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1. INTRODUCTION
The nature of regional policy has changed during the last three decades in the United Kingdom and in Western Europe in general, notably as a consequence of the increasing influence of the European Union (EU) on national policies. The change involves the rise of multi-level-governance, which means that both regional and European actors have come to play important roles in regional development alongside central government. An increasing number of policy programmes, especially from the European level, have come to involve cooperation between several tiers of government. In the same period of time, a shift has occurred from a top-down approach to a growth of local bottom-up initiatives, which means that, along with other initiatives, in many regions, separate development bodies have been set up. The main purpose of the regionally-based institutions is that they are able to target specific needs of individual areas and operate in a more proactive manner in devising programmes and projects. Most often, policies focus mainly on initiatives to strengthen the competitiveness of the regions by supporting firms by means of “soft” policy measures like advisory services and network building. However, in many cases, “harder” instruments such as technological infrastructure or venture capital are also part of the programmes and projects.

The two different forms of regional policy, the regionally based bottom-up initiatives and the traditional top-down forms of regional policy pursued by central government at the national level, have been seen as contradicting to one another. From a top-down perspective the bottom-up policy of the need for individual regions to strengthen their competitive position compared to other regions strives against the underlying value of central government policies, namely interregional solidarity. In addition, the bottom-up initiatives have been seen as limited by their reliance on internal and primarily “soft” measures. From a bottom-up perspective, on the other hand, the results of top-down policies have been seen as questionable, mainly because of the use of non-selective policy instruments which means that central government programmes have ultimately relied on private sector investment projects and have thereby been insensitive to specific needs of individual regions. The traditional divide between the two paradigms has however shown to be reduced alongside the rise of multi-level-governance. Thus, the policies pursued from the European level combine features from both paradigms, which is seen in the form of financial grants and infrastructure in combination with regional programming and an increasing importance of “soft” policy resources.
 
As a consequence of the shifting policy paradigms, the role of horizontal networks of organised interests in the production of public policy and governance came to the fore in the beginning of the 1990s. Political theorists and central decision makers have come, to an increasing extent, to view governance networks as an effective and legitimate mechanism of governance. The inclusion of relevant and affected groups and organisations in governance networks help to overcome problems of societal fragmentation and resistance to policy change, thereby making the governing process more efficient. In addition, the participation of a plurality of stakeholders increases the democratic legitimacy of the public policy and governance.
 
Alongside the rise of horizontal networks, based on interdependence, negotiation and trust, the theoretical approaches to organisational and regional studies are also changing. Inter-organisational relations have been a central research topic since the 1970s.
 Organisations are typically involved in different forms of networks. According to H. B. Thorelli, the most salient part of the environment of an organisation is other organisations, “(…) the entire economy may be viewed as a network of organizations with a vast hierarchy of sub-ordinate, criss-crossing networks.”
 In relation to regional policies and network governance, the new institutionalism is gaining influence. The new institutionalism claims that in the world of politics “institutions matter”.

This thesis includes an approach to inter-organisational studies and an approach to the new institutionalism. The subject of analysis is the EU business support network, Enterprise Europe, which places focus on strengthening the competitiveness of regions. 
1.1 Identifying the Problem

The Enterprise Europe Network (EEN) was launched in February 2008 as a part of the European Commission’s Competitiveness and Innovation Programme (CIP) which aims to encourage the competitiveness of enterprises, provide better access to finance, and deliver business support services in the regions.
 According to Vice-President Günter Verheugen, responsible for Enterprise and Industry policy, the particular strength of the EEN is that it brings together the two dimensions, regions and innovation. 
The EEN consists of the two previous EU business support networks which have been merged: the European Information Centres (EICs) and the Innovation Relay Centres (IRCs), as well as a number of organisations that were not previously involved in the EU networks.
 The merger and establishment of a new network intend to reduce bureaucracy by providing a “one stop shop” in the regions. In addition, Verheugen stresses that it is a two-way street in the sense that the network will help enterprises across Europe, and it will feed back the views, experiences and observations of entrepreneurs to the Commission. The feedback will be valuable in connection to developing policy proposals to meet the needs of enterprises in the best possible way.
 
The decision of the Commission to replace the existing networks with the EEN entailed a bringing together of the EICs and IRCs within regions, as only one consortium could be established per region. Thus, divisions within regions across Europe joined forces to issue public tenders to approve the establishment of consortia in their respective areas. The Commission stated that the objective of establishing consortia was to assure the continuity of the services provided by the EICs and IRCs, while integrating the two types of services so that companies can have access to them at only one point. A consortium is defined by the Commission as follows: “A consortium shall be understood as a flexible structure based on national good practices and must fit into the domestic set up of services in support of business and innovation.” 
 Thus, the number of participants in each consortium is not limited, it should build on the experience of the organisations’ members of the existing networks, and it should reflect the national reality.
The thesis explores the case of a specific consortium within the EEN, namely the South East England consortium, which, since January 2008 has consisted of two former EICs and one former IRC. Along with other consortia which were approved a contract by the Commission, the South East England consortium signed a six year Framework Partnership Agreement, starting in January 2008. The agreement entails that the consortium is entitled to be funded by the Commission with up to 60 %.
 The remaining part of the partners’ budgets is still left to be covered by each one of the three not-for-profit entities. The partners in the consortium are based in three different locations in South East England. They remain to function as separate entities, but they have now come to depend on each other in terms of a partly shared budget and the Commission’s aim to integrate their services and create a “one stop shop” or a “no wrong door” approach.

In the preparation phase of 2007, the partners have had time to adjust to the changes taking place. With regard to the budget, discussions may have arisen between the partners regarding which services should be considered as shared within the consortium and which should remain separate. Further questions arise in connection to the financial considerations, such as: does any one entity have more power in making budgetary decisions, and how does it show? Which consequences do the budgetary decisions have – does anyone feel that they have not had enough influence? Are they reluctant to share knowledge because they think of each other as competitors? 

The latter question also comes into play in terms of integrating their services in order to provide a “one stop shop”. How is this carried out in practice? Are the three entities willing to share their knowledge in order to integrate their services? Are they willing to share their marketing efforts? And can they agree on the costs and methods of marketing? 
These are only a fraction of questions arising when the changes in the network are taken into consideration. One can imagine problems which arise between the partners, especially in terms of an unwillingness to share knowledge on areas, which could strengthen the cohesion and cooperation within the consortium, if they were shared. Thus, the first research question which this thesis aims to answer is:

Which factors influence knowledge sharing between the partners in the South East England consortium of the Enterprise Europe Network?

The analysis of factors which influence knowledge sharing will primarily be carried out according to the theories of social constructivist institutionalism and the activity theory. 
The social constructivist approach views the interests and preferences of actors as intrinsic to the identity of the social and political actors which is shaped and reshaped in a particular institutional context. From this perspective, actions are carried out on the basis of a logic of appropriateness.
 The analysis based on the social constructivist approach focuses on the identities of the actors within the consortium and the logic of appropriateness they each attach to sharing knowledge in the ongoing process of changes within the network. The social construction is one of the factors which affect knowledge sharing, and it is also included in the activity theory, which places focus on the construction of objects. 
The activity theory is a theoretical approach to horizontal interorganisational relations. The thesis is mainly influenced by Yrjö Engeström’s perspectives on the theory. He focuses on the complex interaction and relationships within organisational networks, which involve internal tensions and contradictions, which he states can be regarded as a motive force of change and development. He includes both historical continuity and local, situated contingency in the analysis of networks.
 Thus, the three divisions in the consortium will be analysed from an activity theoretical perspective bringing forward internal issues as well as differences and similarities between the divisions. 

Based on an analysis from the perspective of social constructivist institutionalism, and the social construction as an overall theme of the thesis, a discussion of the second and final research question will be carried out:
What effect does the consortium partners’ respective social construction of knowledge sharing have on the consortium achieving the overall aims of the Enterprise Europe Network?

The overall aims of the EEN from the side of the European Commission are to integrate the services of the previous EIC and IRC networks by establishing a “one stop shop”
 for companies, and increasing the competitiveness of regions by bringing regions and innovation together. The discussion of the effect of the involved parties’ respective social construction of knowledge sharing will effectively also include a discussion of the effects of multi-level-governance in this case. The interplay between bottom-up and top-down perspectives will be included in the discussion on the achievement of the overall aims of the European business support network in the region of South East England.
2 METHODOLOGY
The idea to explore the concept of knowledge sharing in the South East England consortium of the Enterprise Europe Network (EEN) arose in the autumn of 2007, when I was on an internship placement with one of the three partners in the consortium, Southern Area European Information Centre (EISC). During this preparatory phase of the initiation of the new network, I witnessed some of the difficulties and considerations which my colleagues experienced in this period of time. A main concern was the matter of the partly shared budget, and negotiating which services should be shared between them and which should remain distinct to the respective partners. The question of benefits related to shared marketing efforts and shared websites also became subjects of debate between the partners. I was under the impression that in many cases, there was a reluctance to share knowledge, partly because of the parties’ perception of each other as competitors. However, the purpose of bringing the partners together is to create an integrated service in the region, and thus view each other as partners and not competitors. 
These considerations create my point of departure for researching how this consortium manages knowledge sharing and the effects it places on their ability to establish an integrated approach to their services. This chapter provides an overview of the methodological considerations of the thesis. Firstly the theoretical framework is introduced, secondly the qualitative method is presented, and finally the ethnographic method of participant observation is introduced. 

2.1 Introducing the Theoretical Framework

Identifying the problem of this thesis involves actors on different levels: the European, the regional, and the organisational level. The analytical focus is primarily placed on the organisational level, however the European and regional level also come into question, as the regional consortium is set up in order to accomplish standards set by the European Commission. This angle of multi-level-governance to the thesis calls for a bringing together of different theoretical approaches in order to carry out an in depth analysis of knowledge sharing in the South East England consortium of the EEN. As already introduced, social constructivist institutionalism and the activity theory will be applied. 

 In order to take into consideration the European element of the EEN, the new institutionalism comes into play. Eva Sørensen and Jacob Torfing’s literature on theories of democratic network governance has served as an introduction to the new institutionalism, which explores the interaction of politics and institutions. There are three branches within the new institutionalism, and social constructivist institutionalism is the branch which will be applied in the thesis.
 One branch, historical institutionalism, distinguishes itself from the other approaches by its emphasis on collective political conflict and power struggles, but it is ambiguous in terms of social and political actors in connection to which it includes elements from both rational choice and social constructivist institutionalism. Rational choice institutionalism focuses on choices made by individual actors who act rationally to maximise personal utility within the constraints set by the institutional framework. According to social constructivist institutionalism, unlike the rational choice perspective, actors do not act on the basis of a logic of consequentiality but on the basis of a logic of appropriateness. Social constructivists view social actors as normative creatures whose identities, capacities, and aspirations are shaped by the social and political communities to which they belong.
 
The research field of the thesis is concentrated on social aspects: the social construction of identities and knowledge sharing between the partners in the South East England consortium. Social constructivist institutionalism is the one theory that can be applied in order to understand the meaning, which the different parties in the consortium attach to the changes taking place. In continuation of this, I can establish that I see the world from a hermeneutic interpretation, which refers to the notion: “the meaning of a part can only be understood if it is related to the whole.”
 Thus, one should interpret the hidden meanings of a phenomenon, and analyse the deeper meanings which are not directly obvious in describing individual phenomena.
 The social constructivist perspective of the thesis is mainly influenced by James March and Johan Olsen.

Social constructivist institutionalism is applied as an overall theoretical approach in the thesis, which serves as an analytical tool both in terms of bottom-up and top-down perspectives on the research field. However, another theory is applied, in order to strengthen the organisational dimension of analysis. The activity theory, as it is presented mainly by Yrjö Engeström in the thesis, is a theoretical approach to horizontal inter-organisational relations. This theoretical approach provides analytical tools to explore the three entities of the South East England consortium as activity systems which share “boundary objects”. Thus, this approach will be applied with particular focus on clarifying issues of knowledge sharing in terms of “boundary objects” and “boundary crossing” in the consortium. In line with social constructivism, the activity theory also places emphasis on the construction of objects.

The theoretical method will be further elaborated on in chapter 3. In the following section the qualitative method, which will be used in gathering the empirical material, will be clarified.

2.2 Qualitative Research
The empirical material of the thesis is primarily built on four qualitative interviews. The first interview is conducted with Hussein Sattaf, Head of the sector “Governance and Training” in the EEN Executive Agency in Brussels, and one of the founders of the EEN. The remaining three interviews are conducted separately with the partners of the South East England consortium. The research is carried out in April and May 2008, in the initial phase after the launch of the EEN. During this period of time, one can assume that the partners are adjusting to the changes taking place, and that they are in an ongoing process of negotiating changes. I consider this a fruitful period of time to analyse the implications of knowledge sharing within the network. Thus, the fact that the research is carried out alongside the changes taking place should bring forward the concerns and issues of the partners in relation to knowledge sharing at the same period of time as they are experiencing them.
 The purpose of conducting an interview with one of the decision makers in Brussels, Hussein Sattaf, is to provide a deeper understanding of the overall aims of the network and the reasoning behind establishing the EEN and merging the European Information Centres (EICs) and the Innovation Relay Centres (IRCs). Thus, the statements from Hussein will be essential in the discussion of the second research question “What effect does the consortium partners’ respective social construction of knowledge sharing have on the consortium achieving the overall aims of the Enterprise Europe Network?” Due to the geographical location of Hussein, the interview is conducted over the phone. He has a busy schedule, and therefore the interview questions will be kept to a minimum, and thus, focus is kept on three main elements: why the European Commission chose to merge the existing networks; what their overall aims are; and how they expect the aims to be carried out in practice. These are the elements which will be essential in discussing the effects of multi-level-governance in this case, and the ability and willingness of the partners in the South East England consortium to implement the overall aims of the network.
The interviews with the respective partners of the consortium will be conducted face-to-face and will include more in-depth questions, as they are the main subjects of analysis. The method of qualitative interviews has been chosen in line with the research questions which encourage a study of the relations between the involved parties and their social construction of knowledge sharing. According to Steinar Kvale, interviews are particularly suited for studying people’s understanding of the meanings of their lived world, because the interviewees can describe their experiences and self-understanding, and clarify and elaborate their own perspectives on their lived world.
 Thus, the interviews in this case are intended to uncover the meanings attached to the network merger and to knowledge sharing within the consortium by each of the partners. The meaning attached to the ongoing organisational change may vary between the parties, and this should be uncovered by means of separate interviews conducted with each of the three partners.

The interview questions are prepared as semistructured, which entails a sequence of themes to be covered with suggested questions. However, during the interview there is openness to changes of sequence and forms of questions in order to follow up the answers given and the stories told by the subjects.
 Thus, as already mentioned, the meanings attached to knowledge sharing may vary, and as different topics arise in the interviews, I as the interviewer must be aware to follow up on different leads in order to fully understand the implications of sharing knowledge within the consortium. Kvale expresses the role of the interviewer as follows: “The research interviewer uses him- or herself as a research instrument, drawing upon an implicit bodily and emotional mode of knowing that allows a privileged access to the subject’s lived world.”
 In terms of a privileged access to the subject’s lived world, one can argue that I already have this in relation to my former employer EISC. This can be seen as an advantage, but it may also create bias in the interviews, which should be taken into consideration.
The interviews involve issues which may be considered as sensitive information by the respective partners, as they involve their perception of sharing knowledge with the other parties, and thus will also bring forward the way they view their relationship as well as the status they each attach to themselves and their respective partners. The fact that I have been associated with one of the divisions may influence the remaining two parties, as they may perceive me as still being a part of this division. This in turn may influence their statements in the interview, e.g. they may want to avoid giving any perceived negative comments on EISC; comments that might otherwise have been of significance to understand the meaning they attach to knowledge sharing. Therefore, before each interview, I will introduce the interview with a briefing, defining the context for the subject,
 and in connection to this, I will clarify my role as a master’s student writing a thesis. I will explain to them that I have got the idea for the thesis during my internship placement, but that I no longer work for EISC and that I am not biased towards their views. My relation to EISC can also be seen as an advantage in connection to the interview with this division because I know them on a personal level, and thereby it will be easier to follow up on leads during the interview. In addition, this relation gives me an entry point to the interviews, as I know of issues that have arisen at EISC, and thus can include them in preparation for the semistructured interviews.
Another factor which may influence the interviewees’ statements is that the interviews will be available to Hussein Sattaf and possibly others in the Commission. In connection to this, I will strive to make it clear that I do not aim to put their specific consortium on display, but instead the thesis is intended to provide a view into problems which are possibly also occurring in other consortia. Thus, this case should provide a “reality check” into how the Commission’s aims are carried out in practice.

