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Abstract — Business Incubators (BI) emerged in the early 1980s as a result of previous experiences with different services
aimed at developing businesses. Their main objective is to support the process of creating new ventures. They offer cost-
effective workspace along with shared amenities, counseling, training, data, and connections to external networks for
entrepreneurial collaborations. In this research, we employed a case study design to theorize on the network’s nature and
strategies of incubated firms at MaRS Innovation Centre in Canada. This research was carried out over two years (2021—
2023) in the form of 29 interviews with the representatives of the MaRS tenants, including senior executives (20) and
managers (7). The interviews that explored business development, R&D strategies and networking at MaRS were audio-
taped, transcribed, and analyzed using conventional qualitative data analysis procedures. Tenants were grouped according
to business type and incubator functions, while networks were further coded based on functions and partners. The analysis
revealed three types of networks such as advisory, spin-off, and strategic, with different degrees of engagement of support
organizations, large enterprises, and SMEs. Enablers incorporated the community setting, MaRS business services, close
access to advisers, clients, and partners, and MaRS identification, while barriers consisted of distinct business orientations,
restricted resources, numerous tenants at MaRS, and approaches to recruitment. MaRS had a strong collaborative culture
and offered a wide range of services that greatly supported network development and usage among the tenants.

Keywords — Business Incubators, Interactive Community Setting, MaRS Innovation Centre, MaRS Administration
Services, High-End Quality of MaRS, Interorganizational Networks.

I.  INTRODUCTION

In contemporary times, innovation has emerged as the primary driver of long-term economic growth and is progressively
linked with improvements in efficiency and competitiveness. According to Hekkert et al. [1], innovation originates from the
agent's need for change. Wang, Dou, and Zhou [2] suggest that producers are typically the initiators of economic change,
while consumers, if necessary, are “educated” to desire new or different things from what they are accustomed to consuming.
According to Chen, Chiang, and Storey [3], innovation can be differentiated from invention in that invention refers to the
act of discovering an opportunity, while innovation refers to the act of capitalizing on a profitable opportunity. According to
Caloghirou, Kastelli, and Tsakanikas [4], innovation involves allocating new abilities to current resources inside the
organization, resulting in the creation of wealth. Educational institutions play a substantial role in the advancement of new
technologies by facilitating the transfer of knowledge. This transfer is essential for economic development and progress,
whether in industrialized or developing countries.

Alvarez and Barney [5] assert that prosperous entrepreneur’s endeavor to generate value and make contributions.
However, they are not satisfied with enhancing existing circumstances; instead, they strive to generate value and attain novel
and distinct gratifications. This is accomplished by creating a fresh and more efficient innovation through the amalgamation
of preexisting resources. Hence, it is imperative to engage in systematic innovation and actively pursue purposeful and
coordinated improvements. Providing targeted assistance to specific companies has been proven to significantly increase the
likelihood of Business Incubators (BI) staying in business. Furthermore, Li et al. [6] suggests that the initial financial support
given by the government is repaid through taxes, along with other positive effects such as promoting entrepreneurship and
fostering cultural transformation. The rate of growth has been exceptionally swift, and what the world currently requires is
not merely additional incubators, but enhanced ones. Enumerating the quantities of incubators is a perilous undertaking,
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given the significant discrepancies in definitions across different countries. Furthermore, the situation is always changing
while the flow of information is irregular. As of 2001, out of the total 3,500 worldwide, over 1,100 are expected to be in
both North America and Europe [7]. Asia contains around 700, while the remaining are located in South America, Africa,
and other countries. The bulk of individuals in Europe are located in Germany, France, and the UK. [8] Curiously, incubators
in developed countries have a wide range of goals, whilst those in developing nations primarily concentrate on technology.

Business Incubators (Bl), particularly those focused on technology, play a vital role in enhancing competitiveness in the
national economy. They are essential elements of the innovation process [9]. The environment promotes the interchange of
new knowledge, which is based on technological expertise gained via ongoing learning [10]. The success of incubation
ventures is ascribed to the competencies and proactive efforts of both the incubated enterprises and the incubators [11].
Throughout the process of innovation, a firm that is being incubated has the capacity to acquire and assimilate knowledge,
as well as cultivate the necessary technical and behavioral skills needed for the innovation process. on addition, incubators
employ highly skilled advisers on their team to guarantee the success of incubated firms throughout the incubation phase
[12]. The correlation between the firm being incubated and the incubator displays significant potential for producing
favorable results due to the high level and excellence of their interactions.

