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Entrepreneurship and innovation are widely recognized as drivers of regional economic
development, yet innovation outcomes remain uneven even within well-resourced
ecosystems. Previous studies have investigated individual dimensions of entrepreneurship
and the environment individually, but the pipeline from individual capabilities to innovation
outcomes in regions is not well understood. This theoretical gap is exacerbated by a practical
one: innovation support interventions do not necessarily lead to the desired results, even
when seemingly good structural conditions prevail. This thesis explores how individual
entrepreneurial capabilities shape innovation processes within regional innovation
ecosystems, addressing a critical gap in understanding the micro-level mechanisms that link
cognitive orientations to innovation outcomes. Employing a qualitative exploratory design,
the study combines a systematic literature review following PRISMA guidelines with semi-
structured interviews of nine entrepreneurs and intrapreneurs operating in the Kymenlaakso
region of Finland. Thematic analysis, using abductive coding, identified five interrelated
themes: Actor Mindset, Framing of the Environment, Action Orientation, Relational
Embeddedness, and Institutional Context. The results indicate that entrepreneurial ability is
not an absolute but conditional. A material resource threshold was identified as a boundary
condition below which the whole innovation capability system collapses (e.g. minimum
financial liquidity, cash flow or operational stability). At levels lower than this threshold,
framing capacity decreases, action orientation becomes lost, and innovation stasis becomes
regardless of the strength of the mindset or the availability of relationships. The study
contributes to the cognitive appraisal theory, the dynamic capabilities theory, the self-
efficacy theory, the social capital theory and the institutional theory by showing that these



processes depend on enabling material conditions. The revised conditional process model
brings a recursive, socially located and materially contingent conception of entrepreneurial
capability. Practical implications are that institutional support needs to be provided in a
lifecycle fashion beyond business creation, specific interventions are needed for immigrant
entrepreneurs who are experiencing relational barriers, and financial viability is a necessary
precondition for innovation activity. The findings inform regional development policy,
support institution design, and entrepreneurial practice in contexts of economic transition.
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1 Introduction

1.1 Background of the study

Entrepreneurship is widely recognized as a driving force behind economic development, job
creation, and innovation (Liao et al., 2022). Researchers have been trying to find out what
makes some people and areas more entrepreneurial than others for decades. Early studies
focused on personality traits and individual characteristics, while later research shifted
towards environmental conditions, such as access to finance, infrastructure, and supportive
policies (Stam, 2015). More recently, scholars have understood that both individual
characteristics and environmental factors play a role, but the interaction between these is not

well understood (Spigel and Harrison, 2017).

This knowledge gap is especially noticeable in regional innovation ecosystems, where
formal support structures are in place, but innovation outcomes are not uniform and depend
on the individual and organization. Innovation ecosystems are increasingly viewed as
complex, relational systems rather than static structures (Autio et al., 2018). The underlying
question is why some actors see opportunities and seize them while others who are in the
same environment don't. This study suggests that the answer is not just what resources people
have, and what policies exist, but how the people perceive, interpret, and react to their
environment (Baron, 2006; Wood & McKinley, 2010).

An Entrepreneur is someone who sees the opportunity, brings together the resources, and
creates a new venture that is subject to its own risks and rewards (Shane and Venkataraman,
2000).

An Intrapreneur is a person who is able to act entrepreneurially within an organization,
who starts new projects, processes or innovations without taking the full financial risk of

business ownership (Antoncic and Hisrich, 2003).

An Innovation ecosystem is the network of interdependent actors, institutions, and
relationships that enable and facilitate innovation activities within a certain geographical or
functional area (Autio et al., 2018).
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Entrepreneurial capabilities are cognitive, behavioural and social skills that allow people
to recognize opportunities, bring resources together and turn concepts into innovation results
(Teece, 2007; Helfat and Peteraf, 2015). Such skills are not permanent but are acquired

through experience and are context-dependent.

The present study focuses on the Kymenlaakso region of Finland, an area undergoing
significant economic transition. Historically dependent on forest industries, the region now
faces demographic decline, an ageing population, and outmigration of young people
(Kymenlaakson liitto, 2023). At the same time, new investments in logistics, circular
economy, and digital infrastructure create opportunities for renewal. The formal support and
the ongoing cognitive barriers create a mixed situation and makes Kymenlaakso an ideal
region to investigate how individual entrepreneurial capabilities combine with

environmental factors to create or hinder innovation.

1.2 Problem Statement

Although many regional innovation ecosystems have invested heavily in setting up
entrepreneurship support structures, the ability of many ecosystems to transform resources
into actual innovation outcomes remains limited (Stam & van de Ven, 2021). Previous
studies have investigated entrepreneurial ecosystems on a macro level, considering
institutional arrangements, funding mechanisms, and network structures (Stam, 2015). Other
studies have explored individual-level factors, such as entrepreneurial mindset, self-efficacy,
and risk tolerance (Bandura, 1977; Zhao et al., 2005). However, the link between these two

levels of analysis remains underdeveloped (Spigel, 2017; Roundy et al., 2018).

Specifically, existing literature offers limited understanding of how individuals subjectively
perceive and interpret their ecosystem environment, and how these interpretations translate
into innovation actions or inaction. While cognitive appraisal theory suggests that people
respond to situations based on their interpretation rather than objective reality (Lazarus &
Folkman, 1984), entrepreneurial studies have only recently begun to examine these cognitive
processes in depth (Baron, 2006; Grégoire et al., 2011). In addition, less consideration has
been given to the moderating effect of material resource constraints on cognitive framing,
although recent findings have emerged that material resource scarcity is related to less

opportunity recognition (Mullainathan & Shafir, 2013).
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Thus, there are two problems this study is concerned with. The first gap is theoretical, related
to the mechanisms that connect individual entrepreneurial capabilities to the innovation
outcomes in regional ecosystems. Second, there is a practical gap with respect to the reasons
why innovation support interventions sometimes do not lead to the desired outcomes, despite
seemingly good structural conditions. Addressing these gaps requires empirical investigation

of how actors actually think, frame, and act within their specific regional context.

1.3 Research Aim and Research Questions

In an effort to bridge the established gaps in knowledge, this study aims to explore how
individual entrepreneurial capabilities influence environmental framing and innovation

actions within regional innovation ecosystems.

The aim is approached by seeking to answer the following questions:

Main Research Question (MRQ): How do individual entrepreneurial capabilities shape
innovation processes within regional innovation ecosystems?

Sub-Research Questions (SRQs):

RQ1: How do innovation ecosystem actors frame their operational and ecosystem
environment?

RQ2: How do these framing processes influence innovation and intrapreneurial actions
within organisations?

RQ3: How do relational and institutional contexts enable or constrain the translation of

individual entrepreneurial capabilities into innovation outcomes?

1.4 Significance of the Study

This study makes several contributions. It theoretically combines five complementary
viewpoints: self-efficacy theory (Bandura,1977), cognitive appraisal theory (Lazarus &
Folkman,1984), dynamic capabilities theory (Teece et al, 1997), social capital theory
(Coleman, 1988) and institutional theory (North, 1990), in a coherent process model of

entrepreneurial capability. The study empirically tests this model in a particular regional
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setting, revealing conditions at the boundaries of the system, especially thresholds of

material resources, that have not been previously considered by the existing theories.

In practical terms the results provide information for regional development organisations,
decision makers and support institutions. Knowing the way entrepreneurs frame their
surrounding can help in designing effective communication and support. If framing capacity
is dependent on material resources, financial support might need to be more flexible and
responsive to the different stages of the business. Identified barriers faced by immigrant and
international entrepreneurs point to specific interventions that could make ecosystems more

inclusive.

For entrepreneurs and intrapreneurs themselves, this research offers a realistic picture of the
situations in which innovation is possible. It provides for validation that challenges to
innovate in times of financial distress are often rooted in system structure, not personal

failure, and may help to limit self-blame and prompt early seeking of assistance.

1.5 Structure of the Thesis

This thesis is organized into six sections. Section 1 is an introduction, which presenting the
background of the study, problem statement, research aim and questions, significance of the
study and an overview of the thesis structure. Section 2 presents the results of a systematic
literature review that identified and synthesized relevant studies according to the PRISMA
protocol and presents the five major themes that emerged from the analysis. It also develops
the theoretical framework, integrating five complementary theories into a process model of
entrepreneurial capability in innovation ecosystems. The research methodology is presented
in Section 3, which involves a qualitative exploratory design, sampling strategy, semi-
structured interview protocol and thematic analysis approach. Section 4 presents an analysis
of empirical findings from nine entrepreneurs and intrapreneurs in the Kymenlaakso region,
organized according to the five themes established in the thematic analysis. Section 5 is a
discussion section that provides an updated conditional framework based on empirical
evidence. The thesis ends with Section 6, addresses each research question, and discusses
these findings in relation to the existing literature. It also outlines the theoretical, practical,
and policy implications of the study and summarises key contributions, identifies

limitations, and proposes areas for future research.
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2 Literature Review

This chapter is based on a Systematic Literature Review (SLR) methodology that will be
employed to identify, process, and generalize the existing empirical data on individual
perception, entrepreneurial capabilities and their role in organizational and regional
innovation systems. The rationale behind the selection of an SLR is that it enables a clear,
replicable and theory-based synthesis of fragmented research in the field of
entrepreneurship, innovation and ecosystem research. The review procedure is carried out
using PRISMA (Preferred Reporting Items to Systematic Reviews and Meta-Analyses) to
ensure the methodological rigor and clarity (Haddaway et al., 2022). Thematic analysis was

used to identify five major themes.