The interviews will be prepared with four overall themes from which a number of questions arise in order to secure that all ground is covered. Firstly, the interviews should uncover the meaning the consortium partners attach to the changes taking place; e.g. how they identify with the EEN compared to their previous network. Secondly, the effects of the different structures of the parties should come forward; the relationship between the divisions especially in terms of the negotiation of changes in the consortium. Thirdly, in continuation of the negotiation of changes, the interviews should clarify which objects are now shared in the consortium and which effects this has on the three divisions. Finally, the overall aims of the network will be brought into the interviews, and the interviewees are asked about their ideas on reaching the aims in practice, and whether they believe it is possible, and also if they believe it is a necessary and a positive development in order to strengthen business support services in the region of South East England.
In connection to conducting the interviews, priority is placed on speaking to the manager in each division; however in cases where another colleague is available to sit in on the interview, it will be welcomed in order to get more in depth comments from the point of view of the division in question. The first interview is conducted with the former IRC, London Technology Network, where EEN manager and Head of Marketing and Events, Zoe Bowers is interviewed.  The second interview is conducted with EISC, where I will interview the Manager, Richard Hall and Project Manager, Toni Saraiva.  The final interview is conducted with the former EIC, which is located with Business Link Kent. Here, the EEN manager, Linda Bennett will be interviewed. 
The four interviews are taped and subsequently transcribed. The transcription is carried out without including pauses in the transcription, except in cases where pauses are considered to be of significance in order to understand the meaning from the side of the interviewee.
2.3 Participant Observation

In addition to the qualitative interviews, I will apply the method of participant observation. I will attend the monthly partner meeting in London at the end of April 2008. The meeting lasts three hours, and its main purpose is to discuss various issues on the agenda. The meeting takes place before the interviews are carried out. As a participant observer I will join the social situation, which the meeting is, with two purposes: first to engage in activities appropriate to the situation and second, to observe the activities, people, and physical aspects of the situation.

Observing the meeting may provide an opportunity to get a deeper view into the issues they experience in the consortium in terms of knowledge sharing, before the interviews are conducted. Thus, I may be able to find further leads to follow up in the interviews. This, along with the opportunity to be introduced to all parties, will be the main purpose of attending the meeting. I will not be fully engaged in the meeting, as I am not a partner in the consortium, and thus I will take on the role of a passive participant: “The ethnographer engaged in passive participation is present at the scene of action but does not participate or interact with other people to any great extent.”
 
I will take notes, which can be used supplementary to findings in the interviews; however the qualitative interviews remain the primary empirical material applied in the thesis. After the meeting, I will write a summary on the elements of the meeting relevant for knowledge sharing. A reason to not place more weight on the discussions at the meeting is that the conversations may be influenced by my presence there; they know that my thesis is on knowledge sharing, and as a consequence they may make an effort to tone down discussions on this subject. For the same reason, I will not tape what is said at the meeting, as this may inhibit discussions. Nevertheless, attending the meeting provides an opportunity to observe the relations between the parties and to pay attention to the topics being raised. Furthermore, observing the meeting should add value to the thesis as it will also serve as a “reality check” in terms of confirming the statements which are given at the interviews. Thus, observing the consortium partners interacting in a social situation in which current issues are discussed will provide a more in-depth view on knowledge sharing in the consortium than would be the case if the partners were only interviewed.
3 THEORY
This chapter presents the theoretical basis of the thesis, which takes its point of departure in the social constructivist philosophy of science. Firstly, a social constructivist institutionalism is introduced, focusing on the concepts of social construction of identities, appropriate behaviour, and meaning. In addition, the social constructivist perspective on institutional change and network formation is presented. Secondly, the activity theory, by Engeström and colleagues, is introduced. This theoretical approach introduces a complex model of activity systems, and the analytical concepts, boundary crossing and boundary objects, which will be applied in the thesis. Finally, after going through the theoretical foundation of the thesis, the two main research questions will be further elaborated and clarified, and the structure of the analysis of knowledge sharing in the South East England consortium of the Enterprise Europe Network will be presented.
3.1 Social Constructivist Institutionalism

Social constructivism is built around ideas of identities and conceptions of appropriate behaviour. The theory assumes that individual action depends on the answers to three questions: “What kind of a person am I? What kind of a situation is this? What does a person such as I do in a situation such as this?” Through collective action, a number of combinations appear in order to answer those questions.

A core notion of social constructivism is that life is organised around a set of shared meanings and practices that come to be taken as given. Actors act and organise themselves according to rules and practices that are socially constructed, publicly known, anticipated and accepted. Thus, actions carried out by individuals and collectivities occur within these shared meanings and practices, which are also referred to as identities and institutions. “Institutions and identities constitute and legitimize political actors and provide them with consistent behavioral rules, conceptions of reality, standards of assessment, affective ties, and endowments, and thereby with a capacity for purposeful action.”
 

Purposeful action relates to the logic of appropriateness, which refers to a match of behaviour to a given situation. A match can be based on experience, expert knowledge, or intuition, in which case it is often called “recognition”, emphasising the cognitive process of pairing problem-solving action to a problem situation. Moreover, a match may be based on role expectations, or normative definitions of a role, without ascribing significance to moral virtue or problem-solving correctness to the resulting behaviour. “People act from understandings of what is essential, from self-conceptions and conceptions of society, and from images of proper behaviour.” Thus, people’s identities guide the cognitive processes of interpreting action in different contexts.
 March and Olsen define identity as the sum of a person’s images of oneself and others, one’s interpretation of these images, and one’s attempt to live with these interpretations in and through one’s social and political practice.

Social constructivist institutionalism has some converging ideas with the rational choice institutionalism, in the sense that the existence of calculations and anticipations of consequences, characteristic of rational choice, are acknowledged, but they are seen within a broader framework of rules, roles and identities. An example is that in some contexts, self–interested calculation can be seen as one of the many systems of rules that can be socially legitimised. In terms of rational choices, social constructivists focus on the behavioural and social bases of information and preferences. “They picture preference as inconsistent, changing, and at least partly endogenous, formed within political institutions.”
 Thus, interests are seen as shaped and maintained by institutional processes of socialisation. Similarly, social constructivists emphasise the ways in which institutions shape the definition of alternatives and influence the perception and construction of the reality within which action takes place.
 

Social constructivists consider shared meaning as a basis for political systems and governance of them. There are two different varieties of shared meaning, which are both important. The first is shared meanings about values, perspectives, and worldviews, understandings about the nature of things. This form of meaning is often shared by a homogeneous “culture”, in which connection mutual sympathy, trust, and awareness among citizens are emphasised. Shared values and mutual trust lead to decisions taken through consensus. The second form of shared meaning emphasises institutions. “Institutions are collections of interrelated practices and routines, sometimes formalized into formal rules and laws and sometimes less formally specified.” These shared meanings are often associated with heterogeneous societies in which formal rules, bureaucratic control, and formal contracts substitute for informal coordination based on shared values and cognition. Institutions work as substitutes for deeper levels of agreement.

The following section provides an overview of social constructivist ideas about institutional change and network formation.

3.1.1 Institutional Change and Network Formation

March and Olsen provide a bottom-up explanation of the institutional conditions for network formation, which, according to Sørensen and Torfing can be supplemented with a top-down explanation.
 

From a social constructivist, bottom-up perspective, history follows an endogenous course, in which history is a path-dependent meander. This is unlike the rational choice institutionalists, who see political outcomes as matching exogenous pressures. Social constructivists see identities and institutions as having lives and deaths of their own, sometimes enduring in spite of inconsistency with their environments, and sometimes collapsing without obvious external cause.
 Social constructivists do not believe that there is a guarantee that the development of identities and institutions reflect functional imperatives, normative concerns, or demands for change. Identities and institutions develop in a world of multiple possibilities, and the path they follow seems determined by internal dynamics only loosely connected to changes in their environments. Environments are rarely exogenous, instead they adapt to institutions at the same time as institutions adapt to environments. “They are intertwined in ecologies of competition, cooperation, and other forms of interaction.”
 The adaptation of identities and institutions to an external environment is shaped and constrained by internal dynamics, by which identities and institutions modify themselves endogenously.

From a top-down perspective, organisational designs are results of isomorphic pressures to adopt a particular organisational principle. This is connected to the perception that public and private organisations’ concern for legitimacy often overrules their concern for efficiency. “Organizations that operate in uncertain environment may seek to obtain legitimacy by giving in to isomorphic pressures.” An example is coercive isomorphism, which entails the adoption of organisational designs recommended by higher level political authorities from which the organisation receives important resources. Another variety is mimetic isomorphism, which involves voluntary attempts to copy designs from other organisations that are perceived as successful and legitimate. Finally, normative isomorphism entails adopting organisational designs favoured by professional groups from particular organisations. A combination of different isomorphic pressures can provide a strong homogenising force. However, heterogeneity and ambiguity in the environment of the organisation can weaken the isomorphic pressures and their homogenising force.

After introducing social constructivist institutionalism which takes into consideration bottom-up and top-down influences on networks, the following section introduces the activity theory which is a theoretical approach to horizontal inter-organisational relations.

3.2 Activity Theory

Activity theory is a line of theorising which was initiated in the 1920s and 1930s by the founders of the cultural-historical school of Russian psychology. Vygotsky, A.R. Luria and A.N. Leont’ev developed a new theoretical concept to understand human activity: artefact mediated and object oriented action. According to the founders of activity theory, “The relationship between human agent and objects of environment is mediated by cultural means, tools and signs.”
 Over the years, the theory has been elaborated further by a large number of scholars, researching areas such as learning, human-computer interaction and theories of practice.
 During the 1980s and 1990s a number of scholars created a tradition of symbolic-interactionist studies of work. They studied what happens in encounters between different social worlds, and from this, the concepts of boundary object and boundary crossing were developed. The concepts are used to analyse the object-oriented cooperative activity of several actors, focusing on tools and means of construction of boundary objects in concrete work processes.

An activity system is often an institution; “If we take a closer look at any institution, we get a picture of a continuously constructed collective activity system which is not reducible to series or sums of individual discrete actions (…)”.
An activity system should be taken as the unit of analysis, giving context and meaning to individual events. From an activity theoretical perspective, contexts are activity systems. Thus, an activity system integrates the subject, the object and the instruments into a unified whole. It incorporates both the object oriented productive aspect and the person oriented communicative aspect of human conduct. Production and communication are seen as inseparable.
 The following section further elaborates on activity systems.
3.2.1 Modelling the Activity System
The idea of mediation is key when activity systems are analysed. Mediation by tools and signs is not merely a psychological idea; it breaks down the traditional walls between social sciences and psychology that have isolated the individual mind from the culture and the society. “The idea is that humans can control their own behavior – not “from the inside,” on the basis of biological urges, but “from the outside,” using and creating artifacts.”
 This perspective on mediation emphasises the significance of artefacts as integral and inseparable components of human functioning. 
Mediating artefacts include tools and signs, both external implements and internal representations such as “mental models”. External artefacts can be referred to as practical artefacts, and the internal representations as cognitive ones. The different forms of mediating artefacts should not be defined separately, they are used in a constant flux and transformation as an activity unfolds. “An internal representation becomes externalized through speech, gesture, writing, manipulation of the material environment – and vice versa, external processes become internalized.”
 According to Engeström, instead of distinguishing between different artefacts, one needs to differentiate between the processes themselves; the different ways of using artefacts. He distinguishes between four types of artefacts. The first type is “what” artefacts, which are used to identify and describe objects. The second type is “how” artefacts, which are used to guide and direct processes and procedures on, within, or between objects. The third type is “why” artefacts, used to diagnose and explain the properties and behaviour of objects. Finally “where to” artefacts are used to envision the future state or potential development of objects, including institutions and social systems.
 

The artefact mediated construction of objects does not happen in a solitary manner, nor does it take place in harmonious unison. It is a collaborative and dialogical process in which different perspectives and voices meet, collide and merge. “The different perspectives are rooted in different communities and practices that continue to coexist within one and the same collective activity system.”
 The dialogical and collaborative process is reflected in the complex model of an activity system (Figure 1).
 The model suggests the possibility of analysing a multitude of relations within activity systems. 
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Figure 1: A complex model of an activity system

In the model, the subject refers to the individual or sub-group whose agency is chosen as the point of view in the analysis. The object refers to the “raw material” or “problem space” at which the activity is directed; it is moulded and transformed into outcomes with the help of physical and symbolic, internal and external mediating instruments/artefacts, including tools and signs. The community comprises multiple individuals and/or sub-groups who share the same general object and who construct themselves as distinct from other communities. The division of labour refers to both the horizontal division of tasks between the members of the community and to the vertical division of power and status. Finally the rules refer to the explicit and implicit regulations, norms and conventions that constrain actions and interactions within the activity system. The remaining elements of the model are examples of three dominant aspects of human activity from an economic and historical perspective: production, distribution and exchange (or communication). These aspects are centred on consumption.

An activity system is heterogeneous and multi-voiced. Thus, different subjects in a given community, due to their different histories and positions in the division of labour, construct the object and other components of the activity in different, partially overlapping and partially conflicting ways. “There is constant construction and renegotiation within the activity system. Coordination between different versions of the object must be achieved to ensure continuous operation. Tasks are reassigned and redivided, rules are bent and reinterpreted.”
 There is a continuant movement between the elements of activity. Thus in some cases, what initially appears as an object may soon be transformed into an outcome, then turned into an instrument, and then in some cases turned into a rule. In turn, rules may be questioned, reinterpreted and turned into new tools and objects. Moreover, objects should not be confused with goals. Goals are attached to specific actions.

An activity system produces actions and is realised by means of actions, but it is not reducible to actions. Thus, actions are relatively short-lived and have a temporally clear-cut beginning and end, whereas activity systems evolve over lengthy periods of socio-historical time, often taking the form of institutions and organisations. Collective activity is connected to object and motive, which individual subjects are often not consciously aware of. Individual action is connected to a more or less conscious goal. “An object is both something given and something projected or anticipated. A thing or a phenomenon becomes an object of activity as it meets a human need.”
 When something becomes an object of activity, the subject constructs the object, and in the process singles out the properties that are considered to be essential for developing social practice. In this constructed, need-related capacity, the object serves as a motivating force that shapes and guides activity, and thus, the object determines the horizon of possible goals and actions.

An activity system interacts with a network of other activity systems. For example, an activity system can receive rules and instruments from its management, which is another activity system. This “intrusion” into the activity system is one example of external forces that bring changes and surprising events to the activity. Another influencing factor on change is that the outside influences are first appropriated by the activity system, and turned and modified into internal factors. Consequently, causation occurs when the alien element becomes internal to the activity. “The activity system is constantly working through contradictions within and between its elements. In this sense, an activity system is a virtual disturbance- and innovation-producing machine.”

A further view into the dynamics of interaction between activity systems and the “innovation-producing” effects thereof will be provided in the following section.

3.2.2 Boundary Objects and Boundary Crossing
This section introduces concepts, which are applied to analyse the object-oriented cooperative activity of several actors, focusing on construction of boundary objects and boundary crossing in work processes. 

Work groups and members of work groups are often engaged in multiple tasks, which are referred to as “polycontextuality”. Polycontextuality also operates at the level of larger cooperative activity systems. An activity system is a complex and relatively enduring “community of practice” that often takes the shape of an institution. At the level of activity systems, polycontextuality means that experts are not only involved in multiple simultaneous tasks within the same activity system; they are also increasingly involved in multiple communities of practice.

In terms of an involvement in multiple activity systems or communities of practice with different tools, languages, rules, and social relations in different contexts, the concept of boundary crossing becomes relevant. Boundary crossing occurs when different or separate activity systems “cross boundaries”, for example in order to share an object to solve a problem shared between them. Successful boundary crossing typically involves that the differences between activity systems are turned into valuable resources. Boundary crossing is a broad term, which is becoming increasingly relevant as organisations with flat, team- and network-based structures are emerging. These organisational structures call for a spread of horizontal boundary crossing. This in turn, calls for the formation of new mediating concepts leading to an analysis of boundary crossing as a process of collective concept formation.
   