Our research mainly stems from the understanding that technology-based incubators, including MaRS Innovation Centre,
fosters interorganizational networks to meet the strategic needs of incubated organizations. Therefore, this study aims at
identifying the characteristics of network formation, the enablers and barriers to network formation with a view of providing
understanding on the delivery of incubator services and impact of collaborative structures for the development of firms.
Concerning the implications of the findings, they have to do with the discussion of the kinds of effect that incubators can
have such as enhancing innovation, enhancing business models and supporting the positive sustainable development of
technology-based organizations. The aim of this study is to enhance the understanding of networking behaviors of hi-tech
companies and the links to incubator ecosystem using a qualitative research method. The examples highlighted in this study
reveal how different forms of networks can be established. An assessment is also done on all the actions of the parties
involved on the enablers and barriers. The paper used a case study design with the aim of developing theory on the
characteristics of networks as well as how the incubated firms can engage and gain access to them. The primary research
questions that propelled this study were as follows:

1. How do the endeavors of technology-based incubators enable interorganizational systems to correspond to the
requirements of firms?

2. How do incubated administrations perceive and understand the systems they are involved in?

3.  What factors facilitate or impede the development of advantageous networks?

The subsequent sections of the article have been arranged in the following manner: Section Il describes the conceptual
framework, which includes incubators and networks. Section 111 presents the methodology employed when composing this
research. The findings of this research have been discussed in Section IV and V to further shed light on the type of networks,
network enablers, and network barriers. Lastly, Section VI concludes the research and recommends future research
directions.

1. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

Incubators

Avyatse, Kwahar, and lyortsuun [13] define an ‘incubator’ as an administration that facilitates the birth and growth of new
enterprises. This term is commonly used to encompass many types of organizations that support the establishment of startups.
Cancino et al. [14] assert that previous studies on incubators have primarily focused on measuring their outcomes. They
argue that identifying best practices necessitates a comprehensive approach that considers the incubators' goals and evaluates
the interpretation of dissimilar incubators in relation to their specific incubation models. Although the field of Business
Intelligence (BI) has been around for a while and has been extensively studied, there is still no universally agreed-upon
definition for Bls (as shown in Table 1). Neteler et al. [15] define a Bl as a shared office space facility that aims to give its
incubatees with a value-added and strategic intrusion mechanism for business and monitoring help [16]. This highlights the
similarities identified among definitions provided by business incubations, extensive studies, and academic research (see
Table 1). Overall, Business Incubators (Bls) are efforts that focus on property and offer a combination of services to its
tenants, including business support services, networking, and infrastructure opportunities [17].

These definitions also imply some effects of Basic Incomes (BIs). Tavoletti [23] define Bls as a tool for encouraging
economic advancement, while Bgllingtoft and Ulhgi [24] suggests that Bls assist enterprises with exceptional potential in
generating employment and wealth. Mukherjee [25] extends its scope by proposing Business Incubators (BIs) as instruments
to rejuvenate communities and enhance the economic strength of nations. The underlying premise here is that providing
assistance to enterprises at its first stages, shielded from the competitive nature of the market, will enhance their likelihood
of achieving success and ensuring their long-term viability. Regarding Technology Incubators [26], the impact is particularly
noticeable since Business Incubators (BIs) serve as a crucial connection between technology-focused entrepreneurs and the
process of bringing their service or product to market.

Networks

A network refers to a collection of connections involving different individuals or organizations [27]. Each of these can
furnish a centered corporation with vital resources. Acquiring network resources is crucial for entrepreneurial enterprises
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[28]. According to Bititci et al. [29], company competencies encompass the capacity to create, sustain, and leverage
connections with diverse external partners. Storbacka and Nenonen [30] argue that relationships play a crucial role in
understanding customers' demands, enabling the firm to offer marketable services or products. The researchers discovered
that the network capability of university spinoffs had a positive impact on their success. In their study, Pietrobelli and
Rabellotti [31] discovered that having a strong networking capability helps enterprises in creating knowledge-intensive
goods and enables them to recognize and take advantage of performance opportunities in global markets.

Table 1. Various definitions of Business Incubation (BI)
References Definitions
[18] Bl is a process that helps start-up and fledgling companies grow quickly and successfully by offering
entrepreneurs a range of specialized services and resources.
Bl is a distinctive and adaptable blend of company development procedures, infrastructure, and personnel,
[19] specifically designed to foster and expand new and small firms by providing support during their first stages
of growth and transformation.
A Bl is an organization that facilitates and synchronizes the process of development of successful firms by
[20] providing them with a one-stop-shop solution that includes business support services, incubation, and
opportunities for networking and clustering.
Bl is a broad term that incorporates several procedures of company development, structures, and people
who are involved in the development of small emerging firms at their infancy. Moreover, it is also defined

[21] as an economic instrument with the main aim of facilitating the establishment of new businesses within a
nation.
Bl aids in the establishment of new businesses and the entrepreneurial process by offering assistance to the
[22] new enterprise at its most critical and fragile phase. Incubators aim to stimulate job growth and economic

progress by establishing a supportive framework that fills knowledge gaps and connects skilled individuals,
resources, and funding to assist new business endeavors.

