EEs. First, a phenomenon that affects the
geographic inequality of EEs is explained: the polarization of
innovation. Then, the focus shifts from a more general con-
sideration of EEs to EEs specifically in second-tier regions. A

brief analysis of the uniqueness of the contemporary Euro-
pean context is also provided. This subsection thus intro-
duces the focus of the article: the development of EEs in
second-tier European regions.

2.4.1. Polarization of Innovation
In 2005, Richard Florida pointed out in an article in The

Atlantic Monthly that contrary to the widespread belief that
technology and globalization are leveling the global eco-
nomic playing field, the world has only a few centers where
innovation is concentrated, and that this divide is also ev-
ident at the national level (Florida, 2005b). He notes that
"[p]opulation and economic activity are both spiky, but it’s
innovation - the engine of economic growth - that most con-
centrated" (p. 49). Analysis of venture capital investment
(VC) in U.S. metropolitan regions, European metropolitan
regions, and metropolitan regions around the world (Florida
& King, 2016) confirms Florida’s original observation of in-
novation concentration. Florida and King (2016, pp. 6-7)
note that only ten metropolitan regions worldwide account
for more than half of total global VC investment. Areas in the
U.S. accumulated 68.6% of global VC investment, with Sili-
con Valley alone attracting 25.3% (Florida & King, 2016, pp.
6-11). In the following, this phenomenon is referred to as
the polarization of innovation. Figure 3 illustrates the distri-
bution of VC investments worldwide. Appendix 3 illustrates
the distribution within the U.S. and Europe in detail.

According to Atkinson et al. (2019), the polarization
of innovation leads to a growing gap between superstar
metropolitan areas and non-superstar areas, as well as a
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Figure 3: Venture Capital Investments across Metropolitan Areas Worldwide in 2012. Source: Florida and King (2016, p. 10).

concentration of jobs in the innovation sector. This leads to,
among other things, higher housing prices and more traffic in
superstar areas and out-migration, territorial underdevelop-
ment, and economic exclusion in second-tier and rural areas
(Atkinson et al., 2019). Rodríguez-Pose (2018) suggests
that such regional disparities even lead to social tensions
and political populism based on territorial rather than social
foundations.

As discussed in section 2.2, EEs can contribute to the eco-
nomic development of an area. While most thriving EEs are
located in superstar areas, some second-tier regions around
the world have managed to build thriving EEs despite innova-
tion polarization. section 2.4.2 focuses on EEs in second-tier
regions, while section 2.4.3 highlights the uniqueness of the
contemporary European context, which has not yet received
much attention in the entrepreneurship literature (Audretsch
et al., 2015).

2.4.2. Entrepreneurial Ecosystems in Second-Tier Regions
There are numerous definitions of second-tier cities or re-

gions in both academic and practitioner literature (see Fig-
ure 4 for a non-exhaustive overview). In this article, second-
tier regions are defined as regions "[...] that are smaller than
the large metropolises that dominate regional or national
economies [...]" (Wachsmuth, 2008, p. 1), although no mini-
mum or maximum population size is specified, as second-tier
regions should "[...] be defined in relation to the first-tier
cities with which they coexist" (Wachsmuth, 2008, p. 2).

As Isenberg (2011b) has noted, the design of an EE de-
pends on the local context and conditions. Therefore, it is
neither advisable nor feasible to emulate superstar EEs like
Silicon Valley, especially for second-tier regions. Instead, it
should be recognized that each EE is different and has unique

characteristics (Xu & Dobson, 2019). Peripheral places face
certain challenges related to their spatial context and avail-
ability of resources as opposed to superstar areas (Xu & Dob-
son, 2019). These challenges may include more difficult ac-
cess to financial resources and skilled human capital, a less
supportive sociocultural environment, lack of certain infras-
tructure components (such as transportation infrastructure
or high-speed internet), limited markets and market access,
and ineffective policies (Xu & Dobson, 2019).

In contrast to the innovation polarization phenomenon,
and despite the above challenges, there are some examples
in the literature of second-tier regions that have successfully
built thriving EEs. Such examples include Boise, Portland,
and Kansas City (Mayer, 2011), Chattanooga (Motoyama
et al., 2016), Newton Falls and Geneva (Roundy, 2019),
and Calgary and Waterloo (Spigel, 2017). Summaries of the
above case studies can be found in Appendix 4.