2.1 Theme 1: Actor mindset

This aligns with the work that conceptualizes entrepreneurial mindset as being based on
perceptions and attitudes specifically that beliefs and attitudes are motivated by what people
perceive, and not solely by objective conditions. Entrepreneurial education was identified to
have a strong influence on entrepreneurial mindset, alertness, and passion that subsequently
leads to proactive entrepreneurial orientation towards opportunities and action (Qin, 2024).
The entrepreneurial mindset is recurrently associated with a proactive, opportunity-seeking
orientation. The conceptualizations of entrepreneurship as an opportunity discovery and
exploitation process, which involves actors being opportunity-obsessed and ready to
mobilize resources and take action instead of being passive, are found in the studies
(Sanchez-Lopez and Pedraza, 2020). This orientation is enhanced in a higher education and
ecosystem context as actors gain entrepreneurial attitudes and self-efficacy that transforms
exposure (e.g., education, social support) into entrepreneurial intention, demonstrating that
orientation is not simply possessing skills, but having readiness to pursue entrepreneurial
routes(Ashraf et al., 2024; Dhali et al., 2025). It was discovered that entrepreneurial
education has a great influence on entrepreneurial mindset, alertness and passion which are
consequently leading to a proactive entrepreneurial orientation in terms of opportunity and

action. The paper reveals that entrepreneurial mindset reinforces entrepreneurial orientation,
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which is defined as a forward looking, initiative taking stance towards opportunity
environments (Qin, 2024). Notably, the ecosystem perspective is also related to the
entrepreneurial orientation, it is possible to regard entrepreneurial mindset as a result of
interaction between a person and the environment, which means that the orientation is
shaped by the context instead of being an individual phenomenon (Sanchez-Lo6pez and
Pedraza, 2020). The orientation of actors influences the signals they receive about

ecosystems and whether or not to start innovation/intrapreneurial activity.

The component of actor mindset called the innovation attitude determines whether actors
appreciate creativity, novelty and experimentation as acceptable and desirable methods of
working. Entrepreneurial attitude is the focus in the literature, entrepreneurial education and
social support have been found to impact entrepreneurial attitude and attitude to be strongly
connected to intention, indicating that attitude is a critical cognitive filter between
learning/exposure and entrepreneurial action (Dhali et al., 2025a). To be more precise, the
attitude frameworks operationalize the concept of innovation as a specific dimension. The
Entrepreneurial Attitude Orientation (EAQO) approach incorporates the concept of innovation
as a subset of entrepreneurial attitude. The preference towards creative strategies and
innovative thinking that facilitates the process of opportunity recognition and
venture/initiative creation (Tan, 2025). Entrepreneurial mindset was also determined to
contribute to entrepreneurial passion that strengthens positive valuation of actors towards
entrepreneurial involvement and creative action (Qin, 2024). This proves that attitudes
related to innovation are acquired by internalized mindset patterns that render novelty and

initiative desirable.

Simultaneously, the studies of skills and intention formation also indicate the significance
of attitudes towards behavior in determining whether individuals turn competencies into
entrepreneurial intention, supporting the idea that innovation is not merely a matter of
capability, but also whether actors perceive innovative action as valuable and appropriate
(Shabbir, 2025). Another component that can be seen is the mindset, the relationship that
actors have with risk, ambiguity, and uncertainty. The dispositions that are explicitly linked
to entrepreneurial potential include propensity to risk-taking and tolerance of ambiguity,
which implies that uncertainty is not an external state only, but something that actors have
to deal with psychologically and practically (Sdnchez-Lopez and Pedraza, 2020). The

orientation-intention relationship is mediated by entrepreneurial self-efficacy, which
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suggests that the belief in coping with difficulties mediates the action of uncertainty (Qin,

2024). Therefore, the negotiated risk is psychological and not objective.

Moreover, the mindset literature directly correlates entrepreneurship to the creation of
opportunities in an age of uncertainty and points out that entrepreneurial action is directly
related to the way individuals deal with uncertainty in decision-making (Ashraf et al., 2024).
The risk/uncertainty position of the actors will determine whether uncertainty is viewed as a
threat (leading to avoidance) or as an opportunity space (and thus experimented with and
initiative). In the models of intention formation, the perceived feasibility and self-efficacy is
demonstrated over and over again. Once people are convinced that they are able to carry out
entrepreneurial activities and cope with the challenges, they tend to develop intentions even
in imperfect environments. In other words, risk and uncertainty are negotiated via perceived
control and confidence (Dhali et al., 2025; Tan, 2025).

2.2 Theme 2: Framing of the environment as the mechanism linking mindset to

action.

Mindset does not directly cause innovation, but instead it influences the manner in which
actors frame opportunities, constraints, and uncertainty, which in turn leads to
innovation/intrapreneurial action. Entrepreneurial action does not arise suddenly from
education, skills, or even mindset; instead, actors take action when they perceive
opportunities as desirable/feasible and make sense of uncertainty and constraints in a manner
that supports action (Tan, 2025). The behavioural economics and intention research evidence
supports the perspective according to which entrepreneurial action is contingent on the

cognitive framing of situations and not on objective conditions (Garus et al., 2025).

In the literature, the opportunity engagement is contingent upon the opportunity being
cognitively recognised and assessed rather than merely existing in the environment.
Opportunity recognition has been defined as an active cognitive process that is aided by
alertness and interpretive judgment that influences the perception of individuals to view an
opportunity as a possibility (actionable, realistic, worth pursuing) or impossible (unfeasible,
too risky, not worth the effort) (Ashraf et al., 2024). As per the empirical studies implies that

attitude toward entrepreneurial career, Attitude Concerning Entrepreneurship (ACE) is an
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important determinant of intention, i.e. opportunities should be presented as personally
appealing and meaningful to act. This proves that the existence of opportunities is not
enough, but it should be perceived as a feasible and worthwhile course (Dieguez & Gomes,
2025).

Opportunity framing is enhanced in university-based ecosystems where actors are subjected
to knowledge spillovers and stakeholder interactions (industry, banks, institutions,
entrepreneurs). As illustrated by the Contamination Lab case, the interactions within the
ecosystem (e.g. open innovation challenges, workshops, idea presentations) facilitate the
opportunity identification and idea generation, which implies that the possible opportunities
are frequently co-constructed during exposure, learning, and feedback of the stakeholders
(Secundo et al., 2020). An entrepreneurial orientation can scan opportunities (Theme 1), but
it is the framing that will make the decision that this is possible and worth it and that leads

to planning and action.

The education stream to mindset/intention stream emphasizes the fact that individuals differ
in whether uncertainty deters them or creates an initiative space (Ashraf et al., 2024). This
is further elaborated by the higher education intention models which use the perceived
feasibility and desirability: actors are more ready to move to action when they perceive
entrepreneurial activity to be both desirable and feasible, even in imperfect environments
(Tan, 2025). Also, Dieguez & Gomes indicate that intention was strongly predicted by
perceived behavioral control and entrepreneurial motivation. This demonstrates that people
take action when they model entrepreneurial activity as possible and controllable even in the
presence of uncertainty. In the case of a low perceived feasibility, intention is undermined,
which proves that uncertainty is behaviourally relevant only when interpreted. The
risk/uncertainty stance of the Theme 1 is behaviourally relevant when framed in terms of
threat is likely to generate avoidance, whereas framed in terms of opportunity is likely to

generate experimentation, exploration, and initiative.

The resourceful academic-entrepreneur viewpoint explicitly deliberates of the stimulation of
entrepreneurial potential in the face of resource scarcity and emphasizes perceptions
(desirability/feasibility) and mobilization of available resources as essential when the
budgets and infrastructure are constrained (Sanchez-Lopez and Pedraza, 2020). Equally, the

IT entrepreneurship research observes significant obstacles (e.g., the lack of funding,
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regulatory and institutional factors) that can increase the distance between intention and
action- which suggests that the ability of actors to transform intention into action is partly
determined by how they perceive and react to these obstacles (Patricio and Ferreira, 2024).
The constraint is not overridden by innovation attitude and entrepreneurial orientation
(Theme 1); rather, framing determines whether the constraint will close down action or

initiate problem-solving, networking, recombination, and improvisation.

Entrepreneurial ecosystems are characterised as mutually dependent players and elements
that form systemic circumstances of opportunity recognition and commercialization
(Patricio and Ferreira, 2024). The Secundo et al., 2020 explained from their Contamination
Lab case article, the operationalization of the ecosystem is made possible by stakeholder
engagement and knowledge flows that allow the entrepreneur to be aware of the
opportunities and recognize them, as well as develop a venture. This implies that a support
system is viewed as an ecosystem under the condition of having access to mentors,
interdisciplinary collaboration, and unintentional/intentional knowledge spillovers (Secundo
et al., 2020). Conversely, situations where institutional support is low, resources are scarce,
or systems are inflexible tend to be framed as restrictive one and lead to more conservative
or workaround behaviour, which means finding external networks, actions are not taken at
the correct time and are less ambitious (Sanchez-Lopez and Pedraza, 2020; Patricio and
Ferreira, 2024).

The mindset of actors determines what they seek, whereas ecosystem framing determines
what they think can be done, whom they engage, and whether they seek innovation despite
or despite system constraints. Together, the literature reviewed facilitates the framing of
opportunities as a bridging mechanism: actors perceive opportunities as possible/impossible,
uncertainty as a threat/opportunity, constraints as barriers/challenges, and the ecosystem as
supportive/restrictive. Such interpretive frames determine the presence or absence of the
conversion of entrepreneurial intentions into innovation and intrapreneurial action (Secundo
et al., 2020; Tan, 2025).
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2.3 Theme 3: Action Orientation

Action orientation in this study is used to describe the observable practices by which the
ecosystem actors translate the opportunity recognition and environmental frames (Theme 2)
into innovation outcomes. An obvious action thread throughout the sources is that innovation
occurs in the form of experience and iterative work-actors create ideas, put them to the test,
learn, and improve. Experimentation in innovation programmes in universities is
operationalised as the testing activities which accumulate evidence, assess the
feasibility/desirability, and refine entrepreneurial concepts through repetitive cycles. This
renders experimentation an actual process of transitioning between ideas and approved
initiatives (Sanchez-Lopez and Pedraza, 2020). The rapid experimentation of experiments
in the digital platform innovation environment is included in the quick turnaround of
experiments, which is marked by prototyping and feedback refinement. In the case of SaaS
ecosystem work, intermediate functions are used in the process of developing solutions and
optimising them on the basis of the evolving needs and real-time feedback, where

experimentation is the focus of constant adjustment and not a pilot (Yang et al., 2025).