There are various forms of cognitive inertia which are obstacles to boundary crossing. One of these obstacles is “groupthink”, which is a mode of thinking which people engage in when they are deeply involved with a cohesive in-group. “”Groupthink” typically leads to an overestimation of the in-group, closed-mindedness and stereotypes of out-groups.”
 Stereotyping, however, is also carried out internally. The formation of an in-group relates to people’s identities, and it brings forward a link between identity and belonging. Group identity becomes a cognitive and motivational basis for the elaboration of beliefs and behaviour, when people form groups based on their shared political convictions, shared occupation or profession, or based on similar unifying factors. “From a cognitive perspective, identities are instruments of simplification. Identities accentuate distinctions, they permit editing of cognitions and framing of actions.”
 Thus, group identity does not only lead to stereotyping of others, it also leads to self-definition and stereotyping of oneself. Solidarity with one’s in-group helps individuals secure their identities and develop self-esteem through solidarity with groups of similar others. “They notice and glorify characteristics of their own groups that contrast with characteristics of groups to which they do not belong.”
 
Another possible mechanism to prevent boundary crossing is almost the opposite of “groupthink”, namely fragmentation of viewpoints and lack of “shared mental models” within an activity system. Such fragmentation can make it impossible for experts from different contexts to exchange ideas about a problem.

The notion of boundary object has been introduced as an attempt at identifying mediating artefacts to help overcome “groupthink” and fragmentation. Leigh Star gives the following definition to boundary objects: “Boundary objects are objects that are both plastic enough to adapt to local needs and constraints of the several parties employing them, yet robust enough to maintain a common identity across sites… Like the blackboard, a boundary object “sits in the middle of a group of actors with divergent viewpoints.”
 Etienne Wenger also elaborates on the concept of boundary objects. He characterizes them as standardised reification of artefacts. He states that not all objects are considered as boundary objects, but to the degree they belong to multiple practices, they are connectors of perspectives and thereby carry the potential of becoming boundary objects, if the perspectives need to be coordinated. Thus, a boundary object can serve multiple communities of practice, leaving distribution of jurisdiction to the various practices involved. Thereby, translation and processes of coordination between each form of partial jurisdiction is needed. Examples of boundary objects are documents and computer systems, which are used by more than one practice.
 

In this thesis, the analysis of boundary objects and subsequently the analysis of boundary crossing will serve as indicators of knowledge sharing in the empirical case. 

3.3 Developing the Research Questions
This section elaborates on the main research questions presented in the introduction. After a presentation of the theoretical foundation of the thesis, it is now necessary to provide an overview of the way in which the theory will be applied in order to answer the research questions. Thus, this section is intended to provide a framework for an in depth analysis of the empirical material and thereby also present the structure of the thesis. The first research question which the thesis aims to answer is: “Which factors influence knowledge sharing between the partners in the South East England consortium of the Enterprise Europe Network?” 

This question is comprehensive and thus analyses will be divided into sections and carried out through three overall phases. Firstly, Engeström’s complex model of an activity system will be used as a point of departure.  In connection to this, the three partners in the South East England consortium will be analysed as separate activity systems. The reason to carry out analyses of the activity systems is to provide a view into the differences and similarities between the activity systems and to analyse the effects of the ongoing organisational changes on the activities. Analyses of the activity systems will be carried out, taking into consideration the main elements of Engeströms model, and their interplay. The analyses will bring forward distinguishing characteristics of each of the activities and the issues they are currently facing, which will be further developed in the following section.
Secondly, from the perspective of social constructivist institutionalism, an analysis of the three partners’ social construction of knowledge sharing within the South East England consortium will be carried out. This section will place focus on the relations between the partners, thereby identifying internal issues affecting knowledge sharing in the consortium. The section builds on the previous section in which distinguishing characteristics of each activity system and their respective construction of the ongoing changes in the EEN have been identified.
The final section provides an analysis of boundary objects and boundary crossing in the South East England consortium. This section builds on the findings in the two previous sections in its aim to identify whether boundary crossing is successful in the consortium, and to analyse whether there are obstacles to boundary crossing. An analysis of boundary crossing in the consortium is closely connected to the research topic, knowledge sharing, and thereby in continuation of this final analytical section, the research question will be answered.
The second and final research question is: “What effect does the consortium partners’ respective social construction of knowledge sharing have on the consortium achieving the overall aims of the Enterprise Europe Network?”
The discussion of the effect of the involved parties’ respective social construction of knowledge sharing brings into play the findings on factors influencing knowledge sharing. Furthermore, an analysis of the social construction of knowledge sharing from the point of view of the Commission is carried out. Effectively, involving the Commission includes a discussion of the effects of multi-level-governance, and the interplay between bottom-up and top-down perspectives. Based on the discussion, I will aim to answer the second research question. 

4 MERGING EUROPEAN BUSINESS SUPPORT NETWORKS
The European Commission’s Directorate General for Enterprise and Industry have set up two different not for profit networks to support small and medium sized enterprises (SMEs) across Europe, the European Information Centres (EICs) established in 1987, and the Innovation Relay Centres (IRCs) established in 1995. In 2008 the two networks have been merged into one organisation called Enterprise Europe Network (EEN). The new network is divided into regional consortia across 40 European countries. This thesis involves the South East England consortium (SEEb2e), which consists of the former EICs, Southern Area European Information Centre and Business Link Kent, and the former IRC, London Technology Network. This chapter provides an overview of the three partners in the new consortium and the EIC, IRC and EEN networks respectively. In connection to presenting the EEN, the service integration strategy of the SEEb2e consortium will also be introduced.
4.1 European Information Centres 
The EIC network was established in 1987 with 39 centres, which over the years rose to 300 centres spread across the European Union, including the EU’s most remote regions, the European Economic Area, and the accession countries. Most EICs were based within a bigger structure known as the host, which could be Chambers of Commerce, regional development agencies or similar organisations.

The EIC network’s mission consisted of four main areas. First, to inform SMEs about EU matters, which took place at seminars, workshops, bulletins, guides, the Internet and a range of publications and awareness-raising activities. In addition queries from SMEs were answered. The queries concerned a wide range of issues, such as business cooperation, Commission programmes and funding and general EU matters. Second, the mission of the EIC was to advise on matters in a wide range of business sectors. The main areas of expertise were public procurement, business cooperation, financing, market research, and European legislation. Third, the EICs assisted companies in taking advantage of business opportunities and could expose them to markets and possible partners in 42 countries with the help of members of the partners in the EIC network. In addition the EICs organised trade missions and provided information on programmes which related to both EU and non EU countries and internationalisation. Fourth, the network provided feedback on company concerns to the Commission by gathering information through means such as direct discussion, regional surveys or participation in consultation panels. Thereby, through their local EIC, SMEs could directly influence European Community legislation.

The network effect was a key strength of the EIC network. The EICs were in daily contact with each other on a wide range of issues, and they shared best practices among themselves. In order to exploit the network effect a number of communication systems were in place.
 One communication tool was the programme “First Class”, installed at every EIC. This computer programme was an email system that connected the partners in the network. Another communication tool shared in the network was the Business Cooperation Database (BCD). The BCD contained business cooperation profiles from SMEs looking for partners in other European countries. 

This thesis involves two EICs, which are now part of the EEN; Southern Area European Information Centre and Business Link Kent. 

The Southern Area European Information Centre Ltd. (EISC)
 was set up in 1990 as an independent not for profit company sponsored by both public and private organisations. EISC is based with Southampton City Council, where they rent an office. There are two employees at EISC, the Manager, Richard Hall, and Project Manager, Toni Saraiva. In addition, they accept a student each autumn on an internship placement of a period of five to seven months.

EISC has three core activities. First, this division is currently a partner in four different European “matchmaking” projects which involve recruiting local companies to go to trade fairs around the EU. Alongside the trade fairs, businesses are brought together for prearranged cooperation meetings. Internationalisation is a focus area at the EISC, and for this reason a separate website has been launched to market the upcoming matchmaking events.
 Second, a core service of EISC is their tender search service. The public sector tender alert service identifies tender notices which have specific relevance to individual companies. Not only local companies subscribe to this service but companies spread across the UK. A separate website has been created for the tender alert service.
 The third core service at the EISC is organising and conducting seminars and workshops. These are often on public procurement, internationalisation or funding opportunities. The events are typically organised in cooperation with the local divisions of UK Trade & Investment and Business Link, as well as the local Chambers of Commerce, which all work closely with the EISC. In February 2008, the partner organisations launched a new forum called South Coast International Trade Forum, which is meant to strengthen networking between local companies and the organisations involved in international business. The forum has its own website, on which events, seminars and workshops held by the partner organisations are publicised.

The former EIC in Kent is part of the national organisation Business Link. The organisation is coordinated nationally, but it is locally driven by nine Regional Development Agencies in England. In South East England funding is provided by the South East of England Development Agency (SEEDA) which represents a consortium of six geographically based entities, of which one is in Kent. This structure is designed to deliver a “no wrong door” approach. The overall purpose of Business Link is to support businesses by providing access to the information, advice and support needed to start a new business or maintain and grow an existing one.
 The total number of employees at Business Link Kent (BLK) is approx. 100, of which the former EIC employs two people, Manager Linda Bennett, and Project Manager Valerie Pondaven. Kent EIC was set up in 1997.

The core services of the former EIC in Kent are their business cooperation service and their “Access France” programme. The business cooperation service involves encouraging businesses to register in the BCD in order to further internationalisation. They are also a partner in one of the same matchmaking projects as EISC. The Access France programme is a chargeable service which has been developed by the EIC in Kent. Through this programme action plans are tailored for companies wishing to enter the French market.
 Due to the connection with Business Link, the former EIC team have intertwined services with this organisation.
4.2 Innovation Relay Centres 
The first IRCs were established in 1995 with the aim to create a pan-European platform to stimulate transnational technology transfer and promote innovation services. At the end of 2007, 71 regional IRCs were spread across 33 countries; the 27 EU member states, Iceland, Israel, Norway, Switzerland, Turkey and Chile. The IRCs were typically based within consortia of regional organisations such as Chambers of Commerce, Regional Development Agencies and University Technology Centres.

The mission of the IRCs was to support innovation and transnational technological cooperation in Europe with a range of specialised business support services. The services were primarily targeted at technology oriented SMEs, but were also available to large companies, research institutes, universities, technology centres and innovation agencies. The main services involved assisting client companies in technology transfer negotiations by signing for agreements for the sale, licensing, distribution or joint development of new technologies.
 Similar to the EIC network, the IRC network shared communication tools in the form of an email system and a business cooperation database.

This thesis involves one IRC, which is now part of the Enterprise Europe Network. The former IRC in London is part of London Technology Network (LTN). LTN is involved in two EEN consortia, London and the SEEb2e consortium.
 LTN is an organisation that strives to improve the competitiveness of UK industry by stimulating technology-intensive innovation between universities and business. In order to do this, LTN has created a network of over 100 university based research experts linking academics across London, the East and South East of England. Throughout the network academics map their research in order to improve technology solutions to business needs.
 LTN was established in 2001 as a joint venture between London Business School and University College London. The organisation is funded by the European Commission, London Development Agency, SEEDA and a number of other development agencies.
 The IRC has been hosted by LTN since 2004. The total number of employees at London Technology Network is 20, the IRC part of the organisation is intertwined with other service, and thus there are no employees solely working on IRC activities.

The core service of the former IRC at LTN is to facilitate innovation in Europe and promote cross-border transfer of technology. In connection to this, they work to identify individual business needs and find suitable partners from across Europe for the purposes of transferring knowledge or identifying development potential. As part of LTN they also host a number of technology sector focused networking events, and they provide training to London-based SMEs in order to equip them with skills to identify opportunities within their company.
 

The roles of EISC, BLK and LTN in the SEEb2e consortium will be elaborated on in the following section.

4.3 Enterprise Europe Network

The Enterprise Europe Network was launched in February 2008 as a part of the European Commission’s Competitiveness and Innovation Programme (CIP) which aims to encourage the competitiveness of enterprises, provide better access to finance and deliver business support services in the regions. The programme runs from 2007-2013.
 

The European Commission’s reasoning behind merging the EIC and IRC networks involve three overall issues. Firstly, the Commission wished to establish a “one stop shop”, meaning that SMEs can approach any partner in the new network regardless if the queries involve previous EIC or IRC matters. Secondly, the Commission wished to reduce bureaucracy by reducing the number of contracts. The EEN consists of approx. 70 contracts with regional consortia, whereas, before the merger, the Commission managed approx. 320 contracts with EICs and approx. 70 contracts with IRCs. Thus, this reduction should limit administration and bureaucracy at the European level and leave more money available to the network. Finally, the Commission wished to broaden the scope of organisations involved in the new network by bringing together chambers of commerce and similar organisations with universities and research institutes.

Regions are a key element of the EEN. SME needs and conditions of the regions are different, and therefore the new network is built on existing structures within the different regions. The Commission emphasises the need to involve municipalities and regional development agencies in the network, not necessarily as contractual partners, but as participants in developing strategies with the network. Another factor which is connected to the regional dimension is a wider access to specialists on a range of areas. Thus, an SME may contact one entity in a consortium who is not a specialist in what is requested by the SME, but immediately the contacted entity will know who to contact within the network.
 
The description of the network as a “one stop shop” refers to the Commission’s aim to integrate the services within the network. The means of integrating services is highly individual for each consortium within the EEN, which is connected to the fact that the consortia are based on existing regional structures. Each consortium which has been awarded a six year contract with the Commission, submitted a “call for proposal” describing how they each intended to integrate their services. The integration strategy of SEEb2e becomes relevant in relation to the thesis’ overall research topic, knowledge sharing, and thus, the following section provides an overview of the SEEb2e implementation strategy, which has been officially approved by the European Commission.

4.3.1 Integrated Services in South East England

The consortium SEEb2e consists of three partners, which have been brought together by the South East England Development Agency (SEEDA) as a co-founder. The first partner is Business Link Kent (BLK) representing Business Link across the region; BLK has the role of contractor/coordinator of the consortium. London Technology Network (LTN) and Southern Area European Information Centre (EISC) are both partners in the consortium.
 

There are three layers to the project coordination in the consortium: a steering group, a management group and individual programme management for each module. The steering group is chaired by a senior person at SEEDA drawn from the team responsible for competitiveness and innovation policies in the region. The remaining seats are held by three people representing organisations involved in setting strategic policy for the business community in the region, and by three business practioners. The steering group will meet annually, and it will set vision, values and objectives for the SEEb2e consortium, creating synergy between regional policies for economic and environmental policies and the UK government targets for simplification of business support services. The Management Group is chaired by the operations director at BLK, and the three Service Managers who are responsible for the different modules will also serve on the Management Group. Two seats are held by SEEDA managers, one who is responsible for simplification of business support services and one who is responsible for innovation in the region. Figure 2 indicates the organisational structure of SEEb2e and individual team members.
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Figure 2: SEEb2e Organisational structure
The Competitiveness and Innovation (CIP) programme lists three modules (A, B, and C) which the various consortia must integrate. The implementation strategy of SEEb2e is described in further detail in Annex 2: “Proposal for the delivery of a single network providing integrated services in South East England”. As follows a brief overview of the three partners’ main areas of responsibility within each of the three modules, and the areas in which they plan to integrate their services, will be provided. 
Service module A consists of: information, feedback, business cooperation and internationalisation services. BLK is the service manager of this module, and EISC is responsible for training within module A. In addition, LTN will provide specialist input where appropriate and SEEDA will contribute expertise on policies. As part of the consortium’s annual work plan, the partners will meet and agree on an annual plan for marketing and promotional materials to ensure a common message across all services. BLK provides access to a regional business website and a database of 337,000 SMEs, and in addition BLK has access to extensive marketing and public relations expertise which will be used to provide marketing regionally and locally. In its marketing efforts, SEEb2e will use three main elements: Firstly, the regional Business Link South East website, which contains general information describing how the partnership can help local SMEs, and it provides links to activities of the network, current issues, fact sheets, questionnaires etc, and to specialist sections such as technology lists. Secondly, a common e-newsletter system on an agreed schedule will provide current news items and links to specialised newsletters in activities such as business cooperation and technology opportunities. Thirdly, there will be common branding and design styles under the Enterprise Europe logo to ensure that SEEb2e services and activities are instantly recognisable to businesses within the region.