According to Pettersen et al. [32], incubated firms consider networking and clustering to have the least impact on the
development of their businesses. This is because businesses have different commercial objectives and hence realized low
advantages in collaborating with local administrations. Galston [33] contended that although networks play a crucial role in
high-tech incubators, there is less understanding of the underlying mechanisms that drive these models. The researchers
evaluate the interactions or connections between various administrations within or affiliated with a technology-based
incubator, with the aim of gaining a deeper comprehension of how these interactions may impact the growth and longevity
of tenant enterprises. The research specifically highlights the connections between the networking tactics of incubated
enterprises and the incubator's approach to promoting networking.

I1l. METHODOLOGY

The utilization of the MaRS Innovation Centre in Toronto, Canada as a case study provides an ideal location for completing
this investigation. MaRS is an organization based in Toronto, Canada and specifically in the downtown area. It is situated in
the ‘Toronto Discovery District” with several research institutes, one of which is the University of Toronto. Originally
launched in 2005 as an attempt to link the spheres of government, business, and science, the incubator has evolved and
provides services for over 60 tenants [34]. The services offered by the MaRS Centre can be described as comprehensive
which is typical of the technological incubators. These services consist of management consulting on corporate management,
accountancy, selling and promotional services, financial and human resource management among others. They also provide
legal and Intellectual Property (IP) support and customer support and other operational services.

The MaRS Centre is among the most recognizable representatives of vast network-oriented technological incubators
linked with renowned academic universities. Several public and commercial entities have contributed towards the
development of MaRS through partnerships, which have shaped its strategy and architecture. Some of its partners include
Ogilvy Renault LLP, the Royal Bank of Canada, and the original members of MaRS. Some of these prominent companies
contributed to the support of the incubator by occupying the status of ‘anchor tenants’ and providing various services to the
enterprises in the process of their incubation. Another factor that boosted the credibility of the incubator was affiliation with
several reputable universities and research institutions. It was seen as a ‘success story’ in policy journals and official
documents, including the Government of Ontario report in 2021. The timeline for this study was two years which was from
the year 2021 to 2023. In the first year of the study, Both, structured and unstructured and also general interviews were
conducted on the occupants of the MaRS Innovation Centre. Interviews were done with representatives from 29 MaRS
renters who voluntarily consented to participate. The interviews were performed in person and over the telephone.

Out of the informants, 20 interviewees had top executive roles, whereas seven interviewees held managerial or
professional positions within their firms (refer to Table 2). The interviews encompassed inquiries regarding the tenants'
business advancement and research and development plans, as well as more detailed inquiries about their knowledges at
MaRS. The latter investigated the reasons for choosing MaRS as a location, examined the characteristics of the incubator
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that either facilitated or impeded the tenants' progress, and analyzed the expenses and advantages linked to the tenants'
research and development activities in relation to MaRS.
Table 2. Role of interviewees

Roles within the Large Research or non-profit Small and medium-
o hef Supporters - . - Total
organization organizations organizations sized enterprises
Professmngl or 0 5 1 3 7
managerial
Senior executive 2 6 3 9 20
Total 2 11 4 12 29

In addition, inquiries were made regarding the tenants' official and informal connections both outside and within the
incubator in order to understand the origin, qualities, and advantages of their current models. The interviews were
documented and converted into written form. The data was organized, coded, and analyzed using conventional qualitative
data analysis approaches [35]. The tenants were first classified based on the type of their enterprises and their respective
functions inside the incubator. Subsequently, the networks of the tenants were discovered and categorized based on their
respective collaborators and functions, as outlined in Table 3. During the investigation of the tenants' models, careful
consideration was given to any elements that facilitated or impeded their creation.

IV. RESULTS
Type of network
The primary results of this research relate to the characteristics of different models. While previous works frequently
addressed networking in a general manner, it is crucial to distinguish between several categories of models. Three distinct
categories of models were found within the incubator: strategic, spin-off, and advisory (refer to Table 3).

Table 3. Detailed breakdown of findings of SME networks, organized according to types of collaboration

Organization Collaborator Type of network
Ambit Biosciences Accounting/Auditing firms Advisory
Octopz
AXS Government agencies
NeurAxon Inc. Venture capital firms
ConstabPharma Legal counsel
Arctic DX Inc. Large enterprises Spin-off
BioQuest Innovations University of Toronto
Sigma Analysis and Management
Ltd.
Clera Inc.