The social enterprise experience of emerging economies demonstrates that innovation is
often the result of incremental improvement processes, where entrepreneurs adjust and
optimize products and services to suit the needs of the community instead of depending on
radical breakthroughs (Del Giudice et al., 2019). This is an experimentation as a learning-
by-doing process, where actors experiment with socially oriented solutions, and respond to
local feedback and improve offerings over time. Innovation is thus performed as a process
of adjusting to familiar users and situations as an iterative process, which is consistent with
the notion that experimentation minimizes uncertainty by progressive validation, as opposed

to abstract planning.

The action of uncertainty-as-opportunity framing actors is experimentation, which involves
reducing uncertainty by learning through trial instead of waiting to get perfect information.
The Kosovo case specifically contextualises entrepreneurship as being linked to
organisational change and flexibility, proactive behaviours, involvement and leadership
behaviours that bring change to daily work (Sejfijaj et al., 2025). Literature justifies the

consideration of intrapreneurship as initiative-taking in the context of established structures,
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including proposing new projects, mobilising colleagues, forcing implementation against the
odds, adjusting processes to new circumstances. Intrapreneurial initiatives are the
implementation channel where actors implement innovation within institutional constraints-
in many cases, they need to negotiate, persuade and engage in distributed action (Sejfijaj et
al., 2025).

Another empirical study has shown that entrepreneurs are change agents, bringing in new
methods of service delivery and structuring activities in the already established social and
economic systems (Del Giudice et al., 2019). Innovation is not defined as the isolated
generation of ideas but as implementation focused behaviour wherein entrepreneurs take the
initiative to come up with initiatives that seek to address social issues in a commercially
viable manner. This is indicative of intrapreneurial action in that it brings change in the

operations, which is a social mission that is aligned to innovative business practices.

The university-based resources are quite clear that not only is the opportunity discovery but
also the opportunity exploitation and that it associates the exploitation with tangible outputs
(commercialised projects, licensing, spin-offs, start-ups) and also the facilitating activity that
takes ideas to market (Sanchez-Ldpez and Pedraza, 2020). Notably, it points out that
individuals choose to take advantage of opportunities and that business modelling, testing,
collaboration and communication (all of which are actionable behaviours and not traits)
support exploitation (Sanchez-L6pez and Pedraza, 2020). A study regarding SaaS platforms
by Yang et al. (2015) brings this into line with the language of dynamic capabilities, stating
that actors operationalise seizing by mobilising tools, coordinating stakeholders and making
decisions at the perfect time to capitalise on sensed opportunitiesClick or tap here to enter

text..

According to another source, the entrepreneurial traits have a direct impact on the
implementation of innovation, which proves that individuals transform the perceived
opportunities into tangible results in the form of new services, better processes, and socially
innovative products (Del Giudice et al., 2019). The opportunity exploitation is
operationalised by means of market-based activities, in which the entrepreneurs assemble
the resources, commercialise solutions, and provide innovations that meet the needs of the

community and maintain the viability of the enterprise. The transition between a possible
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opportunity framing and value creation is opportunity exploitation actors invest, develop

models, test hypotheses, and initiate.

As per the empirical studies supports a strong position that innovation can be facilitated by
assembling, combining, and configuring resources, particularly in the case of limited
resources. The resource-oriented study emphasizes that the entrepreneurial universities and
actors remix the various types of resources (physical, financial, commercial) to transform
the discoveries into results (Sanchez-Lo6pez and Pedraza, 2020). Recombination in practice
is also evident in the SaaS platform, where actors combine modular components, coordinate
platform resources, and re-configure routines/workflows on the basis of feedback-capturing
transforming as continuous recombination in dynamic environments (Yang, Gu and Xie,
2025).

The situation in the emerging economies emphasizes innovation, which is creative utilization
of scarce resources, where entrepreneurs integrate social objectives, local expertise, and
available resources to create incremental innovations (Del Giudice et al., 2019). This depicts
recombination as an action process where actors reorganise what is accessible instead of
waiting to get the best resource conditions, which supports action orientation as adaptive

resource mobilisation.

Action orientation is the practical implementation of how the actors of the innovation
ecosystem practice entrepreneurship and innovation. In the literature reviewed, action is
manifested in experimentation through testing and iterative learning, intrapreneurial
initiatives through which change is introduced in organisations, opportunity exploitation
through business modelling, validation, and mobilisation of collaborators, and recombining
resources by assembling and reconfiguring existing ones to provide innovation results. These
are behavioural realisation of the previous cognitive framing, and the process by which the
processes of entrepreneurship and innovation become visible and impactful (Sanchez-Lépez
and Pedraza, 2020; Yang, Gu and Xie, 2025).

2.4 Theme 4: Relational Embeddedness

Relational embeddedness is the reason why entrepreneurial and innovation activities are

rarely stay individual. Rather, they can be scaled when actors are socially networked in terms
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of collaboration routines, ties of trust, mobilization of broader networks and ecosystem
resources. Collaboration is presented as a useful process that enables actors to do more than
their resource base can. The entrepreneurs explain a high propensity to cooperate with other
local firms (although they recognize competition) in entrepreneurial micro-ecosystems (e.g.,
local industry clusters) as they perceive themselves as part of this competition. Thisis a logic
of coopetition, partial competition and partial cooperation that reinforces the entire local
system (Perry and Woolard, 2023). This collaborative embeddedness is not merely about
being friendly. It aids common events and mutual problem solving, sharing of knowledge
(tips, advice, refining each other’s output), and legitimacy building of the local market
(together trying to change the marketplace). The multi-actor environments (students,
mentors, firms, institutions) in university-based entrepreneurial ecosystems are organized
around collaboration, with interdisciplinarity and activities of knowledge contamination that
produce repeated interaction and learning-by-doing across the groups of stakeholders
(Secundo et al., 2020). The relational pathway which transforms solitary entrepreneurial
action into collective learning, collective legitimacy and exploitation of opportunities
coordination (Secundo et al., 2020; Perry and Woolard, 2023).

The empirical studies discuss trust as social capital and demonstrate its importance in the
context of the elements of the ecosystem (experts/enterprises, media, government). It claims
and empirically experiments that trust enhances entrepreneurial performance since it
facilitates behavior change and action (startup behavior), and subsequently performance
(entrepreneurial success) (Rehman et al., 2022). This is effective since it places trust as a
resource that facilitates coordination and cooperation, a mechanism of confidence that
minimizes uncertainty in relationships, a condition that maximizes willingness to engage in
ecosystem actors (seeking advice, using institutional support, partnering). The relational
lubricant of collaboration that enables it to be reliable and long-term (not short-term) is trust,

and the more actors are willing to mobilize ecosystem support, the more they will do so.

The action component of embeddedness is network mobilization, not being in networks but
mobilizing them to get resources, information, legitimacy, and partners. The entrepreneurial
potential/mindset is operationalized to encompass resource mobilization capacity,
communication and persuasion capacity and network development capacity, the required
capabilities required to scale action beyond the individual (Sanchez-L6pez and Pedraza,

2020). Entrepreneurs in micro-ecosystems form both bonding (tight ties that provide
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cohesion) and bridging (connections between groups/communities that provide
opportunities and support) social capital (Perry and Woolard, 2023). Spaces such as
Contamination Labs (CLabs) facilitate two-way knowledge exchange between institutions,
universities, industry, and the local community in the university ecosystems establishing
channels of opportunity discovery and the transfer of ideas to ventures through multi-
stakeholder contact (Secundo et al., 2020).

The network mobilization is the mechanism of scaling that transforms mindset and action
into larger results by drawing in people, knowledge and institutional resources through
embedded relationships. Relational embeddedness defines the way in which entrepreneurial
and innovation activities go beyond individual actions due to social relations. As per the
studies taken into consideration, embeddedness is a type of social capital, which is
manifested in collaboration practices, trust-based relations, and network mobilization. In
micro-ecosystems, coopetition (cooperation and competition at the same time) is a common
practice among entrepreneurs, and collaboration helps to learn and improve together and
gain local legitimacy. Trust is a relational capital that cuts across the elements of the
ecosystem and promotes the entrepreneurial outcomes through action and relational friction.
Lastly, scaling relies on network mobilization capacity, which requires communication,
persuasion, mobilization of resources, and network building, which are enabled by multi-
stakeholder settings (e.g., university ecosystem settings) that amplify the flows of knowledge

and coordinated pursuit of opportunities.

2.5 Theme 5: Institutional Context

The institutional context conceptualisation in this study is the structural and normative
environment that shapes the framing of opportunities, uncertainty, constraints, and the
ecosystem by actors (Theme 2). Instead of defining behaviour, institutions offer rules,
incentives, norms, and cultural meanings which affect what actors consider legitimate,
feasible, risky, or desirable. The literature reviewed indicates consistently that the
entrepreneurial and innovation activity is integrated into the institutional arrangements, i. e.,
the policies, organisational rules and socio-cultural norms that facilitate, as well as restrict,
the processes of framing (Cerver-Romero, Mohedano-Suanes and Pardo-Del-Val, 2022;
Setiawan et al., 2025).
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Institutional strategies and public policies are major in determining how actors define what
is possible or impossible. Research on entrepreneurial universities and student
entrepreneurship ecosystems emphasizes the fact that policies regarding entrepreneurship
education, technology transfer, and innovation support signs can be used to indicate
institutional priorities and shape the perceptions of opportunity legitimacy by actors. Having
explicit entrepreneurship and innovation policies by governments and universities, actors
will be more inclined to present the entrepreneurial activity as a sponsored and valuable one,

rather than marginal or risky (Maritz et al., 2022; Setiawan et al., 2025).

Evidence from Kenyan entrepreneurial ecosystems shows that public policy and national
development frameworks (e.g., Vision 2030, Sustainable Development Goals) position
universities as strategic actors in economic and innovation development, signalling that
entrepreneurship and MSME growth are institutionally endorsed activities (Osano, 2021).
Such policy direction frames entrepreneurial engagement as legitimate and socially valuable.
As well as on the other hand, it is indicated that comprehensive ecosystem-support
frameworks are underdeveloped, actors face fragmented support, which weakens the
perception that innovation pathways are institutionally supported. Therefore, policies act as
cues of feasibility and legitimacy, which affect the way actors perceive entrepreneurship as
institutionally facilitated (Osano, 2021).