Module B entails: innovation, technology and knowledge transfer services. LTN leads this module due to its specialist expertise in this area. BLK and EISC will contribute to Module B activities by referring appropriate companies from the information, business cooperation events and internationalisation services listed in Module A. This should create synergy between the two modules.
 As a subset to the marketing activity in Module A, a communications and marketing plan for Module B will be agreed with SEEb2e partners, ensuring that awareness-raising activities meet the needs of relevant organisations for innovation, technology and knowledge transfer services.
 

Module C includes: services encouraging participation of SMEs in Framework Programme 7 (FP7).
 EISC leads this module due to its event and seminar capacity, contributing to raising the level of knowledge of identified SMEs with specific proposals for involvement in FP7. BLK will ensure that targeted information reaches its database of SMEs to encourage and facilitate greater participation in FP7. LTN will contribute its strong relationships with the academic research base and its team of experienced technologists. There are a number of services in relation to FP7, which will be carried out in cooperation between the three partners with EISC responsible of coordinating delivery. The marketing of the services is integrated into the overall marketing plan.

The contents of the three modules and the interplay between the three partners in the consortium are further explored in the following two chapters, which provide analyses of the empirical material.

5 KNOWLEDGE SHARING IN THE SOUTH EAST ENGLAND CONSORTIUM
This chapter aims to answer the research question “Which factors influence knowledge sharing between the partners in the South East England consortium of the Enterprise Europe Network?” The chapter is divided into three sections. Firstly, the divisions in the consortium are analysed as three separate activity systems, applying Engeström’s complex model of an activity system. Secondly, building on the findings on the three activities, an analysis, from the perspective of a social constructivist institutionalism, is carried out, aiming to identify the social construction of knowledge sharing in the consortium of each of the three partners. Thirdly, building on the findings in the previous sections, an analysis of boundary objects and boundary crossing in the consortium is carried out. The analysis of boundary crossing brings into play a number of findings from the previous analyses in terms of the issues related to sharing knowledge and thereby crossing boundaries in the consortium. Thus this section will also provide an answer to the research question.
5.1 Activity Systems 

This section provides analyses of Business Link Kent, London Technology Network, and Southern Area European Information Centre as three separate activity systems. The analyses take their point of departure in Engeström’s complex model of an activity system. The divisions in the SEEb2e consortium are analysed as activity systems in accordance to their division of services implementation in the modules A, B, and C, which are influential on each of the three activities in different ways. Engeström’s model includes six main elements which are interconnected. In this section, the three activity systems are analysed according to the following structure, which takes into consideration the model’s elements.
 Firstly, the subject and the object are found, identifying from whose point of view the activity is introduced and the main purpose of the activity. Secondly, the community and the division of labour in the activity are analysed, providing an understanding of what distinguish the activity from other activities. Thirdly, the mediating artefacts/instruments influencing the activity are identified and analysed in accordance to how they are used in the activity. Finally, building on the other elements of Engeströms complex model, an analysis is carried out identifying the rules which are found to be influential on the activity in relation to knowledge sharing in the consortium. 
5.1.1 Business Link Kent 

EEN Manager, Linda Bennett has been interviewed, and thus Linda’s agency is chosen as a point of view in the analysis of BLK as an activity system. The object, which is defined as the “raw material” or “problem space” at which the activity is directed,
 is found in the overall purpose of the national organisation Business Link; to deliver a “no wrong door” approach to business support.
 However, a “problem space” for BLK, at the time of the interview, is the ongoing changes taking place due to BLK’s role as a coordinator in the SEEb2e consortium. Thus, from the perspective of the subject, Linda, there are two objects at which the activity, BLK, is primarily directed: businesses and the SEEb2e consortium contract. 

The community in an activity system consists of multiple individuals and/or subjects who share the same general object, and who construct themselves as distinct from other communities.
 In BLK, the community consists of approx. 100 employees who share the general object, businesses. The object, consortium coordination is primarily shared by the four employees attached to the EEN. Business Link is a national organisation divided into regional consortia, and the South East England consortium comprises approx. 600 employees spread over six offices.
 Thus BLK is part of wide ranging national and regional network which has an embedded “no wrong door” approach which the EEN is also expected to deliver. In connection to this, Linda states, “That is actually also a reason why we were the obvious choice to be lead partner because we have got that in, not only here but as part of the regional consortium.”
 Thus, the fact that BLK is part of a large organisation has led to its role as the consortium coordinator. Linda also states that in terms of business support, Business Link is presumed to be “a route to market”, and thus compared to chambers of commerce, which are all small organisations in the UK, Business Link is the strongest organisation in terms of establishing contact to a high number of SMEs. The subject’s construction of BLK’s position as distinct from other organisations also underpins the role of consortium coordinator: “(…) because we are within the Business Link network, it makes sense for it to be here, because we are the natural conduit.” 

The division of labour at BLK is influenced by its “no wrong door” approach, which means that its previous EIC and present EEN is highly embedded in the Business Link network: “They come to us via the Business Link, very few people came directly to the EIC as an EIC, they come to me via the phone lines, via the business advisors, via that network.”
 Thus, the business advisors refer businesses with issues relating to the European market to the EEN employees, who deal with it through their connection to the European network. The project managers at BLK are another group of people, which the EEN division uses for consultation on issues relating to the consortium contract and coordination. The project managers are not directly involved in the contract, but they provide independent technical expertise. “It minimises the amount of grief in terms of collection of data and maximises the amount of time we have for the costumers. I would say that this is something that not so much we provide but this organisation provides.”
 Again, Linda refers to the requested outcome, business support, and from this statement, she indicates that the division of labour at BLK positively influences their ability to achieve an outcome. In turn, the division of labour in BLK’s community comprises different subgroups that have overlapping tasks due to the object of businesses which they share.

The significance of business support is made clear by Linda, who states that in relation to establishing the new network there shouldn’t be any disadvantages for the costumers, i.e. the companies using BLK’s services: “The single network should be a massive benefit to them, that is virtually what we are here for, and one should never lose track of that.”
 However, there are currently disadvantages for the costumers, as the communication tools which should link together all divisions of the EEN are not yet in place. These are the communication tools First Class and the Business Cooperation Database (BCD).
 First Class is available to the network, but according to Linda, because the BCD is not working, First Class is used for everything “(…) everything is put in there and it is hard to tell what the value of it is, because you can’t actually work out what is going on in there. Everything is in there.”
 The BCD which is used as a service to companies looking for business cooperation across Europe is not in place, and the former database has been removed. Linda elaborates on the way this affects costumer service “(…) we have only just got our intranet, we haven’t got business cooperation databases, we have got nothing to offer our costumers (…)”.
 The two communication tools are what Engeström refers to as “how artefacts” which are used to guide and direct processes on, within or between objects.
 Thus, First Class and the BCD should be used as mediating artefacts between EEN divisions to turn the object into an outcome. The outcome which should be achieved is that the object receives the best possible business support. The communication tools are not in place, and as a consequence the object is currently not turned into a satisfactory outcome. 

The second object, the consortium contract, influences BLK in its role as consortium coordinator, which has been given to this division in connection to the consortium integration strategy, which assigns BLK as Service Manager of Module A. The SEEb2e consortium, though approved by the Commission, has not obtained a bank guarantee. The guarantee should be provided by the government funded South East England Development Agency (SEEDA), however the UK government argue that they cannot approve the guarantee, because SEEDA is not a delivering partner to the consortium. SEEDA remains committed to obtaining the guarantee; however until the issue is resolved, the consortium cannot be paid by the Commission.
 The fact that the consortium has not received funding from the Commission limits BLK’s ability to carry out the coordinating tasks. One of the tasks is to implement a “no wrong door” approach for the consortium. In connection to this Linda states: “(…) part of the problem at the moment is that we don’t have any money, and we can’t do the things that we need to do to implement it properly. We are sort of treading water at the moment.”
 Furthermore, the issues relating to the object of the consortium contract affect the object of businesses, which Linda elaborates on: “(…) at the moment my job is almost entirely made up with, instead of dealing with costumers as I normally do, at the moment all I seem to be doing is trying to grapple with the issues relating to the contract (…)”.
 Thus the expected outcome of both the objects, business support and the consortium contract, is to provide a good service to the costumers. The outcome is however limited due to a lack of resources in terms of time to deal with costumers and not having been paid by the Commission.

SEEDA, and through them the UK government, can be termed as what Engeström refers to as “where to” artefacts used to envision the future state of the potential development of objects.
 As mediating artefacts the national and regional authorities are currently not able to clarify the outcome of the object, the consortium contract. Another “where to” mediating artefact is the European Commission, which based on the interview, does not clearly communicate how the consortia are expected to deliver the outcome of business support. 

Rules in an activity system refer to the explicit and implicit regulations, norms and conventions that constrain actions and interactions within the activity system.
 Based on the interview with Linda, there is one main element constraining action from the point of view of the EEN division within BLK: the Commission. Linda states that the Commission has not provided clear communication in terms of issues relating to the consortium contract, however the lack of communication is something she had expected: “In terms of communication they are utterly useless (…) but it is just the nature of the beast; it is the nature of those sorts of organisations.”
 An example of bad communication relates to the lack of consultation with British native speakers regarding the EEN logo’s strap line which says “Business at your Doorstep”, the grammatically correct way would have been “Business on your Doorstep”. In connection to this, Linda states: “(…) what I care about is what our costumers think of it. It makes us look really, really stupid. Businesses in the UK expect the European Commission to get it wrong but accordingly if we are tarred with the same brush (…)”.
 Thus, not only Linda expects poor communication from the Commission, according to her, businesses in the UK generally have a negative perception of the European Commission. Based on these statements one can argue that the negative perception of the Commission has become an implicit rule at BLK and for UK businesses in general, from the point of view of the subject. 

Linda expresses a request for more explicit rules from the side of the Commission in relation to the EEN. She states that the Commission should introduce guidelines for what the communication tool, First Class, should be used for. Furthermore, she believes that the Commission should have created better consistency in terms of key performance indicators required for establishing consortia: “(…) they should have said “in order to do this, you must have these resources available to you” (…) There are no guidelines.”
 One can argue that the implicit rule to expect poor communication from the side of the Commission could have been challenged, if the Commission had introduced more explicit rules in launching the EEN. 

According to Engeström, the object serves as a motivating force that guides and shapes activity and thereby it determines the horizon of possible goals and actions.
 Based on the analysis of BLK as an activity system, both requested outcomes from the objects, business support and consortium coordination, are constrained due to a lacking ability to exploit the mediating artefacts in the form of communication tools, SEEDA and the Commission. Thus, until the issues relating to the mediating artefacts are resolved the possible goals and actions of the activity are limited.

5.1.2 London Technology Network

Zoe Bowers, EEN Manager and Head of Marketing and Events, at London Technology Network has been interviewed, and thus Zoe is the subject from whose point of view LTN is analysed as an activity system. The object at which the activity system is directed is similar to BLK towards business support, however whereas BLK has a general approach to business support, LTN specialises in one type of support, namely technology brokerage between universities and companies.
 Thus, the objects at LTN are universities and businesses, and the intended outcome is technology brokerage.

LTN’s community consists of 20 employees who share the objects, businesses and universities. Based on the interview with Zoe, there are four characteristics of how the subject constructs the community as distinct from other communities.
 Firstly, in line with the EIC at BLK, Zoe states that there was only medium awareness of the IRC at LTN. LTN is the name which the activity is known by, and with the following statement she elaborates on what this means in terms of their costumers: “(…) we can’t not be LTN, they are not going to accept emails from EEN, and they just don’t want to know, but they will accept them from us.”
 Secondly, LTN distinguishes itself from others in the former IRC network with its strong technology team and contact to academics: “(…) when we work with companies we can introduce them to the right academics who offer the right expertise in technology matching, and that has always been something we have done more than anyone in the IRC network.”
 Thirdly, Zoe distinguishes between an IRC community in contrast to the former EICs. According to her, the EIC and IRC networks have provided very distinct services to different types of companies, which she elaborates on when saying that she did not see the EICs as competitors: “(…) not even particularly complementary services, they offer a different depth of service to an often very different type of company.”
 Finally, even though BLK is managing Module A and is the consortium coordinator, LTN, managing Module B, receives the highest amount of funding and support in the consortium, and is in that sense the bigger partner. In connection to this, Zoe states: “(…) LTN is a bigger partner, but we are not coordinator, so it is an interesting balance.”

The division of labour at LTN consists of a technology team of 12 people and an events and marketing team of eight people. Unlike BLK which has designated a few employees to work on EEN, everyone at LTN works a little on EEN activities. Zoe describes their activity as an IRC as follows: “(…) we were delivering locally with the hope of a European impact.”
 This division of labour will continue, as the IRC has changed to EEN. As the manager of EEN activities at LTN, Zoe has currently got a larger workload due to LTN’s involvement in two EEN consortia. In addition to the SEEb2e, the division is also a partner in the London consortium, which means that the subject coordinates EEN activities with two consortia.

In connection to the SEEb2e consortium integration strategy, LTN manages Module B which is in line with its previous activities as an IRC. In order to provide services to companies, LTN depends on the communication tools, First Class and the BCD. These “how” artefacts, which should be used to guide and direct processes and procedures on, within and between objects,
 are according to Zoe not being used adequately due to the Commission’s lack of IT support. In terms of the BCD which is not yet in place, she states: “(…) there is nowhere to put your profile to get European responses yet, it is frozen. You can’t use the old system and the new one is not launched (…)”.
 Because the BCD has not yet been launched, First Class is used to put on business cooperation profiles, which are often not of relevance to LTN and their focus on technology brokerage, and thereby, according to Zoe, it adds to the confusion of understanding the, for them, new system. 

First Class was used by the former EICs, whereas for LTN, as a former IRC, the system is new: “We didn’t have it before, and there is information, it is all there, it is all available, but it is very difficult to know what is important, and there doesn’t seem to be different media used to communicate things.”
 Thus, LTN has difficulties filtering the communication from the side of the Commission, because only First Class is used to send out important information such as key performance indicators which, from the point of view of a former IRC, are highly important. Zoe explains that this message from the Commission was given to her by someone in her personal network, she had not seen it on First Class: “Something like the key performance indicators was buried deep in one of these news flashes, and I know they are important from my last experience (…)”.
 The reason that the subject, Zoe does not know how to use First Class is that she has not received training in how to use it, and currently she does not have time to go through it thoroughly herself to understand how to use it. Based on the subject’s statements, she is looking to the Commission as a “why” mediating artefact to diagnose and explain the properties and behaviour of First Class:
 “(…) the tools are there, but the usage needs to be trained, and sometimes paper is not that bad. Like a user guide or it could be a PDF, it could be email, but we need to know to read it and work through it.”
 
The subject, Zoe is also looking at the Commission as a “where to” artefact to envision the future development of the object,
 she believes that it has become quiet and they receive too little information from the Commission: “There is less focus on delivery and lots of focus on processes and procedures, and that should all have been finished by the end of March really.”
 Less focus on delivery entails less focus on the outcome of the activity, namely technology brokerage. Another factor which she refers to is that she believes the Commission should have consulted the people working in the network on issues such as the key performance indicators: “(…) in a communications working group people would have been able to contribute to overcome those issues, but really it would have been ideal to have one of those set up before the network launch.”

Reporting is another element constraining LTN in service delivery to the objects, companies and universities. At the time of the interview, the annual reporting period of the former IRCs was taking place. The reporting requirements for the IRCs compared to the EICs have traditionally been higher due to the higher amount of funding received for technology intensive activities. Zoe states that the change to EEN has not lessened their administrative burden: “The Commission have said that they want to simplify the reporting burden for the consortia, but then they have doubled the number of performance indicators, and it looks like it is going to be twice as bad currently.”
 Furthermore, Zoe states that the administrative burden reduces the activity’s outcome, in the form of technology brokerage, in the reporting period: “(…) for six weeks of the year the productivity, which is now, is very low, because people are so burdened down with the reporting requirements and they are unproductive in the company support.”
 

In terms of rules at the activity, the characteristic of the community as the biggest partner in terms of funding and support in the consortium, one can argue, is connected to an implicit rule at LTN. Zoe says that initially she believed that LTN should be consortium coordinator in order to manage and keep control of the consortium, however, leaving this responsibility to BLK means that they in time should be able to focus more on delivery: “(…) we can give quarterly updates, I hope, to Kent and we don’t have to do so much of that anymore, and we can talk to companies more, which will be good.”
 From the perspective of LTN as the biggest partner which has agreed to let another division take on the role as consortium coordinator, one can argue that the rule is changing. According to Engeström, rules can be questioned, reinterpreted and turned into new tools and objects.
 Based on the subject’s statements, the implicit rule to take on the role of the managing position has been renegotiated in order to strengthen the outcome of technology transfer.