2.4.3. European Context
Compared to North America, the contemporary urban

context in Europe has been less studied in the academic lit-
erature (Audretsch et al., 2015). However, Europe has many
small and medium-sized cities, highlighting its unique poly-
centric urban structure (Dijkstra et al., 2013). Dijkstra et al.
(2013) argue that stylized analytical frameworks, assump-
tions, and policy conclusions derived from them are mostly
based on the contexts of North America or the developing
world and therefore have limited relevance to the contempo-
rary European context. This in turn hinders the process of
policy development in European regions based on textbook
models (Dijkstra et al., 2013). Given the importance of spa-
tial context in discussing EEs and the focus of the academic
literature on North America and developing countries, this
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Figure 4: Selection of Definitions of Second-Tier Regions.

article considers the unique European context as well as the
individual contexts of regions within Europe.

Audretsch et al. (2002, p. 4) argue that the U.S. inter-
nalized the virtues of entrepreneurship more quickly than
Europe and that European countries were relatively slow to
adopt a similar mindset. European attitudes toward the en-
trepreneurial economy developed in five phases (for a sum-
mary, see Audretsch et al., 2002, pp. 4-6). Toward the end
of the 1990s, European policymakers reached a consensus on
the superiority of the entrepreneurial economy in the United
States over the old managerial economy in Europe, leading
to a commitment to create a new European entrepreneurial
economy (see European Commission, 2000, pp. 249-286).
In 2013, in response to the 2008 financial crisis, the Euro-
pean Commission presented an action plan to reignite en-
trepreneurship in Europe through governance mechanisms
(European Commission, 2013, p. 3). Szerb et al. (2020) ex-
plain that since then, a policy priority setting framework, the
Research and Innovation Strategies for Smart Specialization
(RIS3) agenda, has emerged in the EU. The RIS3 agenda aims
to tailor R&D and innovation-related policies to the capabili-
ties, strengths, and potential of a given region. According to
some scholars, RIS3 is an innovative policy approach (Foray
& Goenaga, 2013) that is part of a broader regional and
place-specific growth policy framework (OECD, 2013; Pugh,
2014). Morgan (2017, p. 569) even describes it as "[...] the
most ambitious innovation program ever introduced in the
European Union [...]". Szerb et al. (2020) emphasize that
the RIS3 agenda recognizes the spatial differences between
regions within the EU, resulting in individual contexts that re-

quire tailored governance and policy approaches. The same
authors then compare RIS3 with the EE approach. While
both approaches respect spatial differences, EEs consider a
broader range of individual and institutional factors and the
interconnectedness of actors within an ecosystem (Acs et al.,
2016; Szerb et al., 2020). Nevertheless, Szerb et al.’s (2020)
analysis shows that spatial differences are increasingly con-
sidered by policymakers in Europe, both at supranational and
national levels. Regarding the development of EEs and to
fully understand the framework conditions of each region,
identify institutional and individual weaknesses, understand
the harmonization of the components of an EE, and simulate
policies that could alleviate bottlenecks of the regional EE,
Szerb et al. (2020) argue that the use of the Regional En-
trepreneurship and Innovation Index (REDI) is appropriate
(Szerb et al., 2020; see also Figures 5 and 6). For more in-
formation on the REDI, see section 2.5, which also highlights
the identified research gap.

2.5. Research Gap
Since the early work of scholars such as Cohen (2006),

Isenberg (2010), and Feld (2020), many aspects of EEs have
been explored in the academic literature. However, research
on EEs has mostly focused on nations (Audretsch et al.,
2015) or on established ecosystems in large superstar re-
gions (Roundy, 2019). As a result, there are still a wealth
of areas that can be further explored in academic research
(Cavallo et al., 2019). This article aims to outline policy im-
plications for second-tier European regions that aim to build,
grow, and sustain a resilient EE. The importance of a dynamic



J. Keim / Junior Management Science 9(1) (2024) 1211-1240 1217

Figure 5: Joint Potential of RIS3- and EE-Based Regional Entrepreneurship Policy. Source: adapted from Szerb et al. (2020, p. 7).

Figure 6: Structure of the Sub-Indices and Pillars of the REDI. Source: adapted from Szerb et al. (2020, p. 9).

approach to research EEs and its underdevelopment in the
scientific literature has been noted by several researchers.
Both Borissenko and Boschma (2016) and Mack and Mayer
(2016) emphasize the need for further research on the dy-
namics of EEs. Cavallo et al. (2019) emphasize the need to
explore the role of policymakers in the dynamic evolution
of an EE and how to promote "natural" and self-regulating
rather than artificial mechanisms. A call for papers for En-
trepreneurship & Regional Development by Audretsch et al.
(2018) identified the need for papers that address policy
issues, such as analyzing how policy influences elements of
an EE and how elements of an EE influence policy. Shwetzer
et al. (2019, p. 89) additionally articulated two research
directions that align with the above pathways for further
research, namely "[p]olicymakers’ interventions and support
to enable and grow EEs" and "EEs creation, growth and how
can they be sustained". By elaborating policy implications
for European second-tier regions while considering the dy-
namics of an EE, this article aims to contribute to filling the
research gaps mentioned before. By focusing specifically on
second-tier European regions, this article also considers the
uniqueness of the European context (Audretsch et al., 2015).