When the regulatory environment is restrictive, bureaucratic processes or ambiguous policy
frameworks may cause actors to perceive opportunities as institutionally blocked, despite
the existence of technical or market potential. This is especially evident in the research on
women entrepreneurship where the complexity of regulations and lack of policy support is
a contributing factor to the perception of entrepreneurship as challenging or unreachable
(Larbi Cherif et al., 2025). Policies do not just make framing possible through the provision

of resources they also influence such perceived feasibility.

The organisational rules, including the university regulations, incentive systems, evaluation
criteria, administrative procedures, etc., have a strong influence on the way the actors
perceive innovation and entrepreneurship in organisations. The qualitative analysis of

entrepreneurship education shows that the design of the curriculum, assessment, and
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institutional support systems impact the way the entrepreneurship is perceived as a core or

peripheral part of academic and professional roles (Setiawan et al., 2025).

It is demonstrated that universities influence the entrepreneurial framing by incubators,
training, mentorship systems, technology transfer systems, and collaboration platforms,
which institutionalise entrepreneurship in academic activity (Osano, 2021). These
organisational structures entrench entrepreneurship in regular university life, which prompts
actors to perceive innovation as a consistent aspect with professionalism. In the absence or
weakness of such structures, the entrepreneurial involvement seems to be peripheral and
risky. Organisational rules are thus interpretive filters which determine whether innovation

fits the institutional expectations or not.

Organisational regulations of intellectual property, technology transfer offices and career
assessment in academic entrepreneurship and spin-off situations influence the framing of
commercialisation as an opportunity or a threat to academic identity by researchers.
Favourable organisational structures (e.g. mentoring, incubators, explicit spin-off processes)
are used to help actors make entrepreneurship seem legitimate and manageable, whereas
strict rules may deter participation by making it seem risky (Cerver-Romero et al., 2022).
The organisational rules serve as a filter that the actors use to evaluate legitimacy, risk, and

role compatibility.

Cultural background comes out in the literature as a strong force that shapes the manner in
which entrepreneurship and innovation are conceptualized. The entrepreneurship education
highlights that positive framing of uncertainty and experimentation is facilitated by
entrepreneurial culture, together with values related to innovation, risk-taking, and learning
through failure. The cultures that promote normalisation of innovation and experiential
learning in the university setting allow actors to view uncertainty as a learning opportunity

instead of a threat (Maritz, Nguyen and Ivanov, 2022; Setiawan et al., 2025).

The institutional mechanisms that shape the perceptions of entrepreneurship as a possibility,
supported and legitimate include TTO employees, workshops, competency models and

university support systems. The contribution of universities, institutional support schemes
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and systematic interventions demonstrates how institutions are influencing entrepreneurial
processes instead of individuals operating in solitude (Garus et al., 2025). Research indicates
that entrepreneurial ecosystems require a culture that values knowledge sharing,
collaboration, sustainable development and entrepreneur careers. Universities are involved
in normalisation of entrepreneurial action by promoting experiential learning, industry
engagement and community-based innovation. This culture promotes the framing of

innovation as something desirable and socially significant instead of deviant by actors.

Conversely, framing can be highly limited by socio-cultural norms. The studies of women
entrepreneurship show that gender norms and patriarchal cultural demands situate
entrepreneurship as unsuitable or too risky to some groups, and shape perceptions of who is
considered to belong in the field of entrepreneurship. Such cultural frames affect the
opportunity recognition, confidence, and readiness to participate even in the situation of
formal support (Larbi Cherif et al., 2025). Culture defines desirability framing, which is what
actors consider acceptable or desirable in society. Norms are used together with formal rules
to affect the processes of framing. Norms regarding how things are done in the educational
and organisational context influence the way actors perceive innovation practices. To
illustrate, norms that prefer theory over practical knowledge can make actors to consider
experimentation as unacceptable or dangerous and inhibit action where policies encourage

entrepreneurship education (Setiawan et al., 2025).

The standards of cooperation among universities, industry, government, and communities
are introduced as critical to the functioning of an ecosystem (Osano, 2021). Innovation
support, knowledge exchange and stakeholder engagement are normalised as standard
behaviour because of the expectation that universities are ecosystem builders. These norms
define how actors perceive uncertainty and cooperation as a routine and not an extraordinary
risk. Similarly, the uncertainty is framed in accordance with norms of failure, hierarchy, and
authority. In stigmatised failure, the actors are more likely to perceive uncertainty as a threat,
which leads to risk aversion behaviour. Uncertainty in learning-oriented cultures is more
often characterized as a challenge or opportunity, which makes it possible to experiment and
engage in intrapreneurial projects (Maritz et al., 2022). Norm describes risk framing as the

identification of what a reasonable response to uncertainty and failure should be.
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Institutional Context is a structuring layer of the conceptual framework that frames and
constrains processes that can identify the analysis in Theme 2: Policies affect the ways in
which opportunities are framed as possible or blocked. Organisational rules define
legitimacy and role compatibility of innovation actions. Culture affects desirability and
identity congruence with entrepreneurship. Norms dictate risk, failure and acceptable
behaviour interpretations. Institutional elements do not directly cause innovation behaviour,
but instead moderate the way actors perceive their environment, and thus indirectly influence
the orientation of action and relational embeddedness (Cerver-Romero et al., 2022; Setiawan
et al., 2025).

The institutional context influences and limits the way in which the actors of the innovation
ecosystem frame the environment. The empirical studies indicate that policies,
organizational rules, culture and norms affect the perceptions of actors towards the feasibility
of opportunities, legitimacy and risk. Favourable institutional conditions promote the
framing of entrepreneurship as desirable and feasible, whereas constraining regulations,
inflexible organizational policies and limiting socio-cultural standards can prompt actors to
frame opportunities as blocked and uncertainty as threatening. Notably, institutions do not
directly determine action but instead precondition the interpretive procedures through which

actors make sense of opportunities, constraints and ecosystem dynamics.

2.6 A Process Model of Individual Entrepreneurial Capabilities

The following Table 1 summarizes the themes developed by empirical studies.

Table 1: Summary of themes

Main Theme Sub Themes Theme Description
Actor Mindset Entrepreneurial Orientation as a “stance” This theme conceptualizes
toward action and opportunities. entrepreneurial mindset as a

Innovation Attitude as a tendency to value | Perception-based cognitive
novelty, creativity, and improvement. orientation that shapes how actors
Risk and Uncertainty Stance as tolerance | Interpret opportunities, innovation,

for ambiguity and action under incomplete | Fisk and uncertainty.

information.
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Framing of the
Environment as the
Mechanism Linking
Mindset to Action

Framing opportunities as possible or

impossible.

Framing uncertainty as threat or

opportunity.

Framing constraints as barriers or

challenges.

Framing the ecosystem as supportive or

restrictive.

This theme explains how
entrepreneurial action emerges
through cognitive framing
processes that mediate the
relationship between mindset and

innovation behavior.

Action Orientation

Experimentation (trial, testing, iteration)

Intrapreneurial initiatives (organizing and

implementing change inside organizations)

Opportunity exploitation (turning ideas

into value)

Resource recombination (mabilizing and

reconfiguring what is available)

This theme describes the
observable practices through which
ecosystem actors translate
opportunity recognition and
environmental framing into

innovation outcomes.

Relational
Embeddedness

Collaboration (joint doing, co-creation,

and “coopetition”)

Trust (relational capital that reduces

friction and enables commitment)

Opportunity exploitation (turning ideas

into value)

This theme explains how
entrepreneurial and innovation
activities scale beyond individual
action through social relationships

and network engagement.

Institutional Context

Policies (formal rules and public
frameworks shaping feasibility

perceptions)

Organizational Rules (internal structures

guiding interpretation and action)

Culture (shared meanings shaping

desirability and legitimacy)

Norms (informal expectations guiding

behavior under uncertainty)

This theme describes how the
structural and normative
environment shapes actors'
interpretations of opportunities,
uncertainty, and innovation within

the ecosystem.

Based on these themes derived from the conceptual framework on “A Process Model of

Individual Entrepreneurial Capabilities in Innovation Ecosystems”. The framework suggests

that the mindsets of innovation actors offer a background orientation that impacts the way

they frame their operational and ecosystem environment. These frames influence the

interpretation of opportunities, uncertainties and constraints which in turn inform innovation

and intrapreneurial behaviors. Relational embeddedness facilitates scaling of individual

actions and institutional and cultural contexts define the frames within which action and
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framing take place. Instead of viewing the entrepreneurial capabilities as static traits, the
framework restructures the identified themes into a process-based model. The themes were
generalized into the conceptual dimensions of higher order which describe how the actors of
innovation perceive their environment, frame opportunities and constraints and convert the
perceptions into innovation-related activities in an institutional setting. Figure 1 presents a
process model of individual entrepreneurial capabilities in innovation ecosystems,
synthesized from the five themes of actor mindset, environmental framing, action

orientation, relational embeddedness, and institutional context.

Framing of the Relational
Erwironment Embeddedness
oppartinties coloboration
uncertolnty rust

constraints N twork
SOV mobilscition

010000

Figure 1: A Process Model of Individual Entrepreneurial Capabilities in

Innovation Ecosystems, developed by the author

2.7 Theoretical Framework

To understand how the innovation ecosystem begins, it is necessary to examine individual
actors first. Albert Bandura’s (1977) Self-Efficacy Theory provides a starting point by
indicating that success not only be subject to the knowledge or resources they have, but also
about how they strongly believe in their own capabilities to act and achieve desired success.
When consider about the innovation ecosystem, it can be identified that the actor’s
confidence, attitude of an actor towards risk and motivation to pursue opportunities are link
to actor’s level of self-efficacy. These are shaped through experiences, social influences and
readiness to act.