Another rule which shows through the interview with Zoe is in line with the rule at BLK in connection to the lack of guidelines from the side of the Commission. The subject states that in their previous IRC contract they did not receive instructions for what they had to deliver before they were well into the contract period, the same is happening with the EEN contract. Zoe elaborates on this: “It is not unexpected but a pity since the bids were done last year that the structures weren’t in place from the start of the contract in January and they weren’t in place at the start of April either. So lack of clarity makes it very difficult for us to organise these consortia.”
 Thus, the rule that the Commission does not provide enough guidelines remains intact at LTN at the time of the interview.

To sum up the analysis of LTN as an activity system, similar to the situation at BLK, the mediating artefacts, the communication tools and the Commission, currently limit LTN’s ability to fully exploit its potential outcome in technology brokerage.
5.1.3 Southern Area European Information Centre
Manager, Richard Hall and Project Manager, Toni Saraiva at EISC have both been interviewed, and thereby they are the subjects in the analysis of EISC as an activity system. The object at which the activity is directed is businesses, primarily SMEs. The outcome of the activity is business support.

EISC is a private ltd. company with a community of two people. Unlike LTN and BLK, EISC is not part of a larger organisation, which means that it has been known as an EIC, which is also reflected in the company name, Southern Area European Information Centre. This structure is unusual for a former EIC, and based on the interview, it is clear that this structure has an impact on the way the community constructs itself as distinct from others. Richard states: “We are just committed 100 % to this network; they get us 100 % of the time.”
 Both subjects emphasise their flexibility, because they are not dependent on a larger organisation but are freer to do what they want. In addition, they place weight on their local connections via the chambers of commerce and South Coast International Trade Forum, which is a new networking initiative with local business support organisations. Another characteristic of the community is that part of their funds comes from chargeable services, which primarily involves their tender search service and some of the training they provide. Toni clarifies this: “As a company, we still need to make money and that is why we have extra services.”
 Its status as a company also has an influence on EISC in connection to the fact that the consortium has not yet obtained a bank guarantee, which Richard explains: “(…) obviously not having been paid yet does affect us as a company.”
 
The division of labour is also influenced by EISC’s position as a company. Even though they are “100 % committed” to the EEN, the activity still needs to have services which are separate to the EEN, which Richard clarifies: “We will run certain things separate from them. We will do things that EISC would want to do rather than what the EEN would want to do (…)”.
 In the consortium, EISC manages Module C, which they agree that they have become responsible for because it is a small module, and thus as explained by Toni it is closely connected to their characteristics as a small community: “It is a light weight module, maybe the reason why we got it is that they are part of big organisations, and for them to take on something they don’t know about will be hard. But for us, because we are flexible, we can learn about this FP7 stuff.”
 In connection to the division of labour, another service which the EISC is well known for is its involvement in various European “matchmaking” projects. There is uncertainty as to whether the projects in future should be carried out in partnership with the consortium, which Toni explains: “That is not really clear, because we don’t know what the Commission expects us to do.”
 This statement is an example of the activity’s general request for further rules and guidelines provided by the Commission.

In line with BLK and LTN, EISC is influenced by the fact that the BCD is not yet in place. Richard states that they are not able to properly provide business cooperation services due to the fact that the BCD is still not available: “(…) people are relying on their network partnerships that they have built up over the years, so people will find a way, but the fact that the whole thing is just being left does mean that we have taken our eye off it (…)”.
 Toni adds that First Class is also not functioning as it should: “I think that First Class is pretty much a mess at the moment, because there is no one managing it.”
 Thus, the “how” artefacts, the BCD and First Class which should be used to guide and direct processes and procedures in the EEN are not fully functioning, and as explained by Richard, as a consequence the outcome of EISC is limited. 

The subjects refer to the Commission as a “where to” artefact used to envision the future state and development of the network. They both agree that it is a problem that there is no communication from the side of the Commission about what is expected of them, and generally news updates on what is happening with the EEN. In addition, in line with Linda at BLK, Richard states that the Commission should have consulted the network in terms of the logo’s strap line, “Business at your Doorstep”. He adds that, the phrase creates bad connotation, because selling on people’s doorsteps is illegal in the UK: “They have taken a term that apply to the worst of business and used it for our new network. There should have been consultation.”
 

In connection to the launch of the SEEb2e consortium, EISC has implemented BLK’s Costumer Relations Management (CRM) system, Captavia. The CRM system can be regarded as a “what” artefact that identifies and describes the object, the businesses/costumers. In addition, it is a “how” artefact as it guides and directs procedures between the activities, BLK and EISC, an example is that the system is used to coordinate reporting. Finally, the CRM system works as a “why” artefact used to diagnose and explain properties and behaviour of objects, as every costumer’s service needs are registered in the system.
 The subjects agree that Captavia as a mediating artefact has improved the outcome of their activity, in connection to which Toni states: “I think this CRM system is really great. It is really what we should have had for many years already (…) being a part of the consortium makes us more professional.”
 Furthermore, Actavia reduces the time which the activity has traditionally spent on reporting, which Richard elaborates on: “It is a lot better, because we are just reporting to Business Link Kent, we are putting all of our stuff into their system (…) we can basically just keep working without having to stop.”
 Thus, as a mediating artefact the subjects construct the CRM system as positively influencing their activity.

In line with Linda and Zoe, Richard gives an example of what can typically be expected of the Commission when he talks about the EEN launch event in February, which was focused on presentations by people from Directorate Generals in the Commission, instead of providing networking opportunities between consortia, which Richard would have preferred: “It was typical of the Commission; they just talked and talked to you (…) I think it was a missed opportunity.”
 Based on comments from both subjects, this construction of the Commission has not changed as the network has changed to EEN. Similar to BLK and LTN, one can argue that an implicit rule to expect poor communication from the side of the Commission prevails. Furthermore, EISC is looking to the Commission to provide explicit rules for the EEN. This is depicted in an example provided by Richard on the launch event: “It should have been about what marketing tools, who are working with who, and presentations from within the network itself and not from the Commission.”

Based on the interview, another implicit rule appears in analysing EISC as an activity, which involves its construction of the former EIC at BLK as a competitor. When asked about their perception of their current partner as a competitor, Richard states: “We have now got more collaboration because they are part of the network so there are more chances for us to do business with them, but they are still a competitor.”
 In terms of competition, he refers to events and services that are outside of the consortium contract. Toni has a different take on this, he does not see BLK as a competitor, because they are a much larger organisation and they mainly cover the Kent area. He elaborates on this: “(…) we could have been in competition last year when we were separate organisations (…) but now we are in one consortium and it will be an advantage to have them on board, because instead of being a little office in Southampton, we are the South East office of EEN (…)”.
 According to Engeström, different subjects in a community can construct rules in different, partially overlapping, and partially conflicting ways, which leads to a constant construction and renegotiation within the activity system, and consequently rules can be bent and reinterpreted.
 One can argue that the subjects in the activity, EISC, are in an ongoing process of negotiating the rule of constructing BLK both as a partner and a competitor.  
To sum up the analysis of EISC as an activity system, similar to BLK and LTN, the mediating artefacts, the communication tools and the Commission, currently limit EISC’s ability to fully exploit its potential outcome in business support. However, the activity has gained a CRM system through BLK which strengthens the activity in terms of business support.
5.2 Social Construction of Knowledge Sharing

Building on the findings in section 5.1 on the activity systems of the three partners in the South East England consortium (SEEb2e), this section provides analyses from a social constructivist perspective, aiming to identify the meaning and social construction of knowledge sharing in the three respective divisions, focusing on the internal relationships and issues. 
5.2.1 Business Link Kent 

From a social constructivist perspective, life is organised around a set of shared meanings and practices that come to be taken as given, and actors act and organise themselves according to rules and practices that are socially constructed.
 This section aims to identify the meaning at BLK, and the social construction of knowledge sharing in the SEEb2e consortium in the ongoing process of organisational change, from the point of view of Linda Bennett. In order to identify the meaning which the subject attaches to the EEN and the SEEb2e consortium, first one should understand the situation from the point of view of Linda, and second, one should explore the logic of appropriateness she attaches to knowledge sharing.
 

Merging the IRC and EIC and establishing the EEN was according to Linda the only way forward for the business support networks, “I think fundamentally it was a good idea. How it has manifested itself in terms of how they worded and structured the actual bid document etcetera, I think, was probably inappropriate.”
 From her point of view, the Commission’s decision to divide the bid document for the consortia into modules was not a constructive decision in terms of integrating the services of the previous EIC and IRC networks: “(…) they have created a network that is actually made up of the bids that pre-existed rather than creating a single network (…)”.
 Thus, from Linda’s point of view, the division of services into the modules A, B, and C is inappropriate, and instead she thinks the Commission should have been given certain functions to perform, and then they should have made an effort in the consortia to integrate the services.  When she is asked whether the activities of BLK have changed, she replies that except for the consortium coordination, they still carry out the same tasks as they did as an EIC: “(…) I think it would be better for all of us if we were perhaps more engaged in other people’s activities, perhaps we were more engaged in the technology side of things if it had been written into the bid.”
 Thus, Linda’s construction of the structure of integration in the consortium, as it has been decided in the Commission, is negative for the EEN, as she does not think it brings integration between the previous networks.

As explored in section 5.1.1, the practices of the EEN division of BLK are influenced by its role as consortium coordinator, which is highly time consuming for Linda, and means that she does not have much time to deal with clients. The analysis of BLK as an activity system found that Linda constructs BLK as the natural conduit to be consortium coordinator. However, the role of coordinator was not something which BLK volunteered to take on, they were required to do so by the South East England Development Agency (SEEDA) due to Business Link’s role as an influential business support network in the UK: “Obviously it would be inappropriate for Richard and Toni to do that, LTN would quite happily have done it, but SEEDA actually said no, it had to be us.”
 Thus, initially, LTN volunteered as consortium coordinators, but they were rejected by SEEDA who led the discussions in the bid proposal meetings.

BLK’s role as Service Manager of Module A entails that they are responsible for coordinating the consortium’s marketing. In connection to this, Linda states that the advantage of it being there is that they, through the Business Link network, have access to a large number of SMEs. However, she emphasises that even though BLK takes the lead, the other partners should remain involved: “I don’t want anybody to think “they are doing that that is not our problem”. I think for this thing to work everybody has to be engaged.”
 This statement is also in line with Linda’s construction of the consortium contract as inappropriate in terms of integrating the services. 

In terms of marketing, BLK is influenced by the fact that the consortium has not got their bank guarantee in place, and thereby has not yet been paid by the Commission.
 Thus, their ability to implement a “no wrong door” approach in the consortium is limited; however, a single telephone number and email address have been set up and is run by BLK. Efforts to promote the single address and phone number have been limited: “(…) the problem at the moment is that we don’t have any money, and we can’t do the things that we need to do to implement it properly. We are sort of treading water at the moment.”
 The problem with the bank guarantee also constrains the efforts to coordinate marketing in modules B and C. In connection to BLK’s involvement in Module B, Linda states: “(…) there will be mutual marketing, but at the moment there is not much. That also has to do with the money side of things, and until that is sorted we are at a bit of a disadvantage.”
 Thus, BLK wishes to create an integrated, shared approach to marketing of services in each of the three modules.

BLK has got a large database of SMEs, which is available through their CRM system, Captavia. When Linda is asked what she thinks about sharing this information, she replies: “We share it with Richard and Toni completely; it is just LTN that have a problem with this.”
 With this statement, she refers to the fact that EISC has implemented the system, whereas LTN has chosen not to adopt it and instead keep on using its own system. Further statements regarding LTN’s choice not to implement Captavia indicate that Linda’s perception of this decision is highly negative. One of LTN’s arguments not to adopt the system is that they are part of two consortia and therefore cannot split up their data. Linda states that this is not a valid argument as there are separate costumers for the two consortia. “I would say that the main reason they don’t want it is that they don’t want their information to be in the open arena for whatever reason. We will see, sooner or later it will have to be sorted.”
 Thereby, Linda states that in future LTN will have to implement the database. One can argue that a logic of appropriateness, which refers to a match of behaviour to the situation, is exhibited in these statements.
 Thus, according to Linda, in order to integrate and share information in the consortium, the appropriate action by each partner is to implement BLK’s CRM system. 

When asked about the partners’ main qualities, the fact that BLK has already formed a good relationship with EISC through the EIC network, and the fact that LTN has chosen not to implement Captavia, becomes evident: “LTN obviously are good at what they do, and they have been fairly successful… I think I will leave it at that. Richard and Toni are a real pleasure to work with (…)”.
 Linda elaborates on BLK’s relationship to EISC, and says that she believes they bring different strengths to the consortium, and that Richard and Toni are approaching the services integration in a very positive manner: “(…) it is almost like they are relieved because what we do in providing the administrative support (…) all they have to do is make sure they are sticking stuff in the database and then getting on with the job.”
 With this statement she refers to the fact that EISC did not previously have a CRM system, and that BLK’s system has positively influenced their business. In addition, Linda says the following about BLK’s previous cooperation with EISC: “I always felt we were lucky having them on our patch, and that we could get on so well.”
 In connection to this, when she is asked which impact this close relationship may have on LTN, she replies: “(…) I don’t think it engages them at all, because they are very, very inward facing.”
 

Based on the findings in this section, one can conclude that the meaning Linda attaches to knowledge sharing is influenced by her conviction that it was a mistake from the side of the Commission to structure the consortia into modules instead of further integrating the services of the previous networks. In connection to this, the implementation of BLK’s CRM system Captavia is a way to further integrate the services in the consortium, and based on her statements, Linda attaches a logic of appropriateness to implementing the system. Based on the analysis, the fact that LTN has chosen not to implement the system, from the perspective of BLK, means that they are unwilling to share knowledge with their partners in the consortium and thereby they also hold back the integration of services. She expects LTN to implement the CRM system eventually.

5.2.2 London Technology Network
This section aims to identify the meaning and the social construction of knowledge sharing of LTN in the SEEb2e consortium in the ongoing process of organisational change, from the point of view of Zoe Bowers. In order to identify the meaning which she attaches to the EEN and the SEEb2e consortium, one should analyse the situation from the point of view of Zoe, and explore the logic of appropriateness she attaches to knowledge sharing.
 

From Zoe’s point of view, the current situation of initiating the EEN and bringing together the EICs and IRCs means that the IRC network can survive under a new structure and name: “We knew that the IRCs were going to develop in a different way or even stop. So it merging with the EIC is more positive.”
 According to Zoe, the companies using the EIC’s and the IRC’s services were very distinct, and therefore there have not been a lot of referrals between the networks. However, Zoe states that she sees the merger as an advantage in terms of getting more referrals from her partners in the two consortia LTN is involved in: “We do the technology brokerage type services, so we are not doing any less, and we will be having a few new referrals. We are contributing to other outputs but we are not really sharing delivery of workshops or technology audits or anything.”
 One can derive from Zoe’s statements that compared to Linda she attaches a more positive meaning to the fact that the structure of the consortia is divided into modules. In terms of the bid writing in the SEEb2e consortium, Zoe says: “It is quite easy to allocate responsibility for different sections and then input into it and share.”
 She further stresses the fact that the service delivery in the previous networks was distinct: “Two partners had already worked together, BLK and EISC, delivering similar services, and we were very expert on our distinct part, the IRC delivery.”
 One can argue that the fact that LTN can maintain its services and remain responsible for the technology brokerage in the consortium is influential on the meaning the division attaches to the ongoing changes in relation to the EEN.