Global Health McLaughlin-
Rotman Centre

Ambit Biosciences Practicalities Strategic
Arctic Dx Inc. Government
Vasogen
Sigma Analysis & Management
Ltd.
BioQuest Innovations
AXS Research Institutes, Un_iversities
(colleges, & Hospitals
CBERC Investors, venture capital
organizations
ConstabPharma Small, medium, and large enterprises
ONSETT
Skymeter Corporation
OCBN
NeurAxon Inc.
Kanata Chemical Innovations Professional association
McLaughlin-Rotman Centre Technological transfer office
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The identification of these kinds was based on the goals and tactics mentioned by the respondents for their networking
efforts. This was done by drawing upon various network typologies found in the literature [36]-[39]. The support groups
primarily engaged in advice frameworks and sporadically participated in strategic frameworks as an external investor. The
major corporations engaged in planned frameworks to establish alliances in study and advancement, venture capital, clinical
trials, distribution/supply, and government relations. The small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) were entailed in three
types of networks, namely Advisory networks, Spin-off networks, and Strategic networks.

Network enablers

The MaRS Centre defines itself as a ‘convergence center’, where science, capital, and innovation are brought together [40].
In order to cultivate a culture that values innovation, collaboration, and entrepreneurship, the organization has deliberately
brought together a diverse range of entities to encourage discussions, networking, investment, and the development of new
ideas [41]. Indeed, 62% of the respondents stated that they arrived at the incubator with the intention of engaging in
collaborative efforts. About 4 catalysts encompass the cooperative community plan, the services provided by the MaRS
Organization, the close immediacy to partners, clients, and advisers, and the branding opportunities. Initially, the findings
indicate that 11 groups located in the incubation facility claimed that the architectural design of the building facilitated their
ability to engage with others and establish meaningful links. For instance, the arrangement of tenants across the building
facilitated chance encounters and, thus, heightened the frequency of contacts. The convenient placement of the communal
equipment (such as a photocopier) and facilities (such as a coffee shop) enabled regular occasions for the occupants to

participate in casual conversations.

Table 4. Detailed breakdown of findings on network enablers

Organizations Reporting

Catalyst Description Examples of Benefits Benefits
Frequent informal
Incubator design that discussions leading to ConstabPharma, AXS
promotes frequent informal sharing of business interests Animation, NeurAxon,
interactions among tenants. and establishment of others.
. relationships.
Interactive

Community Setting

Shared equipment and
amenities that facilitate
spontaneous conversations.

Coordination of formal
projects and new
partnerships.

Circulation of tenants across
the building that increases
interaction opportunities.

Informal contacts evolving
into formal collaborations.

11 organizations

MaRS
Administration
Services

Delivery and organization of
programs, workshops, events,
and conferences.

Establishing or improving
networks through
participation in events.

18 tenants (6 supporters, 1
large enterprise, 11 SMES)

Provision of communication

solutions such as newsletters,

press releases, and promotion
of success stories.

Enhanced networking
activities.

3 informants

Referral services to advisors,
clients, partners, and projects.

Access to new technology
and professional services,
establishing diverse
networks.

13 informants, including

Merck & Co, Inc., Kanata

Chemical Technologies,
Octopz Inc.

Proximity to
Partners, Clients,
and Advisers, Clients

Close proximity to academic
institutions, hospitals,
government offices, and
commercial partners.

Frequent collaboration with
University of Toronto and
affiliated hospitals.

Easier coordination of
meetings and improved
collaboration efficiency.

17 tenants

Branding

Association with MaRS
enhancing tenant
organizations' visibility and
prestige.

Greater appreciation among
investors and clients.

NeurAxon Inc., Skymeter
Corporation, Clera Inc.,
AXS Animation

Promotion of brand and
legitimacy.

5 representatives from
SMEs

Based on the feedback from the participants, these impromptu discussions facilitated mutual assistance among the renters
and the sharing of shared business objectives. The interviewee explicitly acknowledged these casual meetings as the cause
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for the formation of relationships. Two tenants' representatives also mentioned the enhanced convenience of arranging
official projects and fostering new partnerships. During interactions in communal areas or when utilizing shared amenities,
residents frequently engaged in the exchange of information and encountered unfamiliar fellow occupants. renters engaged
in collaboration with both fellow renters and external groups, either formally or informally. Some of our sources confirmed
that the social environment of incubators can provide networking possibilities that can lead to business prospects.
Interviewees from ConstabPharma and AXS Animation reported that certain informal connections they made in the
incubator developed into official partnerships. When questioned about the changeover, they asserted that regular interactions
during social events and meetings, as well as shared interests, resulted in official partnerships. Another interviewee from
NeurAxon proposed that casual discussions within the community could potentially foster collaborative prospects.