29

As the next stage Lazarus and Folkman’s (1984) Cognitive Appraisal Theory becomes
relevant. Even if an actor has a strong self-belief and motivation, they have to be aware,
understand and interpret their surrounding environment before taking action. According to
the theory, actors do not often respond to situations objectively, but according to as they
perceive them either as threats to avoid, as challenges to overcome or as opportunities to
pursue. In this way, cognitive appraisal behaves as an evaluation of the situation. From that
evaluation, actors can identify the environment as manageable or as opportunities to pursue

rather than danger or threat, and then action becomes possible.

When actors move into action, Teece (2007) Dynamic Capabilities Theory describes what
that action looks like in practice. The theory explains that in changing and uncertain
environments, actor’s innovation create and maintain their values from the ability to sense
opportunities, seize them at the right time and continuously reconfigure resources to create
value. This reflects the experimental, initiative taking and resource recombining behaviours

of actors in the ecosystem once they have decided to act.

But individual action is not long-lasting. Coleman’s (1988) Social Capital Theory helps to
understand how and why innovation activities scale beyond one individual. Actors who are
part of a trusted relationship with shared norms and shared obligations and they have access
to knowledge, partners and support that they would not have alone. In this context, trust
reduces the uncertainty in collaboration with others and networks become a useful and
valuable tool that increases the leverage of what an actor can achieve. In this way, social

capital translates individual action into collective innovation.

However, all of this is happening in a larger context, which the individual actor and their
network do not completely control. According to North’s (1990) Institutional Theory, the
rules of the game including both formal (policies and regulation) and informal (cultural
norms and social expectations) rules, determine in the first place what actors can do, what is
acceptable and what is worth doing. In this way, institutions set the parameters for all of the
preceding of the self-belief, framing, action and collaboration take place within the

innovation ecosystem.

All five of these theories fit together into a sensible and logical whole. An actor’s inner

confidence determines how actor reads their environment. Their actions are dependent on
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how they read their environment. Their behavior is determined by their ability to sense, seize

and reconfigure resources. The extent to which that action can go is dependent on the

relationships and trust they have established. And all of this unfolds within an institutional

setting that either opens up or closes down the space for innovation.

Table 2 is the integrated theoretical framework of the innovation ecosystem. This table

summarizes five theories by stage in the innovation process and level of analysis, core

concept and the role in this study.

Table 2: Integrated Theoretical Framework of the Innovation Ecosystem

Theory & Key author

Stage in the

Innovation process

and Level of

analysis

Core concept

Role in this study

Self-Efficacy Theory,
Bandura (1977)

Starting point -
Individual level

(inner belief)

Belief in one’s own
capability to achieve

desired outcomes

Determines actor’s
confidence, risk attitude, and
motivation to pursue

opportunities

Cognitive Appraisal
Theory, Lazarus &
Folkman (1984)

Interpreting
environment-

Perceptual

Interpretation of
environment as threat,

challenge, or opportunity

Shapes whether actors avoid,
tolerate, or actively pursue

ecosystem opportunities

Dynamic Capabilities
Theory, Teece, Pisano &
Shuen (1997)

Action stage -
Innovation

Behaviour

Sensing, seizing, and

reconfiguring resources

Enables actors to act
experimentally, recombine
resources, and create value

under uncertainty

Social Capital Theory,
Coleman (1988)

Scaling stage (From

individual to
collective)-

Relational

Trust, shared norms,
obligations, and network

access

Translates individual action
into collective innovation by
reducing collaboration

uncertainty

Institutional Theory,
North (1990)

Contextual layer-

External

Environmental

Formal rules (policies,
regulations) and informal

rules (norms, culture)

Sets the parameters (enabling
or constraining) for all

preceding processes
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3 Methodology

This chapter describes the methodological approach adopted to investigate the role of
individual entrepreneurial capabilities in innovation processes within regional innovation
ecosystems, with a particular focus on the Kymenlaakso region of Finland. The chapter has
a qualitative exploratory approach, with a justification of the interpretivist paradigm,
description of the purposive sampling strategy and explanation of the use of semi-structured
interviews and thematic analysis with abductive coding. Furthermore, it covers the
trustworthiness criteria and ethical principles which were used in the data collection and data

analysis process.

3.1 Research design

This research has two phases. The first phase is a systematic literature review as a theoretical

part, and the second phase is an empirical study based on the Kymenlaakso region.

Phase 1: The literature search was conducted in the primary database, which was the Scopus,
as it is a comprehensive database covering the high-quality and peer-reviewed journals in
the field of entrepreneurship, innovation, and management research. The scope of the review
was operationalized using the PICO framework (Hosseini et al., 2023) to make sure that the
research question, search strategy, and inclusion criteria are conceptually consistent. The
sample included people who were involved or exposed to entrepreneurial activity, such as
students, professionals, entrepreneurs and employees. The intervention was based on the

individual entrepreneurial capabilities within the organizational and regional ecosystem.

A total of 67 records were first located by means of a systematic search of the Scopus
database. The search filters were then automated to limit the search to peer-reviewed journal
articles published in English since 2015 to 2025, which left 36 records on the list, and 31
records were filtered out at this point. In the screening process, the titles and abstracts of the
36 records were examined in terms of their relevance to personal entrepreneurial potentials
in organizational and regional innovation systems. Consequently, 4 records were eliminated.
The rest of the 32 articles were identified as full-text retrieval, but two of the reports were

not found even after accessing Google Scholar and LUT Primo. Thus, 30 articles were
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evaluated as eligible based on the analysis of full-text, paying attention to the research
objective, methodological rigor, level of analysis, and the relevance to the mechanisms of
the capability-based ecosystem. After this evaluation, 10 records were eliminated because
of the lack of conceptual fit with the study focus, and the final sample was 20 empirical
studies that were included in the systematic literature review. The entire identification and
selection of the study is outlined in the PRISMA flow diagram in figure 2.

Identification of studies via databases and registers

"entrepeencunal ecosystem” OR “mwnovation ecosystem® OR “regional
innavaben system” ) AND TITLE-ABS-KI "midividual capabslities” OR ‘entreprencurial

Records identified from mandset® OR "bebaviowral factons® )
Scopus | Initisl studses for the next stage 67
Databases 67 V| Recoeds Lamsted to:

*Year range 2015-2025 = 63
*Language English oaly ~ 62
it *Document type Articles only = 36
(Total Records excluded by search fikering 31)
Elsgible amcles for screening 36

N /;’
Records Identified Scopus
Database B Exctuded Records 4
36 L4
i Articles sought for remeval }
2 S Reports ot retnieved 2
I
Reports assessed for N
ehizibaliny Y Exctuded Records 10
- 30 Insufficsent Conceptual Alignment with the Stody Focus

!

Articles mcluded it review
-
20

(Lincteded |

Figure 2: PRISMA Diagram

Then thematic synthesis approach (Braun and Clarke, 2006; 2021) was employed that
enabled inductive coding of the results related to the capability and their grouping into
higher-order themes of analysis. This methodology allowed finding regular patterns of how
individual entrepreneurial capabilities are scaled to organizational performance and
ecosystem development in regions. The final sample included 20 studies, which have been
peer-reviewed and represent various geographical settings, methodology, and ecosystem.
Empirical articles were synthesized to combine fragmented research on individual
perceptions, entrepreneurial capabilities, innovation ecosystems and environmental framing.

Based on thematic analysis, key points of these articles were summarized into five major
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themes: Actor Mindset, Environmental Framing, Action Orientation, Relational
Embeddedness, and Institutional Context. This procedure led to a conceptual framework that

forms the theoretical basis of the empirical component of the study.

Phase 2: The second phase was carried out as empirical testing using semi-structured
interviews of the derived framework in the Kymenlaakso region. Therefore, the research is
grounded in the interpretivist philosophical paradigm. According to Saunders et al. (2023)
interpretivist studies prioritize understanding the world from the perspective of those living
in it and this study also aims to explore how ecosystem actors frame their operational
environment practically. This study is well-suited to this paradigm because entrepreneurial
capabilities and innovation processes are not objective, measurable but shaped by how actors
perceive opportunities, obstacles, uncertainty and support within their ecosystem.

Further, this study adopts a qualitative exploratory research design to examine the role of
individual entrepreneurial capabilities in innovation processes within regional innovation
ecosystems. A qualitative approach is appropriate because it enables an in-depth
understanding of participants’ experiences, perceptions, and interpretations within their real-
life contexts. Exploratory research is useful for exploring phenomena that are not well-
known, for new insights and for researching issues from a new viewpoint. Hence, the study
will employ a qualitative exploratory design which will enable the study to be open to new
findings arising in the course of the study, while at the same time systematically addressing

the research questions (Creswell and Creswell, 2018).

Furthermore, this method is appropriate for the research that aims to answer 'how' and ‘'why"
questions, especially when knowledge is still limited. In view of the current study's purpose
of understanding the meaning that actors in an innovation ecosystem make of their
surroundings, the meaning that these actants give to innovation and intrapreneurship, and
the way that contextual elements structure the process, an exploratory qualitative design is
used for its flexibility in capturing social and cognitive complexities. Therefore, the study
aims to produce a complex picture of the process and meaning instead of to measure

predetermined relationships (Creswell and Creswell, 2018; Saunders et al., 2023).
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3.2 The regional context: Kymenlaakso region

Empirically, this study takes place in Kymenlaakso, Southeastern Finland, where economic
transition, demographic pressures and ecosystem-building activities form the context.
Kymenlaakso has a long tradition of industry and is significant in logistics, forestry and
transport. Traditionally, forest industry, port activity and infrastructure related to the internal
and external trade have determined the characteristics of the region. The Port of
HaminaKotka has in particular been a key element in the regional economy and in Finland's
export and transshipment traffic flow (Kymenlaakso Regional Programme 2022 - 2025 -
Kymenlaakson liitto, 2023; Kymenlaakso’s Smart Specialisation RIS3 Strategy -
Kymenlaakson liitto, 2023).

Meanwhile, Kymenlaakso has been experiencing structural changes in the last decades. It
has had to adapt to shifts in competitiveness, employment and production as have other
industrial regions. This has made renewal, new business and innovation-based development
even more important. The regional reports and development strategies indicate that
Kymenlaakso aims to make smarter specialisation and enhance cooperation between public,
private and research actors as the means to strengthen its economic base

(Elinkeinoministeri®, 2023; Kymenlaakson liitto, 2023).