When asked about the partners’ involvement in Module B, Zoe states: “(…) it is good to have their input, but our targets are set in such a way that we can deliver all of it really (…)”.
 EISC and BLK are mainly expected to refer clients to LTN. LTN is also responsible for marketing the services in this module:  “(…) everything that is related to Module B we will do 100 % and we will also input into anything general.”
 In connection to this, Zoe repeats that LTN welcomes input from the partners, but they do not depend on it. Due to the fact that LTN has not implemented the CRM system, Captavia, which is shared by the partners, LTN is not able to market its activities directly at EISC and BLK contacts: “If their clients want to know about our services, then they will need to sign up for our information, or our newsletters can be sent out to their systems. This is something that we still need to define.”
 With this statement, she refers to the issue with BLK’s CRM system. This issue also influences reporting in the consortium, which is managed by BLK. EISC uploads its data to Captavia, which LTN cannot do unless they implement the system. At the consortium coordination meeting, this issue arises, and Zoe suggests that a solution to the problem can be that they will upload their data in Excel or a similar format. However, the attendee from SEEDA remarks that the partners’ ability to have a shared CRM system would positively influence their ability to achieve the bank guarantee. The fact that the consortium has not got the guarantee is an issue, especially for BLK and EISC, who both express their concern on the impact of the missing guarantee at the consortium coordination meeting.

During the interview, Zoe refers to the issue of sharing contact information, and again she refers to the fact that IRC companies are distinct from EIC companies, and therefore they will not be interested in the same newsletters and events: “(…) there are data protection issues. When we have previously worked with these companies they have not expected to hear from other organisations or projects, so it is not as easy as to put them in one big pile and share from day one.”
 Based on the subject’s statements, one can argue that her construction of LTN as providing distinct services to a different type of company influences LTN’s reluctance to adopt BLK’s CRM system. From Zoe’s point of view, the current situation entails that LTN still carries out services which are different from its partners, and she wishes to keep the good connection to their contacts by not giving the SEEb2e consortium partners direct access to contacting those companies. 

One can argue that from LTN’s point of view, not implementing the CRM system is in line with its logic of appropriateness to this situation. Zoe stresses several times during the interview that she believes it will strengthen the consortium from the costumers’ point of view that they share marketing efforts and that they refer contacts to each other when it is relevant. Based on the interview, it is notable that the subject’s logic of appropriateness in this situation is that contacts should be shared when it is found relevant, which is connected to her statements on the CRM system: the partners can refer clients to be registered in their database if they are interested in technology brokerage, and due to data protection issues, the companies in LTN’s database should not be exposed to irrelevant information. This construction of LTN as distinct from BLK and EISC, and the logic of appropriateness to share contacts when it is relevant is further elaborated when Zoe is asked, if she believes the consortium will strengthen competitiveness and innovation of the region: “I guess so, in terms of what we deliver (…) we have lots of evidence of output and millions of pounds worth of collaboration and support through our intervention (…) would there be more sharing of contacts and expertise it should contribute to that.”

With reference to section 5.1.2, a characteristic of how Zoe constructs LTN as a community is that even though they are not consortium coordinators, they receive the highest amount of funding and support via their role as service manager of Module B, and in that sense they can be seen as the bigger partner in the consortium. However, she states that BLK as a bigger organisation are better qualified to be consortium coordinators, and also to coordinate the overall marketing efforts. “(…) as coordinators they are best to do that, but they need to organise to call on us, like “we are doing the website design, let’s have a meeting” or “we are doing the newsletter design, let’s have a meeting”.”
 She compares this situation with the London consortium, where the coordinator has appointed three new people to coordinate marketing, which she thinks has a good effect. “They do need the staff in place really, people dedicated to the project, and then we can really form good relationships with them.”
 She acknowledges that it is a resources issue and until the bank guarantee is approved, the marketing efforts are limited. This perspective on marketing is similar to Linda’s, who states that the fact that the consortium has not been paid limits the current marketing initiatives.

In relation to the fact that LTN receives the highest amount of funding and in that sense is the biggest partner in the consortium, Zoe states that she perceives the partners as equal in making decisions in the consortium: “(…) advice from my chief executive is that we are in this partnership very equal with the EISC as well, so it is not about size and people, but we are all partners in the delivery.”
 With this statement, she refers to the fact that EISC is a small company compared to LTN and BLK. With reference to section 5.1.2, LTN initially wanted to be consortium coordinators, but according to Zoe, she now sees that it is an advantage that BLK has this responsibility, however in relation to the fact that LTN receives more money and support, she says: “(…) it is an interesting balance.” One can argue that Zoe’s social construction of knowledge sharing is influenced by factors which characterise LTN as a community distinct from BLK and EISC: they provide distinct services, and LTN is the bigger partner in the consortium. Even though Zoe constructs LTN as distinct from its partners, she is interested in learning from them, examples are that she will organise for EISC to provide training for LTN personnel on trading missions, and she would like to integrate BLK’s events team further with LTN’s events team.

Based on the analysis of LTN’s social construction of knowledge sharing, from the point of view of Zoe, one can conclude that the meaning she attaches to the consortium is that the division of services into modules means that LTN is still responsible for carrying out similar services as they did as an IRC which she sees as positive. LTN constructs itself as distinct from its partners, and as a consequence, from the point of view of Zoe, its logic of appropriateness is that instead of sharing their contacts through the CRM system, the partners should refer clients to each other when they find it is relevant. Moreover, Zoe sees the consortium cooperation as an opportunity to strengthen the overall marketing efforts, and for this purpose she is looking to BLK to appoint people dedicated to the marketing tasks, which she expects will happen when the consortium gets a bank guarantee.
5.2.3 Southern Area European Information Centre

This section aims to identify the meaning and the social construction of knowledge sharing at EISC in the ongoing process of organisational change, from the point of view of Richard Hall and Toni Saraiva. In order to identify the meaning they attach to the EEN and the SEEb2e consortium, one should analyse the situation from the point of view of Richard and Toni, and explore the logic of appropriateness they attach to knowledge sharing.
 

When Richard is asked about his initial reaction when he found out that the EICs and IRCs would be merged and a new network would be established, he says: “I was really pleased, it needed changing (…) The two networks just have so much in common that it was stupid to have them separate.”
 In contrast to Zoe at LTN, Richard constructs the two networks as providing highly complimentary services, and he mentions two concrete examples, where the three partners have started to cooperate to support companies.
 Based on further statements from Richard about the SEEb2e consortium partnership, one can establish a connection to Linda’s impression that Richard and Toni are relieved that they have started the partnership and thereby have adopted the CRM system. Thus, Richard states: “We are quite lucky because we are very flexible, we just go with the flow, we are too small to say “we will do it our way”, we are quite happy to follow their lead on it because we see lots of benefits for us.”
 In terms of adopting BLK’s CRM system, Toni says that being a part of SEEb2e consortium makes them more professional, compared to the situation before, where they did not have a CRM system. In continuation of this he says: “Of course we have to type all this information into the database and we have to plan on doing things not only for ourselves but for the others as well.”
 With this statement, he refers to the fact that the subjects at EISC value their flexibility, which they have because they are not part of a larger organisation. Richard also refers to this: “(…) in the past we would have gone out and done what ever we wanted, now obviously we think of the partnership first.”
 Both Richard and Toni however, mainly refer to benefits for them in terms of the consortium partnership, and thereby one can derive that overall they attach a positive meaning to the ongoing organisational change. 
EISC is Service Manager of Module C. The subjects agree that they have become responsible for Module C, because they are a small company and it is a small area within the consortium contract. When Richard is asked if he thinks BLK is best qualified to manage Module A and be consortium coordinators, he says that he thinks either one of the partners could have done it: “(…) I think we could have led on it, but they obviously have more resources so that is why they deal with it. But we are just as professional, and we are more focused than they are on the old EIC part of it.”
 Toni disagrees with this statement, as he does not believe it would have been possible for EISC with only two people. However, he agrees that EISC is more focused on the former EIC part, which is connected to the fact that the division is not part of a larger organisation like BLK and LTN. Toni says that he has doubts whether the consortium will benefit from BLK’s events team, which is connected to the way he has previously perceived the EIC at BLK: “(…) they seemed to be dissolved in the bigger organisation, and I am a bit worried that Business Link will be the same again.”
 Moreover, he states that this issue has been general throughout Europe; that the EICs have not been publicised because they were part of larger organisations. “I hope it will be different now, Business Link are doing quite ok. And LTN, I think they were showing it quite well before that they were an IRC, so I think that is an advantage (…)”.
 Thus, the subjects at EISC place weight on promoting the EEN, and one can argue that they are especially focused on this, because, from their point of view, they previously promoted the European network more than it was the case for their partners. 

In terms of services integration, the subjects, in line with Linda, state that they are disappointed that LTN has not adopted BLK’s CRM system. Richard emphasises the importance of knowing whether their partners have worked with companies and on what issues in order to deliver the best possible service, and it is only possible for them to compare with BLK: “That is a definite disadvantage, and with only three partners in our group it is the kind of thing that really should have been and needs to be resolved.”
 Toni adds to this statement: “I think that in the long run they will have to come around the idea of using the same system.”
 Thus, in line with BLK, EISC attaches a logic of appropriateness to sharing the CRM system in order to adapt to the situation of integrating the services with the partners in the consortium. They both state that they expect LTN to adopt the system eventually. Richard sums up the impact it has on the consortium’s ability to implement the “no wrong door” approach: “That is a major issue (…) we are starting to know now if they have dealt with BLK because of Captavia, but we don’t have a clue about LTN, so that is a major weakness of our consortium.”
 

Based on the subjects’ statements, EISC in some points constructs LTN as holding back cooperation in the consortium. Toni says that if LTN had taken on the role of consortium coordinator, it probably would have brought some difficulties: “They seem to be a very nice and positive organisation, but they block on things. They have got a different agenda and different view on things (…)”.
 One can derive from the interview that the subjects similarly to Zoe construct LTN as a different type of organisation, as Toni says, they have got a different agenda, and he also says, as Zoe, that LTN will mainly be responsible for strengthening innovation in the region: “(…) LTN mainly delivering the innovation side, they seem much stronger than anyone else we have ever seen before (…)”.
 Richard gives similar statements, when asked if he sees LTN as a competitor, he says that he only sees them as a collaborator: “(…) they don’t do anything that we do, and we don’t do anything that they do.”
 Thus, he sees their services as different, and he also states that the EISC will not interfere in managing Module B, because of LTN’s specialist expertise in this area. Toni has attended one of LTN’s events, which he was very impressed by, and which he has also chosen to adopt something from in one of the upcoming events in EISC’s local network, South Coast International Trade Forum (SCITF): “(…) allowing some timeslots during the presentations for companies attending the event to present themselves, we will use that in our next SCITF event.”
 Thus, in spite of EISC’s construction of LTN as holding back cooperation in the consortium, they also construct the organisation as being strong and professional. E.g. Richard mentions LTN’s close connection to SEEDA as a key strength of LTN and thereby also a benefit to the consortium.

In line with Linda’s statements on the relationship between BLK and EISC, Richard and Toni confirm that they value their partnership. Toni says as follows about their previous collaboration in the EIC network: “(…) if we look at all the past EICs, I think that the group at BLK were the people that were best to work with and complementary to what we were doing.”
 Richard confirms this statement in terms of their current partnership with BLK: “We have got a very good relationship, much stronger, and we know what they do, they know what we do. We enjoy working together, so that is a big plus side.”
 This relationship between BLK and EISC has been built up over several years, and based on the interviews, it entails shared values and mutual trust between the partners, which according to a social constructivist perspective lead to decisions taken through consensus.
 One can argue that EISC’s willingness to adopt the CRM system and follow BLK’s lead is connected to a shared meaning between the two partners, based on shared values and mutual trust. 
One can conclude, based on the findings in this section that the meaning Richard and Toni attach to knowledge sharing is influenced by the fact that they are a small business. The subjects see a number of benefits in joining the consortium in terms of the resources it brings. From the analysis it is found that EISC has a shared meaning with BLK in terms of knowledge sharing in the sense that EISC also attaches a logic of appropriateness to implementing BLK’s CRM system. The subjects construct LTN’s decision not to implement the CRM system as holding back the integration of services in the consortium, and they both expect LTN to adopt the system eventually.
5.3 Boundary Objects and Boundary Crossing: Factors Influencing Knowledge Sharing

This section builds on the findings of the analyses of the three partners in the SEEb2e consortium as activity systems, and their respective social construction of knowledge sharing. The section aims to identify boundary objects in the consortium, and to carry out an analysis of boundary crossing. The analysis of boundary crossing involves the issues of knowledge sharing which have been identified in the analyses, and thereby this section also aims to answer the research question “which factors influence knowledge sharing between the partners in the South East England consortium of the Enterprise Europe Network?”

The term boundary crossing is especially relevant in relation to organisations with network-based structures, where boundary crossing occurs when separate activity systems share an object to solve a problem shared between them. In order to analyse boundary crossing in the SEEb2e consortium, one should identify the boundary objects shared by the three partners. Boundary objects can be defined as mediating artefacts which serve as connectors of perspectives between activity systems.
 Based on the findings in sections 5.1 and 5.2, the communication tools, First Class and the BCD, and the CRM system, Captavia, are examples of boundary objects. The communication tools, First Class and the BCD, are boundary objects in the sense that they are intended to serve as connectors of perspectives and to establish coordination between multiple activity systems. However, the issues attached to the two communication tools are issues external to the activities in the sense that they can only be solved by the Commission; the SEEb2e consortium cannot directly influence the development of the communication tools. Therefore, focus is placed on the CRM system, Captavia which influences knowledge sharing within the SEEb2e consortium.

To sum up the findings in section 5.2, the partners’ diverging social construction of knowledge sharing has influenced the fact that EISC has implemented BLK’s CRM system, whereas LTN has chosen not to implement the system. It is found that BLK and EISC share a logic of appropriateness to establish an integrated approach in the consortium, whereas LTN’s logic of appropriateness to the same situation is to refer contacts to each other when it is found relevant. From the analysis it is derived that LTN’s decision not to implement the system is influenced by the fact that it constructs its services as distinct from its partners. Furthermore, the decision is influenced by the fact that LTN is involved in two EEN consortia, SEEb2e and London. In connection to this, the concept of polycontextuality comes into play. Polycontextuality refers to the fact that people in activity systems are often involved in multiple, simultaneous tasks not only within the same activity system but in multiple activity systems.

In the interview with Zoe Bowers, she states that through LTN’s involvement in two consortia, she sees that they struggle with similar issues: “They are separate organisations with separate cultures, structures and existing databases, so there are legacy issues to overcome (…) there is still the internal challenging of really understanding what each other do and to signpost within consortia in a seamless way.”
 With this statement, Zoe refers to the impact the different histories of the divisions in the consortia have on their cooperation. The fact that LTN has not adopted BLK’s CRM system is referred to as a legacy issue by Zoe, as she states that data protection issues make it impossible to pool their contacts into a shared database. In addition, a legacy issue from the point of view of Zoe is to fully understand what each other do. This leads the analysis towards an obstacle to boundary crossing which is “groupthink”. “Groupthink” refers to a group identity which leads to stereotyping of other groups and to a self-stereotyping of one’s in-group. Often one glorifies characteristics of one’s cohesive in-group that contrast with characteristics of out-groups.

Zoe constructs LTN as a forerunner in technology brokerage within the previous IRC network; as providing distinct services from the former EICs; and as being the bigger partner in the consortium in terms of funding and support from the Commission.
 The three points are interconnected and, based on the thesis analysis, construct the group identity at LTN. BLK as a group, from the point of view of Linda Bennett, constructs itself as part of the leading national business support network which has an embedded “no wrong door” approach and is perceived as “the route to market” which makes the division the natural conduit to take on the role of consortium coordinator.
 EISC constructs its in-group as being 100 % committed to the EEN in its status as a private ltd. company, opposed to being a part of a large organisation.
 The three in-groups all contrast their groups to their partners’ in some points. However, one can argue that similarly to LTN constructing itself as distinct from its partners, BLK and EISC form one in-group in contrast to LTN as an out-group in terms of the boundary object, the CRM system.

As derived from the interviews, EISC and BLK have a shared meaning in terms of knowledge sharing in the consortium, and I have argued that this consensus between them can be traced to the relationship they have built over years of cooperating via the EIC network.
 EISC and BLK give statements which are in line with their construction of LTN as an out-group in connection to the division’s decision not to implement the system. Richard comments as follows on LTN’s arguments: “They could have done something, they are supposed to be innovative, and so they could have come up with some solution to it.”
 Linda also states that LTN could have found a solution, she says: “I would say that the main reason they don’t want it is that they don’t want their information to be in the open arena for whatever reason.”
 One can argue that in order to fully understand LTN’s decision to not implement the system; one should take into consideration the issue of trust.