After an introduction to the context and challenges Eu-

ropean second-tier European regions in establishing an EE,
a comparative case study is provided of two second-tier
European regions that, contrary to expectations, have man-
aged to establish and develop thriving EEs. The selection
of cases is based on the REDI, as it is comparable for all EU
regions (Szerb et al., 2013; Szerb et al., 2015). The REDI
was constructed to "[...] capture the contextual features of
entrepreneurship across EU regions" (Szerb et al., 2015, p.
1) and combines three sub-indices, 14 pillars, and both in-
dividual and institutional variables (see Figure 6). Based on
these criteria, Szerb et al. (2015, p. 14) created a ranking
of regional entrepreneurship that includes the 125 regions
of the European Union. The ranking of the top 25 regions
can be seen in Figure 7, the original full ranking table from
Appendix 5.

Using the REDI, it is possible to identify the second-tier
regions that have succeeded in establishing competitive EEs.
The regions ranked first through fourth are all superstar re-
gions. However, there are also some regions in the top ten
that are not major cities (defined as regions with more than
250,000 inhabitants, according to Audretsch et al., 2015),
including:

• 5th place: East Middle Sweden (largest city: Uppsala)
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Figure 7: REDI Ranking and REDI Scores of the Top 25 European Union Regions. Source: adapted from Szerb et al. (2015, p. 14).

• 7th–8th place: Denmark’s North Jutland Region (largest
city: Aalborg)

• 9th place: Great Britain’s South East (largest city:
Brighton and Hove)

When looking at cities with less than 100,000 inhabitants,
i.e., small cities (in line with Audretsch et al., 2015), the fol-
lowing regions ranked in the first quarter also seem promis-
ing for a more detailed analysis:

• 14th place: Sweden’s Upper Norrland (largest city:
Umeå)

• 18th place: Ireland’s Border, Midland and Western
(largest city: Galway)

• 23rd–25th place: Denmark’s Zealand Region (largest
city: Roskilde)

The author of this article decided to examine the cases of
East Middle Sweden and Border, Midland and Western (Ire-
land) to identify specific factors that contribute to the regions’
entrepreneurial success. East Middle Sweden is an interest-
ing case because the region is near Stockholm, the capital
of Sweden, yet has been able to develop its own EE, which
has produced prominent companies such as Skype and Klarna
(see section 4.1 for the detailed analysis). The case of Border,
Midland and Western is interesting because it is in a rather
rural region on the west coast of Ireland, with an underdevel-
oped transport infrastructure hampering domestic and inter-
national travel (see section 4.2 for a detailed analysis). For
linguistic and readability purposes, East Middle Sweden will
be referred to as

"Uppsala" and Border, Midland, and Western as "Galway"
in the following; however, the surrounding areas as integral
parts of the respective EE remain included in the analysis.

After defining the research gap and the two regional EEs
that will be analyzed in depth, section 3 describes the re-
search methodology used to analyze the development of the
EEs in Uppsala and Galway.

3. Research Method

This section describes the research method chosen for this
article, including the research approach, the process of data
collection, and the analysis of the data. A more detailed ex-
planation can be found in Appendix 6.

3.1. Research Approach
An inductive research approach was adopted to analyze

the dynamic evolution of EEs in second-tier European re-
gions. This approach consists of guiding research questions
that determine data collection and analysis (Roundy, 2019).
Because there is little research on EEs in second-tier Euro-
pean regions (Roundy, 2019), an inductive, theory-building
approach was appropriate (Locke, 2007). Inductive theory
building allows the researcher to gain an understanding of
the unfolding of processes behind unusual phenomena and
explain surprising occurrences (Edmondson & McManus,
2007). The emergence and growth of an EE in a second-tier
European region represent such complex processes with mul-
tiple variables to consider, such as time, social interactions,
and feedback loops (Roundy, 2019).

By choosing a comparative case study approach, similar-
ities and differences in the context, developmental dynam-
ics, and composition of the two EEs in Uppsala and Galway
could be derived. While such a "small n" approach (Roundy,
2019) limits generalizability of findings, some scholars ar-
gue that comparative case studies generate some degree of
generalizability despite a small sample size (e.g., Eisenhardt
and Graebner, 2007; Roundy, 2019). However, given the ex-
ploratory nature of the research, the goal of this article is
particularization rather than generalization (Welch, 2011).

3.2. Data Collection
To gain a deeper understanding of the processes under-

lying the development of the EEs in Uppsala and Galway, in-
terviews were conducted with representatives from the two