The logistics sector, bioeconomy, digitalisation and knowledge intensive activities are
identified as growth areas in the current regional development agenda. The region's smart
specialisation strategy is based on these priorities, focusing on the development of
ecosystems, cooperation and the relationship between research and development and actual
innovation activities (Kymenlaakson liitto, 2026). It's not just about the industries, but also

the conditions that enable new ideas, partnerships and capabilities to emerge.

Thus, Kymenlaakso is a suitable case for this study since development of innovation in the
region is not only dependent on formal structures but also on the actors' interpretations of
and responses to their surroundings. Recent regional discussions have shown that innovation
activity can be limited even when support structures exist, especially if collaboration is weak,
trust is limited, or actors do not perceive opportunities as feasible or meaningful (Pontinen

and Vilko, 2023). This is closely connected to the present study, which examines how
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individual entrepreneurial capabilities influence environmental framing and innovation

action within the regional innovation ecosystem.

Kymenlaakso can be considered as a suitable context for the current thesis because it is a
region where the relationship between individual capabilities, organisational behaviour and
the regional conditions can be studied. The area also has longstanding industrial assets and
a region that is still undergoing structural change and actively shaping its future to be more
innovative. Therefore, it provides a clear context for analysing why innovation and
intrapreneurial activity can occur in some cases, but not in others even though there are

support systems in place (Elinkeinoministerio, 2023; Kymenlaakson liitto, 2023).

3.3 Sampling strategy

In this research, a purposive sampling strategy is used to select participants for the
interviews. According to Patton (2014), purposive sampling chooses participants
intentionally based on who can provide rich, relevant and diverse information related to the
research questions.

Given to the purposive sampling approach, participants were selected who could speak
directly from their own lived experiences in the entrepreneurial or innovation setting and
under the different criteria such as entrepreneurial actors within the Kymenlaakso region
who hold roles such as start-up founders, entrepreneurs, small business owners and business
leaders. By using these criteria, the study ensures that actors possess relevant practical
knowledge and understanding of entrepreneurial capabilities and ecosystem interactions.

For this study, a total of nine interviews were conducted, and they represent the diversity of
actor types within the Kymenlaakso region. The sample included people who were involved
or exposed to entrepreneurial activity, such as students, professionals, entrepreneurs and
employees. Three criteria were used to select participants, namely, active involvement in
entrepreneurial, intrapreneurial or innovation related activities, enclosed in the Kymenlaakso
ecosystem (primarily within the Kouvola) and diversity of actor type and sector. Please refer
to the table below for the categories of the participants as per their sector, background, and

business stage. The overview of the interview participants is presented in Table 3.
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The sample of this study is culturally diverse, as five of the participants are Finnish nationals

or long-term Finnish residents, and four participants have non-Finnish backgrounds, being

international or immigrant entrepreneurs. This cultural variation is required to understand

how both categories frame the same ecosystem, and to identify immigrant entrepreneurship

as an emerging feature of the region’s innovation landscape. Participants’ experience in the

Kymenlaakso region varies from early-stage to established enterprise with continuous

operations of more than thirteen years. To protect participant confidentiality, participants are

identified by numbers 11 to 19, and no names or company names are disclosed in the findings

or discussion.

Table 3: Overview of interview participants

No | Actor Type Sector Background Business Stage
11 | Entrepreneur Artisan craft / light | Finnish resident, independent entrepreneurs | Established (13+
manufacturing who operate small businesses. years)
12 | Entrepreneur Visual arts /| Sri  Lankan immigrant, independent | Growth stage
creative services entrepreneur who operates micro businesses
13 | Intrapreneur Food Finnish, intraorganizational development | Mid-career /
manufacturing manager in the food sector, representing the | established
intrapreneurial activities. organisation
14 | Entrepreneur Real estate, food | Finnish, entrepreneur and investor and he has | Senior / ecosystem
ecosystem import, private | vast experience in the entrepreneurial sector | level
innovator banking, as well as experience with a non-profit
innovation regional innovation association.
15 | Student- Game International  (non-Finnish), early-stage | Early  stage /
entrepreneur development /| student entrepreneur who is building a game | formation
virtual production | development start-up and this participant is
able to capture the formation stage
entrepreneurial  experience and  the
university-embedded innovation context.
16 | Entrepreneur Artisan jewellery | Finnish resident (immigrant background), | Established /
design independent entrepreneurs who operate | contraction phase
small businesses.
I7 | Entrepreneur Specialty  coffee | Finnish, independent entrepreneurs who | Early-stage /
roasting operate small businesses. distress
18 | Entrepreneur Technology Finnish, independent entrepreneurs who | Established /
product operate small businesses. growth

development
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19 | Consultant- International Sri Lankan immigrant, independent | Early / growth
entrepreneur education /talent | entrepreneurs who operate micro businesses. | stage
mobility

Participants 18 and 19 were unable to attend a live interview due to personal circumstances.
Both participants completed the same open-ended questionnaire in writing and returned it in
text format. Their written responses were included in the thematic analysis alongside the

seven interview transcripts.

3.4 Data collection: Semi-structured interviews

Semi-structured interviews were selected as the primary method for data collection because
this approach allows participants to express their own experiences and perceptions while
enabling the researcher to maintain focus on the research objectives and the conceptual
framework developed from the literature review (Saunders et al; 2023).

All the participants received the interview questions via email prior to the interviews. This
enabled them to get to know the research topic and to plan their responses. It was also
beneficial to send the questions in advance so participants could feel more comfortable and
confident when participating in the interview process. Nine participants were selected using
purposive sampling; seven were interviewed live using a semi-structured interview. These
interviews were conducted online via the Microsoft Teams video conferencing platform. The
length of each interview was about 45-60 minutes, and all interviews were in English. Each
session was recorded with the consent of the participants, to ensure accurate transcription
and analysis. The other two participants (Participants 08 & 09) were unable to attend the live
interview because of personal reasons. In order to allow for their circumstances, both
participants had the opportunity to answer the same questions in writing. They entered their
answers into the questionnaire and submitted the completed questionnaire in text format.
These two participants were not involved in a recorded interview, but their written responses
were very detailed and were used in the overall analysis of the data with the seven interview

transcripts.

The combination of both live interviews and a written PDF document answering the

interview questions allowed for a comprehensive collection of information without missing
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out on important insights because of unexpected challenges. It also illustrates the flexible
and participant-centred approach of the qualitative exploratory research. The conceptual
framework derived from the systematic literature review was the basis for the development
of the interview guide, which was organized into five main themes namely Actor Mindset,
Environmental Framing, Action Orientation, Relational Embeddedness, and Institutional
Context The interview protocol refinement framework (Saunders et al., 2023) was followed
to design the questions to be open-ended and non-leading to enable participants to express

their experiences, insights and perceptions in their own words.

Although the original research design planned for all nine participants to be interviewed live,
two participants completed the interview questions in writing due to personal circumstances.
This deviation was minor and did not compromise the quality or consistency of the data, as

the same questions were used in both formats.

3.5 Data analysis: Thematic analysis

Thematic analysis was used in the six phases as outlined by Braun and Clarke (2006;2021),
to analyse the data of the interviews. The six stages are: (1) familiarising myself with the
data, (2) generating initial codes, (3) searching for themes, (4) reviewing themes, (5) defining
and naming themes, and (6) producing the final report. In the process, first all nine interviews
were transcribed and then each transcript was read multiple times to get familiar with the
content. At this familiarisation stage, recorded some common themes and interesting

participants' statements.

In the second stage, initial codes were generated using an abductive coding approach.
(Saunders et al., 2023). The abductive coding does not simply apply pre-existing codes from
the literature but creates codes entirely from scratch. Here the researcher switches back and
forth from the researcher’s conceptual framework (the five themes from the systematic
literature review: Actor Mindset, Environmental Framing, Action Orientation, Relational
Embeddedness, and Institutional Context) to the new ideas emerging from the words of the
participants. As a result, codes came from three sources, codes that confirmed the existing
framework, codes that modified or refined parts of the framework, and completely new

emergent codes that the established framework had not predicted.
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In the third stage, related codes began to cluster together in order to identify possible themes.
Some themes were similar to the original five themes from the literature review, others were
new and others were a combination of themes. In the fourth stage, rechecked the themes
identified as candidates by comparing them with the whole data set to verify that they
appeared consistently. In the fifth stage, clearly defined and named each final theme. These
themes are presented in more detail in the findings section. Lastly, in the sixth stage, prepared

the findings chapter in which quoted participants directly to illustrate each theme.

This approach, which is a six-stage thematic analysis with abductive coding, incorporates
new themes that emerge from empirical data and ensures that the analysis remains

trustworthy to existing knowledge and participant perspectives.

Figure 3 illustrates the six-phase thematic analysis approach (Braun and Clarke, 2006; 2021).
Phase 2 highlighted abductive coding (Saunders et al., 2023), in which the researcher moves
iteratively between the existing conceptual framework (five themes from the systematic
literature review) and emergent patterns from participant interviews, confirming, modifying

and generating new codes.