Another significant factor that promotes collaboration is the range of facilities offered by the MaRS administration. The
services offered encompass the administration and execution of programs, workshops, events, and conferences, as well as
the provision of communication solutions. Additionally, the service includes the reference of advisers, projects, partners,
and clients. The majority of these facilities were provided in areas that the tenants were less acquainted with and overseen
by professionals like marketing advisors, the entrepreneurs-in-residence, and incubator partners. Specifically, a total of 18
tenants (consisting of six advocates, one major corporation, and 11 small and medium-sized enterprises) reported
experiencing positive outcomes from utilizing the services to create or enhance their networks (see Table 4).

Additionally, four support groups, namely Royal Bank, BioDiscovery Toronto, BioScience Managers, and the
Biotechnology Initiative, independently arrange and participate in networking events within the incubator. These
organizations also benefit from the assistance provided by the MaRS administration. Eleven renters said that their
participation in conferences, events, workshops, and activities at MaRS has facilitated the development of both casual and
formal contacts. This is unsurprising given that the administration organizes 13 regular event series, along with various
programs, workshops, events, and conferences that are available during the year (see Table 4). Three informants asserted
that the organization's communication techniques, including the dissemination of newsletters, issuance of press releases,
promotion of achievement stories on the internet and blogs, and upkeep of an updated tenant list online, greatly facilitated
their networking endeavors (see Table 4).

Thirteen individuals provided information stating that their organizations derived advantages from the referral services
offered by the Administration. Merck & Co, Inc. was granted extensive access to the innovative technologies being
developed and marketed within and around the incubator by the administration [42]. The majority of SMESs sought assistance
from both internal and external experts in sectors like investment banking, consulting, law, and other financial areas.
Individual SMEs built and maintained various networks with both external and internal contacts to meet their specific
resource and service needs. For instance, Kanata Chemical Technologies and Octopz Inc. mostly serve clients located outside
of Canada. Conversely, certain organizations opted to engage external contractors located in different locations. They came
to the realization that being physically present at MaRS did not immediately contribute to their research and development
efforts, as stated by a representative from one of the firms.

Furthermore, 17 tenants explicitly recognized the need of being close to partners, clients, and advisers as a crucial element
for effective networking. According to the respondents, the convenient location of this place facilitated the organizations in
bringing their agents for meetings and enhanced the effectiveness of their associations. For example, MaRS is located near
government offices, universities, hospitals, and other commercial partners. The University of Toronto and its allied hospitals
were collaborators that were stated most frequently. MaRS not only benefits from its advantageous geographic location, but
also enhances the visibility and reputation of SMEs. 5 representatives from these firms stated that their association with
MaRS has enhanced their credibility and brand, as the incubator's reputation extends to the tenant organizations.
Consequently, the firms gained increased exposure among clients and investors due to their affiliation with a renowned
company like MaRS. Four organizations, 3 start-ups (Skymeter Corporation and AXS Animation, NeurAxon Inc.,), and 1
university spin-off (Clera Inc.), have experienced various advantages such as increased recognition, reputation, and visibility.
MaRS may be characterized as a prestigious technological incubator that provides various services within a prime location
in Toronto. It also benefits from a positive reputation among potential partners and sponsors. Interviewees have reported
varying degrees of benefit from the services and possibilities provided by this incubator. However, it is evident that this
recently established incubator has made deliberate efforts to maintain an inclusive, encouraging, and cooperative
environment.

Network barriers

The individuals we surveyed have highlighted some obstacles when it comes to constructing and overseeing networks (refer
to Table 5). The main challenges included divergent corporate interests among tenants, resource limitations that hindered
certain groups from locating at MaRS (such as expensive rent and limited space), and the extensive number of tenants to
engage with. Subsequently, the following obstacles, along with others, will be examined in greater depth. Three tenants
encountered conflicts of interest within their models, which hindered their ability to collaborate. Their disputes centered on

45



ISSN: 2789-5181 Journal of Enterprise and Business Intelligence 5(1)(2025)

their shared ambitions for collaboration and their responsibilities to safeguard their IP. They had challenges in establishing
associations and negotiating license agreements with fellow tenants in the incubator due to a lack of shared objectives.