One should note that EISC did not previously have a CRM system, and thereby compared to LTN, they could easily implement BLK’s system. Richard also states that they are happy to follow BLK’s lead, which in turn exhibits a sign of trust in their consortium partner. LTN, on the other hand, has not previously worked with its current partners, and this may influence its decision. Another influencing factor on LTN’s reluctance to adopt the CRM system, one can argue, is connected to Zoe’s construction of LTN as the bigger partner in the consortium. From the analysis in chapter 5.1.2, it was found that an implicit rule to take on a leading role, in this context as consortium coordinator, is in a process of being renegotiated in the activity. Thus, the fact that LTN has not yet adopted the system, may also be connected to, from the point of view of LTN, the division giving up a significant element of its identity, namely its role as the bigger partner receiving the highest amount of funding in the consortium. Thus, in keeping its own CRM system and thereby protecting its contacts, LTN can more easily maintain its leading role.

The fact that the boundary object, the CRM system, is shared by BLK and EISC is an example of boundary crossing, which entails that the two activities have joined forces to solve the problem of integrating services in the consortium. From the perspective of the two partners, boundary crossing is unsuccessful until LTN has also adopted the system. Based on the above analysis, there are indications from the side of LTN that the system may be implemented over time. Zoe does not give direct statements on this issue, but she says “(…) it is not as easy as to put them in one big pile and share from day one.”
 Unlike her partners, Zoe currently does not construct knowledge sharing in terms of integrating a shared CRM system as a possibility. One can link this situation of disagreement to a social constructivist perspective which states that there is another type of shared meaning through which institutions work as substitutes for deeper levels of agreement. In this case the SEEb2e is attached to a formal contract which substitutes for informal coordination based on shared values.

Based on the above analysis, the CRM system is a key factor influencing knowledge sharing, however there are a number of other factors influencing boundary crossing in the consortium. Based on the analysis of the consortium partners as activity systems, three “where to” mediating artefacts are influential on boundary crossing and thereby knowledge sharing in the consortium. These are the regional development agency SEEDA, the UK government, and the European Commission.
 SEEDA is responsible for ensuring a bank guarantee for the consortium. As a government funded agency, the guarantee must be approved at the national level, and the UK government will not allow SEEDA to issue the guarantee due to the fact that the agency is not a delivering partner, and they cannot take on the role as a bank. Meanwhile, at the time of gathering the empirical data, SEEDA remains committed to obtaining the guarantee. The fact that the consortium has not got the bank guarantee means that they are not receiving funding from the European Commission, which in turn has further implications on knowledge sharing in the SEEb2e consortium. 

Especially BLK as the consortium coordinator is influenced by the missing guarantee, as according to Linda, most of her time is spent dealing with issues relating to the consortium contract. The three divisions also agree that the fact that they have not got the guarantee entails that a shared marketing effort has still not been implemented in the consortium. BLK as the coordinator has neither time nor money to initiate the marketing efforts. The fact that the consortium has problems initiating a shared marketing effort is however not only caused by the missing bank guarantee, every interviewee in the consortium state that the Commission should have provided guidelines and rules in terms of marketing the EEN, and they also agree that there should have been consultation with the members of the previous EIC and IRC networks. 

The only marketing material which has been provided to the network from the Commission is a logo, which, according to Linda and Richard, is inappropriate to use because it is grammatically incorrect and it creates bad connotation to UK companies. Furthermore, there are no guidelines for whether the different consortia can add their respective consortia names to the logo. This is an issue which has still not been resolved in the SEEb2e consortium, and there is agreement between the partners that the fact that some consortia have started using the logos in different ways will damage the overall cohesion of the EEN.
 Key performance indicators is another factor influencing, especially BLK and LTN, BLK in its role as coordinator, and LTN as the partner receiving the highest amount of funding. They both call for consistency and clear communication from the side of the Commission, and in addition Zoe states that there should have been consultation on this issue in the form of communications working groups: “(…) there is a lot of expertise across the network that could have been used.”

Thus, the consortium partners agree that there should be more rules and guidelines from the Commission. Another factor which is also connected to the lack of rules and guidelines is that there is an implicit rule prevalent with every partner to expect poor communication from the side of the Commission.
 In turn, this rule becomes clear when the different parties in the consortium explain how the fact that the communication tools are not in place negatively affect their activities. None of the partners are aware when the BCD will be in place, and in terms of First Class, Zoe at LTN has not received training in how to use the system, and she has missed important messages coming from the Commission. The fact that LTN has missed important information sent out from the Commission on First Class leads Zoe to call for clear training on how to use it, or for the Commission to use different media to send out important information.

Concluding on this chapter, I have found that there are three overall factors which influence knowledge sharing in the SEEb2e consortium. Firstly, the lack of consensus between the three partners on the CRM system, Captavia. Secondly, the fact that the consortium has not obtained a bank guarantee, which involves both European, national and regional actors. Finally, the lack of rules, guidelines and communication to the network partners from the side of the Commission is influential on the ability of the parties in the SEEb2e consortium to share knowledge. These factors influencing knowledge sharing will be further included in the discussion in the following chapter.
6 ACHIEVING THE OVERALL AIMS OF THE ENTERPRISE EUROPE NETWORK
After identifying factors that influence knowledge sharing within the SEEb2e consortium, this chapter includes the European Commission’s perspectives on establishing the EEN, and on knowledge sharing as it is expected to be carried out in practice in the consortia. The chapter is divided into two sections. Firstly, an analysis of the social construction of knowledge sharing from the point of view of the Commission is carried out. Secondly, building on the analysis of the social construction of the Commission and of the three partners in the SEEb2e consortium, a discussion of bottom-up and top-down perspectives is carried out, also taking into consideration the social constructivist theorising on these perspectives, aiming to provide an answer to the second and final research question, “what effect does the consortium partners’ respective social construction of knowledge sharing have on the consortium achieving the overall aims of the Enterprise Europe Network?”

6.1 The European Commission’s Social Construction of Knowledge Sharing

Equally to the analyses in section 5.2, this section applies the theoretical approach of social constructivist institutionalism. The analysis of the Commission in this section is carried out in line with the analyses of the respective consortium partners, in order to subsequently compare the bottom-up and top-down perspectives in a discussion which aims to answer the second research question. The analysis is carried out based on an interview with Hussein Sattaf, Head of sector “Training and Governance” at the Executive Agency for Competitiveness and Innovation, which has been set up in Brussels by the Directorate General for Enterprise and Industry in order to implement the EEN.
 The analysis aims to identify the meaning which the Commission attaches to the EEN, and the logic of appropriateness which the Commission attaches to sharing knowledge in practice within the consortia. 
To sum up the presentation of the EEN in section 4.3, the reasoning for merging the EIC and IRC networks involves three main points for the Commission. First, to create a “no wrong door” approach, meaning that businesses can come to any partner of the network regardless of the service provision they may need. Second, the Commission has reduced the administrative burden by establishing consortia and thereby reducing the number of contracts, leaving more money for the network. Third, the Commission aims to bring together chambers of commerce and similar organisations with universities and research institutes, entailing that the different specialisations of the previous networks are now shared. 

According to Hussein, regions are a key factor in relation to the EEN, and the idea of establishing consortia is to take into consideration the regional differences across Europe and the different needs of SMEs: “(…) I would say that in the concept of the network, it was always clear that we should use existing structures, so we do not try to reinvent the wheel – that would be ridiculous.”
 In terms of building on existing structures, Hussein states that the involved parties should be large structured in order to be able to manage a consortium, and he stresses the importance of involving regional authorities, the national governments, and municipalities in the consortia, not necessarily as contractual partners but as collaborators in terms of developing strategies: “(…) we believe that is really the most efficient way to have a sustainable network effect.”
 Hussein adds that taking into consideration the regional differences as opposed to solely managing the network centrally is a necessity: “(…) we have some over arching priority themes (…) it doesn’t mean that we have to define the entire subjects for each single region, you can’t do that, and it doesn’t make sense to do it.”
 Based on these statements, one can derive that Hussein attaches a significant meaning to taking into consideration regional differences within the EEN.
Hussein states that placing more weight on the regional dimension is a way in which the management from the side of the Commission has changed compared to the situation with the previous networks: “(…) you had a quite strong management involvement and operational involvement from the European Commission directly (…)”.
 Now the DG for Enterprise and Industry focus on strategies and policies, and the Executive Agency has been set up to focus on implementing the programmes of the EEN. Based on the following statement, Hussein constructs the Agency as highly strengthening the network compared to the situation before: “I am really confident that we are much faster and much more efficient in implementing the different parts of animating the network and paying the network, so you don’t have these enormous delays that you had before.”
 With this statement, Hussein also says that the administrative burden has been reduced which is one of the main purposes of establishing the EEN.

The fact that the Commission has decided to build the network on existing regional structures means that the Commission provided some guidelines and requirements for the bid proposals in the form of the modules A, B, and C: “(…) but how these things are carried out we have left very much up to the decision of each network partner, everybody has to find the right formula for their clients and their regions.”
 When Hussein is asked if the network would have benefited from more guidelines in terms of marketing, he replies that the reason for the current situation is that there has been a delay in forming the Executive Agency and recruiting staff: “(…) we have the issue that we have certain delays because we have to implement marketing strategies and we will do it and we are working on it (…)”.
 He states that it was not possible for the agency to have the procedures ready for the initiation of the network, but from the subject’s perspective the agency can still make an effort in providing promotional tools that each consortium can adapt to their needs, and they support the network in running general awareness campaigns. In continuation of this, Hussein says, “I think the promotion and the marketing of the network will take place.”
 In addition, he believes that the network partners are committed to promoting the EEN, because the network has become stronger with more partner organisations and more financial resources: “I think that is quite a strong message to sell, so I think people buy into it. You can see that now they are keen to use the new logo (…)”.
 Thus, from the point of view of Hussein, the EEN logo is a strong tool for the partners to use in promoting the network.

In terms of carrying out the aims of the network in practice, Hussein states that a key requirement is to maintain the personal contact to the clients, and that the EEN is not simply a web-based network. However, the Commission has set in place internal communication tools, in the form of the BCD and First Class, to help the partners communicate with each other as simple as possible: “(…) each single contact point of the network actually has contact to 500 organisations in 40 countries of different nature (…) so with one mouse click or one phone call you can have contact to each single contact point, which is really unique.”
 In connection to First Class, Hussein explains that it will be used as a conferencing and email system: “I would say it is more user friendly than just blogs or forums on the web, so this is really one exchange information tool.”
 The subject states that due to the delays of forming the Executive Agency, there is also a delay in providing training for the EEN. However, the agency intends to bring together people across the network in working groups and for training sessions in order for people to form relationships with each other and learn about the different specialisations of people. “(…) you have a regional approach (…) but you also have some experts who are really competent on different subjects, so what you do is you recreate this form of added value within the network and you enrich the entire network with those who are particularly specialised.”
 
Hussein also refers to the different specialisations of the network, when he speaks about creating an Enterprise Europe identity across the network: “(…) we make it clear that we do not think in terms of ex EIC or ex IRC (…) we talk about the new network as organisations with different specialisations, so we don’t run any parallel lines (…)”.
 The launch event in February hosted by the Commission is another example of how, from the point of view of Hussein, the EEN identity is being promoted and embraced by the network: “(…) it demonstrated very clearly this new image, and faced this new era that is starting, and I think everybody bought into that.”
 Hussein also states that he is aware that the network partners still depend on the relations they have built up over the years, and he emphasises that the new network builds on the values of the former EIC and IRC networks.

From the point of view of the subject, the overall aim of the network, to create an integrated approach in the form of a “no wrong door” or “one stop shop” approach, means: “(…) it is really the one stop shop, but with different doors, so you have a number of access points but you will always more or less immediately be part of a network.”
 With this statement, the Commission’s logic of appropriateness in terms of integrating services and sharing knowledge in the consortia becomes evident. He says that it does not mean that everyone needs to be an expert in everything, but it is necessary that the partners understand what each other are doing in order to refer clients to each other: “(…) we count on the network itself to explain this to their colleagues so they can very quickly have a very good idea of what the others have to offer.”
 In continuation of this, the consortia are expected to further integrate their qualities by combining the different service modules, Hussein provides an example of combining modules A and B: “(…) if you are talking about technological transfer, then of course maybe you want to have some market information about this market as well (…)”.
 

Based on the interview with Hussein, the meaning which the Commission attaches to establishing the EEN is to take into consideration regional differences by providing only a few guidelines from the European level, and thus leaving the respective regional consortia to decide what is the best way for them to implement the EEN. The logic of appropriateness which the Commission attaches to integrating services and sharing knowledge in the consortia entails that the partners are responsible for understanding each other’s services in order to be able to refer clients to each other, and in time to combine the services of the different service modules.

6.2 Bottom-up and Top-down Perspectives on Knowledge Sharing

This section aims to clearly bring forward the differences and similarities between the Commission’s social construction of knowledge sharing and the respective SEEb2e consortium partners’ construction of knowledge sharing as analysed in chapter 5. Thus, the findings in connection to the Commission’s social construction of knowledge sharing are significant for understanding the overall aims of the EEN, and to be able to compare the Commission’s  and the SEEb2e partners’ expectations to how the consortium should integrate the overall aims of the network in practice. Bringing the perspectives of the SEEb2e partners and the European Commission together includes bottom-up and top-down perspectives in the discussion.
The term multi-level-governance is referred to when policies pursued from the European Union, involve national and regional actors.
 With reference to section 6.1, Hussein stresses the importance of involving regional and national authorities in developing strategies in the EEN consortia, and from the conclusion in chapter 5, it is found that one of the main factors influencing knowledge sharing in the SEEb2e consortium is the missing bank guarantee, which involves actors from the regional and national level. Thus, multi-level-governance is in this case exhibited in the sense that the European Commission has introduced a new programme in the form of the EEN which is meant to strengthen the innovation and competitiveness of regions. Thereby the regional development agency SEEDA has become involved in order to adapt the EEN to the specific needs of South East England in cooperation with the three consortium partners. SEEDA is funded by the UK government, and thereby the national government also has an influence on the consortium, as the actors at the national level, at the time of writing, have not yet approved the bank guarantee, which in turn means that the consortium cannot be paid by the Commission.

The involvement of the EU on regional policies and programmes often brings together bottom-up and top-down perspectives, thereby combining “soft” measures like advisory services and network building with “harder” instruments such as technological infrastructure or venture capital.
 In the case of establishing the EEN, the thesis analyses have already exhibited that the consortium partners have the main responsibility of establishing the “soft” measures in terms of coordinating their efforts in marketing and similar activities. The “harder” measures largely depend on the regional, national and European actors. As follows, a more in depth discussion is carried out, comparing the top-down and bottom-up perspectives.

The fact that the Commission has divided the EEN into regional consortia, for Hussein, means that the previous centralised management involvement from the Commission has changed, and now the individual needs of regions are taken into consideration, entailing that the Commission has left decision making on the softer issues such as marketing coordination for each consortium to decide. Hussein describes the changing network management: “(…) we give more responsibility to the network itself and I think they are much more free to develop relationships among them, and we really get involved where it makes sense (…)”.
  This construction of the situation is however in opposition to the construction of the same situation from the side of the consortium partners, as there is consensus between them that there have been too few guidelines in terms of branding and marketing. Thus, Zoe says: “There were no clear guidelines on the softer issues. The questions at the launch event were not just about money and guarantees but also about branding and coordination.”
 With this statement, she directly calls for more guidelines on the “softer” issues. Linda provides another example of the missing guidelines on “soft” measures, compared to the situation with the previous EIC network: “(…) when we were an EIC we had to have our own headed notepaper, we had to have a sign outside (…) None of that is provided to us (…) they have given us no proper branding framework that any corporate branding requires.”
 With this statement, she also refers to the fact that this freedom of each consortium to manage the EEN branding will lead to inconsistency across the network. This is a point which all three partners agree on, and thus Richard states: “(…) there should have been some directions or consultation given on what we would call each region, and how each website should look (…) They are wasting money, time, resource, and it is going to look very, very fragmented when it is finished.”
 Thereby, one can determine that in terms of branding and marketing the SEEb2e consortium partners are in agreement that there is a need for a stronger top-down management from the Commission in terms of guidelines.