W interviews traimribed < read Related codex cluster together -+
multiple times -+ noted potential themes identified { Some
common themes & uderesting matched origmal, some were new, Fach finul theme clearly delined mwd

partipant statemonts some were combinations) named
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01 j—{ 02 03 — 04 — g5 — 06
l 1 l
Initial Codes Review themes Produce report
Crenernting imitial cosles ahductive Candidate themes rechecked agaimal Frodings chapter prepared
coding npprouch full datases —+ consisteney verifiod with direct participant guoses
illustruting cach theme
Existing

New data
(Participant words)

v

framework (8 .3
themes from SER)

y
ITHREE CODE SOURCES

I, Codes continming framework
2. Codes modifying/ refiniog it
1. Complotely new emergent codes

Figure 3: Six phases of thematic analysis
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3.6 Research reliability and validity

This study assessed research quality using Lincoln and Guba's (1985) trustworthiness
framework, which includes four criteria: credibility, transferability, dependability, and
confirmability. The credibility was enhanced by the prolonged engagement with the
Kymenlaakso region and by the freedom of the participants to speak in the semi-structured
interviews. The abductive coding method enabled us to gain new knowledge without strictly
adhering to the framework. This was achieved by triangulation and involving a range of
stakeholders and business phases. Thick descriptions of the setting of the research were
included to aid transferability, as well as the regional context and the qualities of the
participants. The findings of this study are context specific however and can only be
generalised to similar contexts and scenarios and not all situations. Documentation and
transparency were created when it came to dependability. The literature review was carried
out in a systematic way according to the PRISMA protocol. To ensure confirmability,
interpretations were made from the participants' perspectives and findings were triangulated
with the literature. Three types of abductive coding (confirming, modifying, and emergent)
made analytical judgments explicit. Findings section contains direct quotes from the
participants to enable readers to check the evidence. Confirmability was ensured by
grounding interpretations in participants' perspectives and verifying findings against the
literature. The three types of abductive coding (confirming, modifying, and emergent) made
analytical judgments explicit. The findings section includes direct quotes from the

participants to enable readers to check the evidence.

3.7 Ethical considerations

This study followed the ethical principles of (Saunders et al., 2023), including informed
consent, confidentiality, anonymity, avoidance of harm, and secure data management.
Participants were fully informed of the research purposes via email before each interview.
Participation was voluntary, and participants could withdraw at any time without reason.
Participants' identities were anonymized in transcripts, analysis, and reporting. Participants
are only identified by interview ID (11-19), and no names or company names are revealed.

Questions were designed to be non-sensitive, and participants could skip any question they
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did not wish to answer. All data were stored securely on a password-protected computer.
Access was for the researcher only. Audio recordings will be deleted after the research is
completed. Interviews were conducted online via Microsoft Teams, ensuring safety for both

the researcher and participants.

Finally, this methodology chapter offers an open and structured description of the processes
used to conduct the research including the synthesis of literature and the collection and
analysis of empirical data. Combining a theory-driven conceptual framework with flexible,
participant-centred methods allows for rigorously grounded findings while providing
opportunities for emergent findings. Adherence to trustworthiness and ethical standards
further strengthens the credibility and dependability of the study, laying a solid foundation
for the findings and discussion that follow.
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4 Analysis

This chapter presents the findings of the study. The data was collected through in-depth
semi-structured interviews with entrepreneurs and intrapreneurs working in the
Kymenlaakso region. The sub-themes developed from the interviews map against to the
main themes derived from the systematic literature review. The five main themes are actor
mindset, framing of the environment, action orientation, relational embeddedness, and
institutional context. Table 4 illustrates Thematic mapping of entrepreneurial capabilities in
Kymenlaakso. Thereafter, each main theme is discussed in sequence, with sub-themes
presented within the narrative and illustrated using direct participant quotations. Each theme
represents a different but related aspect of the experience and practice of entrepreneurship
in this region. Together, they tell a story not just about business, but about people navigating
uncertainty, building relationships, and trying to create something valuable in a challenging
environment. The themes are presented one by one, but in reality they overlap and influence

each other in ways that will become clear as the chapter unfolds.

Table 4: Thematic mapping of entrepreneurial capabilities in Kymenlaakso

Main themes Theme definition Sub-Themes developed from the interviews
derived from the
SLR
Actor mindset Captures the internal Multi-dimensional motivational drivers
orientation driving Structural determinants of risk tolerance
entrepreneurial action. Mindset as contingent construct
Framing of the Explains how entrepreneurs Profession-mediated opportunity framing
environment interpret their environment. Graduated constraint perception
Contextual environmental framing
Financial preconditions for framing
Sequential trust formation
Action orientation | Focuses on observable Structural innovation formality determinants
innovation practices. Context-contingent resource recombination
Action-feedback innovation dynamics
Feedback absence and innovation stasis
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Relational Explains how relationships Dyadic relational dependency
embeddedness enable action to scale. Temporal network mobilization
Sequencing structural embeddedness constraints

Extended relational ecosystem periphery

Institutional context | Captures the structural and Incomplete entrepreneurial support infrastructure
normative environment. Macro-structural boundary conditions
Cultural-historical path dependency
Language-driven internationalization challenges
Demographic relational infrastructure constraints

4.1 Theme 1: Actor Mindset

One of the most consistent and revealing patterns of the interviews is the actor mindset, the
internal orientation that motivates entrepreneurs and intrapreneurs to identify, seek and
maintain innovative activity. What emerges from the data is not a single, uniform
entrepreneurial personality, but rather a set of overlapping dispositions that, taken together,
shape how people engage with their work, handle uncertainty, and keep themselves moving
forward. These dispositions include what motivates them in the first place, how they develop
and maintain confidence, how they relate to risk, and how they stay alert to opportunities.
Importantly, the data also shows that this mindset is not fixed or invulnerable, can be
stretched, overloaded and at times can be shut down completely.

What is interesting about this data is that, although the language of entrepreneurship may
appear the same, the motivations of the participants are actually quite different. There are
those who are concerned about financial return. One participant stated that;

“Money, of course... I want to make more sales. That’s my motivation No.1.”(11)

But this is in contrast to very different motivations in other participants. One participant
mentioned curiosity and a need to add value:

“Curiosity, ...and the possibility to create something new and add value. And then I don't
think about my own financial gains or my profits.” (I4)

A third motivation was in terms of solving real problems:

“I look at friction points visa challenges, skill gaps, or mismatches between education and
labor markets. ” (79)
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These various orientations do not share a common objective, but a common quality of
engagement, each participant being driven towards the other by a factor that is personally
meaningful; whether that is income, creativity, problem solving or customer satisfaction.
The motivational base is multiple and context-specific, as influenced by the identity of the
individual, the sector in which they are working and the phase of their entrepreneurial
journey.

The issue of how participants think about innovation, what it means to them and why it
matters is closely related to motivation. The results show a clear trend that the participants
in the various sectors are clearly oriented towards novelty and doing things differently. One
participant stated that;

“As an entrepreneur, we have to do a new thing. If it is a traditional thing, it is not called.
We cannot call it is an entrepreneurial work. We have to do a new thing.” (12)

Another went further, framing this as a core professional identity:

“I don't see a point in creating something that is done already. If somebody makes a heart
earring. it's million times done. Why? Why to make million and one time?” (16)

In an R&D context, the same principle was put into the words of the professional practice:
“Experimentation is the base of our work...You must be a person who wants to try new ideas,
see what works, see what's not, what doesn't work, and then iterate on that. ” (15)

They do not represent fringe opinions, but rather a widespread sentiment that
entrepreneurship is always about creating something new whether it's a product, a process
or a way of working. Whether the innovation is presented in more moderate terms, such as
improved efficiency or practical improvement, is always one of questioning what is currently
done. The way things are done is always subject to review.

Another common theme that emerged from the data was the participants' experiences in
developing and maintaining confidence. In various interviews, confidence is not a
personality characteristic that people either have or do not have, but one that is developed,
and even cultivated, over time, as a result of external validation and experience. One
participant stated that;

“...it's part of the process......Because then when you are dealing with uncertainty, you start
to recognize specific patterns, for example, as you gain experience on it.”” (15)

Another pointed to the role of others in sustaining their belief in their own abilities:
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“You need to have people behind your back, you know, that can push you and that can tell
you, yeah, like you have the skill set to do this. I trust you with it. You can do it. Because they
have more experience, they can tell already. ” (15)

Some people build their confidence by setting their own goals and practicing their discipline
in their mind:

“I make in my head a kind of goal. Today, 3000, we earn 3000 today. We don't leave before
it's done. ..... when [ decided it's, let's say it's 80%, I face it.”” (16)

The data are clear that confidence is socially and experientially developed. It is learnt
through doing, through feedback and through encouragement of trusted others. This has
implications for practice. Participants who report supportive environments or successful
experiences in the past are more likely to report confidence in their ability to maintain it,
whereas those who work in isolation or experience repeated failures are more likely to report
less confidence in that ability.

The uncertainty is something every participant has to deal with and the data indicates a
consistent and clear pattern of how participants deal with uncertainty. Most participants do
not see uncertainty as something to be avoided or eliminated; instead, they view it as
something to be managed. The most frequently used method is to decompose a large,
ambiguous situation into smaller, more manageable parts. One participant stated that;
“When we have uncertainty...... we have to divide that problem into small pieces. If you
have the ability to understand and Decode the problem. Then you can understand the
problem well.” (12)

The same attitude was expressed in the organisational sense by another participant:
“Uncertainty is managed by breaking ideas into smaller steps and involving stakeholders
early.” (13)

For others, the answer to uncertainty is just to get started:

“Often, starting something helps with uncertainty solutions are found eventually. Gathering
information also helps.” (18)

Experienced participants will often talk about a more stable relationship with uncertainty,
one that has been normalized and repeated. One participant revealed that:

“....it's always when I create you, it's always uncertainty there. I never know what doesn't
come up...Since we have done hundreds and hundreds, thousands of jewellery, it's part of
it” (16)
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An important aspect of the actor mindset is the normalization of uncertainty, it's not that
experienced entrepreneurs feel less uncertain, but that they have learned to work with
uncertainty.

Another aspect of the actor mindset that is evident throughout the data is opportunity
alertness, which involves noticing cues in the environment that may indicate new
opportunities. The number of opportunities participants look for, however, is quite different
across the channels. There are some that depend on customer interaction:

“...usually we see it in somehow in social media for example, or we hear it about. From our
customers and this is very beneficial for us.” (I11)

Others incorporate their scanning into the activities of everyday work:

“Opportunities are identified through daily operational work, discussions with colleagues
and data analysis.” (13)

One participant reported a more intentional exploration of ideas:

“When you are interested in a topic, read more about it and study it you often come up with
improvements or entirely new feasible ideas.” (18)

The common thread in these diverse practices is a common attitude to be observant, to see
things that are not obvious to other people, and to try to determine if the problem or gap
observed could be an opportunity. This is not passive; it requires active engagement with the
world around them.