Table 5. Detailed breakdown of Barriers to networking in MaRS

Organizations

Barrier Description Examples of Impact Reporting Impact
Conflicts of interest revolving Difficulties in negotiating
around IP protection and misaligned collaborations and licensing 3 tenants
. business objectives. terms.
Different - . . P -
; Competition among firms with Limited resources, clients, and
Business - . . . : 2 tenants
Interests overlappln_g bL_Jsmess interests. partners, leading to frustration.
Strategic misalignment between -
Co - Not very useful for building .
tenant objectives and investment . g : 2 informants
goals. relationships with most tenants.
Limited space and costly rent Consideration of relocating due .
. ) N . Representatives from 8
impacting some organizations to high costs and space oraanizations
Resource ability to locate at MaRS. disadvantages. g

Constraints

Space limitations hampering larger
collaborations.

Demand for MaRS expansion
underway to accommodate more
businesses and R&D labs.

4 interviewees

Large Number
of Tenants

Difficulties in building networks
with a large and diverse tenant base.

Insufficient support for
establishing new formal
relationships, particularly for
SMEs.

3 respondents

Recruitment
Strategies

Broadly cast networks creating
challenges in advising and assisting

Uncertainty regarding the
feasibility of creating mutually
beneficial networks with every

2 interviewees

tenants.
tenant.
High-End ngh cqsts and space limitations I_Earl_y—stage companies 8 out of 29
. being disadvantageous for some considering relocating from the e
Quality of firms, especially early-stage incubator due to affordabilit organizations no longer
MaRS » €5P y carly-stag y tenants in 2011

companies.

concerns.

Two tenants identified the presence of competition between enterprises with similar organizational interests as a concern.
Their concerns arose from the existence of incubator or firms’ services providing identical or comparable services, while the
availability of clients, partners, and resources was limited. Two informants said that their economic goals did not align with
those of the majority of incubator tenants, even though there was no conflict of interest with regard to intellectual property
and overlapping interests. According to one private equity firm, they prefer to invest in life science start-ups that are further
along in their improvement. Because of this, the majority of the incubator's tenants didn't match their investment goals.
Consequently, the corporation did not see much benefit in forming relationships and working together with most of the
renters. These difficulties indicate a lack of strategy alignment among the tenant organizations, most often on a local scale.

In addition, two respondents conscientiously voiced their apprehensions over the incubator's enrollment techniques and
tenant administration. One informant, while analyzing the incubator's extensive models, highlighted the firm's doubts about
the feasibility of creating models with ‘everyone' within the incubator and the advantages of developing such networks. The
abundance and diversity of tenants within the incubator provide challenges for support groups in providing guidance and aid
to tenants. Several renters have reported receiving insufficient support in establishing new relationships, even after their
arrival at the incubator. Three respondents stated that there were just a few possibilities provided by MaRS in which they
established new, official relationships. This is mostly detrimental for SMEs, as they could derive significant advantages from
advisory and strategic networks. Several sources noted that the exceptional quality of MaRS, as previously outlined, could
potentially provide difficulties to their companies, ultimately impacting their networking strategy.

The advantages of a favorable location and close proximity to several firms were not always seen as compensating for
the expenses borne by SMEs when choosing to establish themselves at MaRS. Multiple tenants voiced their dissatisfaction
regarding expenses and restrictions on available space. Representatives from eight organizations expressed that it was
expensive for them to continue operating within MaRS. Indeed, certain firms were contemplating moving from the incubator
during the interviews due to that particular reason. Not surprisingly, these worries regarding affordability were more urgent
for the enterprises in their initial stages. In 2011, a total of 8 out of the 29 groups that took part in the research were no longer
occupying space at MaRS. Four interviewees stated that the lack of available space for growth hindered their ability to form
larger partnerships with other companies or research and development partners. This might be interpreted as proof of the
high demand for the ongoing expansion of MaRS. The new building will increase the accessible space for research and
businesses and development laboratories by more than two times.
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V. DISCUSSION

This study investigates the correlation between networks facilitated by incubators and the networking tactics employed by
tenants in Business Incubators (Bls). The framework establishes a structure for comprehending these networks by
categorizing them based on the type of resources (immaterial and tangible) and the relations they have with external and
internal entities. A tenant survey was conducted by VVan Weele et al. [43] and revealed that incubator firms establish a greater
number of networks to gain access to intangible resources compared to tangible resources. The study also identified
disparities in networking activities between highly inventive and moderately to less innovative organizations. The findings
demonstrated that MaRS had a direct and indirect impact on tenants' networking techniques as they sought out new
connections and appropriate resources. Having network connection is essential for a successful incubation process, and many
incubators make great efforts to develop a strong local presence. Incubation programs sometimes prioritize specific industries
as their competitive focus, commonly include information technology, Internet services, software, and biotech. Certain
university incubators prioritize specific technologies, influenced by the magnitude of the infrastructure investment or the
prestige of particular academic departments.