Hussein states that due to delays in forming the Executive Agency, there has also been a delay in creating these guidelines; however, he says that they are now working to introduce marketing strategies. In the consortium there is agreement that is too late for the Commission to introduce guidelines, as some consortia have already introduced their own brand. Zoe mentions an example of the London consortium which has become attached to their separate brand.
 The problem of how to manage the logo is also very apparent in the SEEb2e consortium, where the partners have difficulties deciding how to manage the EEN logo, whether or not they shall include their consortium name underneath it, and not least what they are allowed to do with it in terms of Commission copyrights.
 Furthermore, as introduced in section 5, two out of three partners think the logo is inappropriate to use. Linda sums up how she sees the Commission’s marketing efforts: “(…) the logo with the incoherent strap line that is all they have given us in terms of marketing that is not an awful lot of help.”
 Thus, Hussein’s construction of the network partners’ keenness to use the logo is not consistent with the situation at SEEb2e; however one should note that this resistance towards the logo may not be prevalent in other parts of Europe for non-native English speakers for whom the grammatical error in the strap line may not be apparent.
In relation to the EEN logo, the issues of consultation and communication come into play. These are issues that the consortium partners agree on. Thus, Linda states as follows about the Commission: “They are bad at the whole thing of consulting, they are bad at passing on information about things (…)”.
 Zoe states that working groups formed from the previous networks would have been useful, e.g. in terms of deciding on key performance indicators, which were simply sent out by the Commission: “(…) in a communications working group people would have been able to contribute to overcome those issues, but really it would have been ideal to have one of those set up before the network launch.”
 Hussein states that the Executive Agency intends to set up working groups, which should help the people form relations across the network, however similarly to the marketing guidelines there is a delay on initiating the working groups. Consultation with the network on issues such as the logo and key performance indicators, one can derive from the interviews, is a point in which the consortium partners call for the Commission to take into consideration bottom-up perspectives instead of simply introducing these elements top-down.

In chapter 5, I concluded that an implicit rule to expect poor communication from the side of the Commission prevails with each of the three partners. At the time of the interviews, especially issues relating to the communication tools, First Class and the BCD, are referred to when the issue of communication comes up. Zoe provides an example: “We used to get letters by email and also by post making it clear what the changes were, but now the Commission aren’t really taking responsibility. They are often saying “talk to the Executive Agency” who are still forming.”
 The communication about the changes in the EEN is currently only sent out on the email and conferencing system, First Class. The SEEb2e partners agree that First Class is currently not being used correctly which is partly caused by the fact that the BCD is not in place yet, which entails that First Class is also used for business cooperation profiles, and it is partly caused by the fact that the system is new to the former IRCs. As a consequence, the system is particularly difficult for Zoe and colleagues at LTN to comprehend, and it has meant that they have missed important information coming from the Commission. According to Zoe there is a need to receive training in how to use this communication tool, which as also explained by Hussein, is the one communication system to be used across the network. In line with marketing guidelines, and the set up of working groups, there is however also a delay in initiating training for the network.
 

Toni and Richard suggest that the Commission should have applied the BCD which was used by the former IRCs, as it was considered very useful. In connection to this, Richard states: “They should definitely put the BCD in place; I mean here we are at the end of April still talking about what it is going to look like (…) Now we have lost four months on that.”
 Thus, in terms of the communication tools provided by the Commission, there is some inconsistency in the construction of the situation from the side of the Commission and the consortium partners’, as Hussein states that First Class is a user friendly system. However, one can imagine that in time, when training has been provided in using First Class and the BCD has been set in place, the communication within the network and between the network and the Commission will be improved. At the time of writing, however, the situation remains that the network partners do not think that the Commission is providing them with enough information on the ongoing changes in the EEN. Toni sums up this issue: “(…) there is no communication that is the problem. There is a communication every other month with not really much more than the previous month.”

One of the main reasons for establishing the EEN is to reduce the administrative burden at the European level and leave more money for the consortia. This is another point in which there seems to be divergent points of view between the Commission on one side and two of the partners, BLK as the coordinator and LTN as the manager of Module B, on the other side. Thus, Hussein states that he is confident that as a result of reducing the administrative burden there will not be the same delays in paying the network compared to the previous situation. Linda states: “(…) reducing the administrative burden as far as they are concerned, they have actually escalated it as far as we are concerned. So once we get more money, we also get a lot more grief administratively.”
 Zoe gives a similar comment on this issue: “The Commission have said that they want to simplify the reporting burden for the consortia, but then they have doubled the number of performance indicators, and it looks like it is going to be twice as bad currently.”
 Thus, two out of three parties to the consortium believe that their administrative burden has grown instead of being reduced. In connection to this, one should note that the fact that the SEEb2e consortium has not been paid by the Commission due to the problems of obtaining a bank guarantee may further their negative perception of the administrative burden. The fact that they have not got the guarantee may also mean that they do not see that the delays of receiving payment from the Commission have actually been reduced for other consortia, which are not experiencing the same problems with their contracts.

6.2.1 Establishing a “No Wrong Door” Approach
This section places focus on the Commission’s overall aim to establish a “no wrong door” approach, an aim which is interconnected to the issues discussed above. Thus, this section builds on the previous section, and because the overall aim of the EEN is the subject of analysis, this section also aims to answer the second research question. 
The overall aim of the network, to create an integrated approach in the form of a “no wrong door” approach, from the point of view of the Commission, means that the partners in the EEN consortia should understand each other’s different services and competences in order to refer clients to each other. When introducing this logic of appropriateness to integrating services and sharing knowledge, it becomes relevant to compare it to that of the SEEb2e partners. With reference to section 5.2, the logic of appropriateness to knowledge sharing differs between LTN and the other two parties. Thus, LTN’s logic of appropriateness is to refer contacts to each other when it is found relevant, whereas BLK and EISC’s logic of appropriateness is that in order to create an integrated approach, the partners need to implement a shared CRM system. Thus, overall, LTN’s logic of appropriateness seems to be in line with the Commission, which has not set out rules for establishing shared CRM systems in the consortia. The fact that the Commission has not created rules or guidelines for introducing shared CRM systems is in line with its construction of the necessity to take into consideration the differences between regions and thereby leaving each consortium to decide how they wish to create an integrated approach.

The Commission also expects the network partners to understand what their colleagues have to offer, and this is a point the SEEb2e partners have implemented. Due to their previous cooperation as EICs, BLK and EISC, knew each other and each other’s services beforehand, however they did not know LTN and vice versa. Therefore, the divisions have had “shadowing” days, where they have visited each other’s divisions, and they have attended each other’s events. This is a point which every interviewee refers to. Thus, when Zoe is asked whether she is under the impression that BLK and EISC understand LTN’s services, she says: “(…) a member of each delivery team came and spent the day with us here and then attended our events as well (…) I think people have got a good understanding.”
 However, the interviewees also agree that it is an ongoing process and they can still learn more about each other’s services.

In terms of integrating services from the point of view of the Commission, Hussein says that the next step after understanding each other’s services is to combine the different service modules in order to provide the best possible service to the clients. Richard mentions an example of how this is already taking place in the consortium: “(…) a company that Zoe’s LTN wanted some information on, because they are going to an innovation event in Europe, and we knew them and Valerie knew them from Business Link Kent, so between the three of us we know that they now get a great service from us.”
 The partners, however, agree that it is still early days for this. One should also keep in mind that BLK and EISC see LTN as holding back this integration due to the fact that the division has not implemented the CRM system. Thus, in spite of the fact that there is a concrete example of progress in combining the modules, one can argue that the internal challenging on the issue may to some extent inhibit service integration.

 Within the consortium there is also a varying construction of the services division into modules. Thus, based on the interviews, LTN supports the idea, EISC do not have particular objections, whereas Linda at BLK is opposed the idea of separate modules. She states: “(…) we can just carry on sort of in the three channels in this single direction, parallel line type approach to delivery (…) I think the challenge is to break away from that to something that looks like a single delivery.”
 In connection to this, it is notable that Hussein says the exact opposite: “(…) we talk about the new network as organisations with different specialisations, so we don’t run any parallel lines (…)”.
 Hussein’s construction is closely connected to his conviction that the launch event in February hosted by the Commission was a success in terms of presenting the EEN image to the members of the network. However, from the SEEb2e consortium, only one of the partners agrees with this construction of the launch event, namely Zoe at LTN: “(…) the branding and the launch were very good, so there is impetus from the Commission to support it as a strong network.”
 Richard and Linda, however, do not agree that the launch was successful, Linda says: “(…) it was a Commission do, and that is it, it was what you could expect.”
 Richard refers to the launch event as a missed opportunity from the side of the Commission to introduce concrete guidelines and provide networking opportunities.
 One can derive that to Linda and Richard, the launch event was another example of poor communication from the side of the Commission. Based on this varying perception of the launch of the EEN and the division of services into modules, one can derive that LTN’s social construction of the situation is the one most similar to the Commission’s. As follows, social constructivist top-down and bottom-up perspectives are included in the discussion. 

From a social constructivist top-down perspective, organisational designs are results of isomorphic pressures. There is one type of pressure which is in line with the establishment of the SEEb2e consortium, coercive isomorphism, which entails an adoption of organisational designs recommended by higher level political authorities from whom the organisation receives important resources.
 This is the case for the partners who, with the help of the regional development agency SEEDA, have formed a consortium in line with the Commission’s requirements, in order for the three parties to continue being a part of a European business support network and receive funding from the European Commission. Thus, the parties did not decide to enter into a partnership themselves, it happened as a result of coercive isomorphism, from the European and the regional level, as it is also explained by Zoe: “(…) it was probably obvious that the EIC in the region was Business Link Kent and EISC, and SEEDA already funded us for academic operations (…) The IRC in the region wasn’t very effective in their previous contract so I think it was probably SEEDA that recommended that we expand our services to the South East.”
 From this statement, one can derive that coercive isomorphism from the side of SEEDA, as an organisation providing resources to LTN, influenced LTN’s decision to join the SEEb2e in addition to the London consortium.
Based on the findings in the analyses in chapter 5, one can argue that there are also displays of isomorphic pressures internally between the parties in the consortium. Thus, another variety is mimetic isomorphism which refers to voluntary attempts to copy designs from organisations that are perceived as successful and legitimate.
 One sees an example of this in EISC’s decision to implement BLK’s CRM system, which as derived in section 5.2.3, exhibits a sign of mutual trust between the partners, EISC’s willingness to follow the lead of the larger organisation, and their conviction that adopting the system makes the EISC more professional. LTN on the other hand, as derived in section 5.2.2, constructs itself as providing distinct services and as being the bigger partner in terms of funding. One can argue that these factors influence LTN to not feel obliged to undergo the pressure of mimetic isomorphism in the form of adopting BLK’s CRM system.

From a social constructivist bottom-up perspective, the adaptation of identities and institutions to an external environment is shaped and constrained by internal dynamics, by which identities and institutions modify themselves endogenously.
 These internal dynamics between the parties to the SEEb2e consortium are what have been analysed throughout the thesis, and thereby in order to conclude on the discussion, one should be able to answer the second research question: “what effect does the consortium partners’ respective social construction of knowledge sharing have on the consortium achieving the overall aims of the Enterprise Europe Network?”

The main aim of the EEN is to create a “no wrong door” approach which in turn brings further benefits in terms of bringing together organisations with different specialisations, strengthening the competitiveness and innovation of regions, and reducing the administrative burden. As derived from the analyses in section 5.2, the consortium partners have different social constructions of knowledge sharing; now the question is how it affects their ability to achieve the overall aim of creating a “no wrong door” approach as it is expected by the Commission. Thus, Hussein says that first partners should understand each others competences in order to be able to refer clients to each other. This point is being followed by the partners in the SEEb2e consortium, as they are attending each others events and have had “shadowing” days to understand each other’s services and core competences. 
The second step, according to Hussein, is that the partners start combining the service modules to create a better service for clients. In connection to this, the Commission has not set out requirements for how this should be carried out in practice, e.g. in the form of introducing CRM systems. Internally in the consortium however, the consortium coordinator, BLK, has introduced a CRM system as the way to integrate their services. One can argue that LTN’s decision not to implement the system does not directly strive against what is expected by the Commission. However, based on the following statement from Hussein, one can argue that the varying construction of knowledge sharing can be a problem for the consortium in achieving the overall aim of the network: “(…) everybody has to find the right formula for their clients and their regions.”
 The fact that the partners internally cannot agree on a formula to implement the “no wrong door” approach, one can argue, will inhibit their ability to reach the aim as it is expected by the Commission in the form of combining the modules.
7 CONCLUSION

The thesis has explored issues attached to knowledge sharing in the South East England consortium of the Enterprise Europe Network. Multi-level-governance is exhibited in this case, as a programme has been introduced at the European level, by the Commission, in the form of the business support network, EEN, replacing the previous European Information Centres and Innovation Relay Centres. The implementation of the EEN in regional consortia has included the regional development agency SEEDA as a co-founder of the SEEb2e consortium. SEEDA is funded by the UK government, which consequently also involves the national level. Thereby, the organisational level, consisting of the three partners in the consortium, is influenced by actors on multiple levels, which, as will be presented in the conclusion, is influential on knowledge sharing in the consortium.
Three overall factors have shown to be influential on knowledge sharing in the SEEb2e consortium of the EEN: a lack of rules, guidelines and communication from the side of the Commission, problems of obtaining a bank guarantee, and internal disagreement on implementing a shared CRM system. There is a general consensus between the partners on the issues relating to the European Commission. Thus, they agree that there is a need for further guidelines on marketing across the network and general communication from the Commission on what is expected of the consortia. The one marketing tool which has been provided to the network is a logo, which according to two of the SEEb2e partners is inappropriate to use due to a grammatical error in the strap line. The lack of guidelines for the consortium partners means that they have problems initiating a shared marketing effort. 
The issue of obtaining a bank guarantee is interconnected to the issues attached to initiating shared marketing efforts, because the fact that the consortium has not been paid by the Commission entails that the consortium does not have the resources necessary for shared marketing activities. SEEDA is working to obtain the bank guarantee, which at the time of collecting the empirical material, is being prevented by the UK government that will not allow SEEDA to issue the guarantee and work as a bank for the consortium.
The internal disagreements between the partners on implementing a shared CRM system are linked to the consortium’s efforts to integrate services in order to reach the overall aim of the network, to establish a “no wrong door” approach.
 Thus, the effect of the varying social construction of knowledge sharing between the consortium partners on the consortium’s ability to reach the overall aim of establishing a “no wrong door” approach has been analysed.
The Commission has taken into consideration regional differences across the EEN by leaving each consortium within the EEN to integrate their services in accordance to how it is appropriate in their respective regions. Thus, the Commission has not set out rules for consortia to implement shared CRM systems. However, within the SEEb2e the consortium coordinator, BLK, attaches a logic of appropriateness for its two partners in the consortium to implementing its CRM system. One partner, EISC, shares the coordinator’s logic of appropriateness to knowledge sharing and has implemented the system, whereas the latter partner, LTN, constructs knowledge sharing in terms of referring clients to each other when it is found appropriate. The two partners who have implemented the system see the latter partner as negatively influencing knowledge sharing and thereby the consortium’s ability to implement the “no wrong door” approach. Based on the thesis analyses a number of factors have shown to influence LTN’s decision not to implement the system, a main factor is that LTN, as a former IRC, constructs itself as providing distinct services compared to its partners which are former EICs. 
From the point of view of the Commission, implementing the “no wrong door” approach means that everyone in the consortium should understand what each other are doing in order to refer clients to each other. From this point of view, there is a connection between the social construction of LTN and the expectations of the Commission. However, the fact that the Commission expects the consortium to find a formula to implement the “no wrong door” approach, which is appropriate for the region, one can argue, constrains the consortium’s ability to achieve the overall aim of the EEN, because of the fact that the partners disagree on how to create the right formula for the region of South East England.
In a discussion of the partners’ ability to reach the overall aims of the EEN, a number of examples appear which show diverging points of view between the Commission and the consortium partners. These diverging viewpoints are connected to factors influencing knowledge sharing, and it is notable that in issues which involve the lack of communication and consultation on the EEN changes, and the lack of guidelines on the “softer” issues in the EEN consortia from the side of the Commission, the three partners are in general agreement.
 Thus, internal disagreement between the partners, on the CRM system, constrain knowledge sharing in the consortium, however, one can argue that influencing factors external to the consortium, on which there is general consensus between the partners, equally constrain the SEEb2e consortium’s ability to share knowledge and achieve the overall aims of the Enterprise Europe Network.
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