The reference workshops, services, seminars, and events organized by the administrations facilitated tenants in
establishing new connections and engaging in joint projects. Nevertheless, the incubator was unable to adequately cater to
the networking requirements of each tenant based on their specific industry and business strategies. Business incubation
necessitates the use of suitable selection criteria and departure procedures, which are essential managerial characteristics
inside business incubators. Sector-specific incubators benefit from greater economies of scale due to their specialized and
customized solutions. Cavallo, Ghezzi, and Balocco [44] offer a more intricate portrayal of networks within a technology-
based incubator, scrutinizing certain interactions or connections discovered within and linked to MaRS. The typology created
in this investigation expands on prior research by concentrating on strategic inter-firm alliances in the biotechnology sector,
spin-off and advisory networks, and the various subdomains within the biotechnology industry.

There is a scarcity of research on how knowledge management affects the networks of organizations. Additionally, there
is a lack of clear guidance on the definition of effective knowledge management and measurable results. Networks are widely
recognized as crucial for fostering innovation in knowledge-intensive industries, particularly for fledgling small companies
functioning in these areas, given their relative newness and limited scale. However, there is a lack of discourse regarding the
potential range of network functions for accessing resources in various knowledge-intensive sectors, resulting in unique
techniques for establishing networks and distinctive configurations of networks. There is a lack of empirical research that
compares networking behavior in various knowledge-intensive industries. Existing studies that examine network features
often concentrate on a particular sector or include technology-intensive enterprises in general, which encompass firms from
many sectors. This fails to consider the existence of diversity and the specific factors that contribute to it within different
sectors.

Previous studies on network typologies fail to comprehensively capture the processes described by participants within
the setting of technology-based incubators. Several interviewees discovered that their networks were primarily formed before
they started working at MaRS, emphasizing the diverse influence of networks encouraged by incubators on particular
companies. The MaRS Administration has the capability to oversee and evaluate the effects of networking efforts in several
domains, including formal collaborations, external investments, and cooperative research and development activities. The
university technology business incubator (UTBI) is a contemporary instrument used by entrepreneurial institutions to provide
assistance in fostering new technology-based companies. Nevertheless, the majority of studies focus predominantly on
providing descriptions of different incubator models [45]. Very few studies have thoroughly examined the involvement of
university-related facilities in offering support for business incubation. Furthermore, none of these studies explicitly
concentrate on the UTBI, which is widely recognized as a crucial resource for the growth of new technology-based
companies (see Table 6).

Table 6. Major Studies of UTBI

(response 43%,
UTBIs 10%)

Texas at Austin, TX

References Rs?ri%rlzh Study context Key contribution/findings
US Department of This study highlighted the capacity of incubators to
910 firms Commerce, University foster regional growth. It was beneficial to categorize
(response 56%), Park, PA's Institute of incubator organizations according to their sponsorship
[46] 70 incubators Public Administration, and the types of services they offer to their tenants. An
(response 66%, Washington, DC; and incubator is a network of organizations that offer
UTBIs 15%) Pennsylvania State expertise, education, inspiration, real estate resources,

University and business support services.

211 firms The research findings corroborated existing knowledge
(response NA) . Lo and gave fresh insights on the salary, education, and age
[47] 117 incubators IC2 Institute, University of of incubator managers. The study identified new metrics

of success by utilizing the four previously defined
categories of incubation organizations.
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The highlighted elements that contributed to the
effectiveness of the incubator in this case study were
low-cost development and operation, as well as
facilitation of quality management.

The study, being the first to focus on UTBI, confirmed
that university incubators seem to offer the necessary

13 incubators  University of Minnesota, H.
[48] (case study, Humphrey Institute,
UTBIs 21%) Minneapolis, MN

6 incubators The School of Business and

49 U('%Sle Sltgg%’/ Pgblic Ms\r}agﬁ_mePt at resources and atmosphere for the growth of new
[49] 15osfirms ) Unislcé:giety i:ii tll;]aﬂec:jnin tec_hnology-basec_i firms (NTBFs). The_ (_:hecklist offered
(response 32%6) Washington, DC guidance for achieving successful facilities and created

' a model for evaluating UTBISs.
36 firms T_he study argueq that manageri_al invo!vement plays a
(selected) 9 The School of Management yltal role in offering support for mcubatmn, and success
[50] incubators (56%  at Rensselaer Polytechnic is qle'termlned py proactive and direct engagement. The
UTBIs. case Institute, Troy, New York efficiency of d.lrect myolvemgnt was found to t_)e limited
stu d7y) ' ' by the constraints of time availability and the firms' lack

of responsiveness.

This perspective has been integral to the concept of MaRS as the ‘convergence center', which serves as a central point
for the interaction between science, commerce, and technology innovation. Although universities can contribute significantly
to the growth of spin-off companies by portraying leadership, human capital and knowledge, this case study shows that this
contribution is not solely determined by proximity. Companies that originated from academic laboratories were able to
maintain existing contacts with scientists, whereas other firms struggled to establish linkages with research organizations.
Another commonly held belief regarding high-tech incubators pertains to the significance of fortuitous contacts that result
in commercial cooperation. Predictably, the majority of renters examined were able to cultivate new informal connections
with other entities within the incubator. Three SMEs and one support association reported that their casual relationships
developed into official collaborations.

Nevertheless, the majority of SMEs were unable to use these connections for business objectives. Several participants
ascribed this result to the contradictory or distinct commercial interests maintained by the renters. However, the incubator
appeared to lack a purposeful plan when it came to selecting residents with conflicting business interests. The study by
Zhang, Duysters, and Cloodt [51] aligns with earlier research, such as the study conducted by Oberg, Klinton, and Stockhult
[52]. Simultaneously, certain tenants have seen that there exists a compromise between rivalry and synergy resulting from
these intersecting corporate interests. Stewart and Carayannis [53] provide a momentary glimpse into the development of a
single high-tech incubator. It indicates that the networking strategies of enterprises are partially influenced by networks
developed by incubators. Hakansson and Ford [54] explored how relevant companies see their networking activities and the
benefits they gain from them. Gao et al. [55] also enlarged the understanding of 'networks' within technological incubators,
proposing new directions for further empirical research and conceptual advancement.

Table 7. Valuation Model for Technology Incubators
References Valuation Criteria Examples of Specific Indicators
Organizing development activities and staff training, press conferences,

[56] Pooling assets exhibitions, marketing events
[57] Sharing resources Sharing office equipment, laboratory facilities, managerial support (e.g. meeting
g room, reception area, library), testing equipment
Counseling/ L . . . . .
[58] consulting services Giving free or inexpensive legal, accounting, commercial, and technical help
[59] Public image Image of the University/ Government/ Science Park
Access to subcontractors, suppliers, and customers; potential for collaboration
[60] Networking with other incubator technology companies; and sharing and disseminating of
knowledge
creation of a skilled labor pool, externalities from the logistics plan, and
[61] Clustering externalities from the supporting network (such as the formation of ancillary
industries)
[62] iizggﬁ)ﬁrilt; Market, research center, and university accessibility
[63] Costin subsidies for computer network access, rent, telecom, and other cost-cutting
g measures
[64] Funding Availability of banking facilities, other finance sources, and venture capital (VC)
funding
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The Technology Park/Business Incubator [65] offers a platform for the coming together of different elements in a
mutually beneficial support structure. Incubators today provide services to both enterprises operating within their facilities
and affiliated businesses who choose to work in their own locations. The latest incubators, known as 'third-generation
incubators', no longer prioritize low leasing costs. Instead, they place greater emphasis on providing improved business
services to both the tenants within the facility and external affiliates. In addition, Dimov [66] provide support to emerging
entrepreneurs and also assist those who have completed their training. McAdam and McAdam [67] provide a definitive
suggestion regarding the importance of creating science parks as an effective means to support and facilitate the growth of
technological companies through incubation programs. The arguments from both sides, in favor or against, suggest that the
value of incubator programs depends on the specific circumstances of their inception and the way they are implemented. To
evaluate its efficacy, Virtanen et al. [68] construct a framework consisting of various criteria derived from existing literature.
They subsequently examine its suitability by applying it to six incubation firms located in Hong Kong Science Park. Table
7 presents a concise overview of the assessment framework.

VI. CONCLUSION AND FUTURE SCOPE

This study enhances the understanding of how MaRS Innovation Centre and similar technology-based incubators assist in
the formation and use of interorganizational networks among firms in incubation. The three main types of networks that the
study distinguished are advisory, spin-off, and strategic, while the key enablers that enhance the effectiveness of networks
are the interactive community environment, MaRS administrative support, access to key advisors and partners, and the MaRS
name recognition. Despite the issue with conflicting business interest, availability of resources and large number of tenants,
MaRS provided an excellent environment and support services that helped tenant firms to form valuable networks and
improve their development frameworks. These findings also highlight the need for incubator services to be targeted to meet
the needs of the various firms in the incubator with a view of encouraging innovation and cooperation. There is a need for
future research to inspect the effects of knowledge incubators on the dynamics and viability of tenant firms in the long run.
Research across and between incubators, geographical areas and sectors might help to identify a wider range of practice
examples and circumstances that affect the success of the network. Furthermore, other studies that quantitatively compare
the economic and innovative performance of firms that join these networks would provide insights into the performance
benefits of incubation.
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