An important distinction in the data is that the actor mindset is not a permanent state. It is
dynamic and can grow but also overload and collapse. Several participants shared instances
where they had a negative mindset. One commented on the early business decisions:

“My eagerness to do the business overwhelmed my calculations and my background work,
so anxiety did drive me curiosity and not a deep analysis.” (14)

Another said he had the problem of being too inexperienced to be able to narrow down his
choices:

“I always say yes to all of the opportunities, because you never know which one can lead to
something...... ... it's a very personal answer that due to the experience of not knowing, you
know, not having enough experience.” (15)

One person who was in a serious financial situation reported that they had shut down
completely when asked about the concept of innovation:

“Sorry, it's really hard right now to make this kind of innovation ask speculation because

we are in really, really big trouble in right now.” (I7)
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This is a significant finding. It demonstrates that the entrepreneurial attitude is not a
personality trait possessed only by a few and not by others. It is a skill that depends on the
presence of a number of enabling factors, including financial stability, manageable level of
stress, sufficient experience and supportive relationships. In the absence of these conditions,
the capacity of an entrepreneur to think and act entrepreneurially can be seriously affected
even by the very active and experienced entrepreneur. The actor mindset, in short, is not just
about what people are like it is about what their circumstances allow them to be.
Combining the evidence on the actor mindset, it can be concluded that there is a multi-
layered and conditional picture of entrepreneurial orientation. Motivation is multi-faceted
that is influenced by personal values, sector context and life situation. Being innovative is
given a high value and is genuinely appreciated, but the actual interpretation of what
innovation will do in practice is largely dependent on the available resources and context.
Confidence is earned, not given, and is dependent on experience, feedback and social
support. Uncertainty is dealt with, usually by breaking it down, doing something, or getting
used to it. Opportunity scanning is on-going and is integrated into day-to-day practice, but
the channels differ. And the entire arrangement is highly stress-sensitive, inexperienced, and
resource-limited, both for the individual and those who want to foster entrepreneurial activity
in regional settings.

4.2 Theme 2: Framing of the Environment

The actor’s mindset tells us how entrepreneurs think about themselves, and this theme tells
us how they think about the world around them. Framing the environment is not a neutral or
passive process, but rather an active, often deeply personal one in which participants
determine what can be seen as an opportunity, what is truly dangerous, whether an obstacle
is temporary or terminal, and whether the larger ecosystem around them is helpful or
hindering in what they are trying to do. What comes through the data is a uniform, yet
diverse, pattern: participants employ mental tools and practical strategies to render their
environment legible and usable. But the framing and the quality of the framing is strongly
influenced by what their resources are, what they're experienced with, and the pressures they
are subject to at any time.

A very clear trend in the data is how participants determine if an opportunity is worth

pursuing. Feasibility is not the result of formal market research or structured analysis for



48

most, it is a bit of experience, common sense and attention to the customer. One participant
explained that having worked in the same industry for a number of years had made them
very intuitively aware of what was achievable:

“We have some kind of intuition for that...We have started this business 2005.” (11)
Another participant stated that:

“I put myself often in a customer's shoes. And if I think that, yeah, I would buy it, I think that
somebody else would also. ...Then I have to kind of swap.” (16)

Within more structured organizational contexts, feasibility was determined with respect to
strategic fit.

“Arrangement with the strategy. feasibility and clear benefits. ” (13)

In one instance, a non-business-educated participant said that he used nothing but common
sense:

“Because I do my business, I have done for these years with kind of with common sense. |
don't have education in the business field, not even in the creative field. | have, in my opinion,
still succeed for so many years.” (16)

What is common to these different types of approaches is that the feasibility assessment is
always based on something the participant is already familiar with, be it years of sector
experience, customer empathy, organisational strategy or personal judgement. Formal tools
are rarely considered as primary inputs.

In addition to identifying opportunities, participants described their approach to dealing with
the uncertainty that accompanies taking action. In this, the data shows a very extensive
selection of strategies. One of the most popular is financial containment. When participants
set mental or practical limits on how much loss they'll take before they stop. One participant
revealed that:

“I never take this kind of risks in something where I may lose a lot of money. I always kind
of have. area of movement......... Few 1000 EUR, yeah I can do it because I always make
sure that | have extra money to create something. But if it costs hundreds of thousands. |
can't.” (16)

In formal business situations, this evolved into a structured planning tool:

“If you invest in the stock marketing in shares or funds, you need to have a stop-loss level...
you need to have a decision on where is the limit of. foreseeable losses who can carry, ” (I4)
The cash flow projection was also referenced as a fundamental mechanism:

“it's looking at it via cash flow projection. That's how you handle the uncertainty.” (14)
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In addition to financial instruments, participants also relied on information collecting and
selective consulting to reduce the uncertainty. One respondent was clearly stated that:

“I don't discuss to everybody because if | put in a social media question, should I do this or
should I do that? These people who answers, They don't have a same motive as me. ...But |
have people with who... understand the full picture.” (16)

And at the most experienced end of the spectrum, uncertainty was reframed entirely as a
source of learning:

“The learning that comes from the process is always useful, and it is always worth utilising.”
(18)

The interesting thing is that no player mentioned waiting for sure before taking action.
Uncertainty is assumed and the only thing that's ever at issue is how to manage it, not how
to eliminate it.

The way participants frame obstacles is equally revealing. The data reveal a distinct
spectrum, from a more positive interpretation of obstacles as problems to be addressed, to
the more negative perception of obstacles as problems that cannot be overcome. On the more
resilient side, obstacles are said to be things to work around not to stop for. One of the
participants reported a typical response:

“I rarely quit, but | adapt often. If the goal is unclear and becomes more defined as you
move forward, it may happen that the end result is not what was desired...the project often
ends up in a drawer, and I will continue it again sometime.” (18)

Another, funded research context, talked about even harder stance:

you don't have the luxury to stop. When you work with the RDI projects, you have
deadlines...you need to adapt and continue...especially because most of the RDI projects
work in parallel with or with European funding. If you work with a specific type of funding,
then you do not fail. You can't.” (I5)

Belief and persistence were also mentioned as key framing tools:

“If we are believing it, then we try to continue it till the end point end, even if there are some
obstacles. But we try to solve those out.” (11)

At the other end of the scope, however, where financial pressure is great, framing collapses.
One of the participants, who was in a critical situation in the company, was only able “It's
really hard right now to make this kind of innovation, ask speculation because we are in

really, really big trouble in right now.” (17)
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This contrast is a significant finding in itself. Obstacle framing is not merely a personality
or attitude but is influenced by real-world conditions. If the resources are there and the
business is stable, obstacles look manageable. If resources are depleted, the same barriers
can be like walls.

One aspect of the data which is especially distinctive is the way that the participants describe
their physical and regional environment. The descriptions of the Kymenlaakso area were in
several cases very different and the contrast is significant. One of the participants gave a
very critical statement:

“In Kymenlaakso region...It's almost a cemetery of good business ideas because people
don't want to develop businesses.” (4)

Another participant, redefined the same attributes as a competitive advantage:

“When we're talking about Kouvola ...with less people, then you have better opportunities
because you don't have that much competition...It's the same when trying to make a game,
but you don't make a game in a market where you don't have chances of, you know, getting
in.” (15)

Another participant explained that the assumption about the local market proved to be
incorrect:

“In the beginning, I even thought that first that no, no, that Kouvola people will not like
them. They will not buy, but they actually buy, a lot.” (16)

One participant had even established his whole business identity on the site itself:

“We are in Kouvola, we want to make products for this region. So we have a Kouvola coffee.
1t's our biggest brand.” (17)

The different representations of the same place tell something important: the regional
environment does not determine the response of the entrepreneurs to it. Instead, the meaning
they make of the location, whether they perceive it as a limitation or a possibility, directly
impacts on the strategies they use. Place-based framing is not simply a passive process, but
an active interpretive act.

Another recurrent aspect of this theme is how participants articulate the wider support
environment, that is, the context of institutions, networks and available infrastructure. In this
case, it can be seen that there is a clear division between the people who feel that they are
generally supported and those who feel that they are abandoned or excluded. Immigrant
entrepreneurs and newer businesses are more likely to say positive things about the

institutional landscape:
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“Kinno is one of the good institutions in Kouvola City... .........I pursue supports from Kinno
and other institutions in Kouvola City. That is a good thing for newcomers.” (12)

In contrast, older companies, especially those with financial difficulties, reported feeling
abandoned by institutions:

“We don't have any support in our business...They support with this new businesses and
pretty much right now we are all alone, I think.” (17)

One participant emphasized the time-limited aspect of access to support, which frames
institutional support itself as an environmental variable with a time limit:

“If I were to start a company after I graduate, I would not have the support that I would be
getting now. But because I'm still a student, | can actually get support, for example, through
Startira. ... after I graduate, and I am not a Finnish citizen...it's do or die.” (I5)

What the data indicates is that supportiveness of the ecosystem can be very different and it
really varies depending on who you are, what your business stage is, and what the overall
economic landscape is. One participant stated that the macro-economic environment was the
constraint, rather than anything regional

“A state is very poor, it's very bad, but it's not only Kymenlaakso, so it's the whole Finland.
Every day | read about companies like me closing down, giving up, and often they are the
small companies also, one person, two persons. So the situation is very bad, but it's not
because of this Kymenlaakso area only. It's the economy of the country. People can't buy
it.” (16)

This indicates a final and important pattern in the data: that for some participants, there is a
limit to environmental framing, beyond which individual agency is exhausted. With the lack
of capital, the lack of macro-economic forces, and the lack of institutional support, the
environment stops being something that can be reframed, it simply closes in. At least
enabling conditions are necessary for the framing process to operate. If not, the environment

is not interpreted, it is only experienced as a constraint.

4.3 Theme 3: Action Orientation

While the previous two themes have focused on the thoughts of the participants regarding
themselves and regarding their environment, this theme focuses on what they actually do.

Action orientation reflects in practical terms how entrepreneurs and intrapreneurs transform
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ideas into reality, how they experiment, how they innovate, how they recombine the
resources that are available to them, and how they exploit opportunities when they arise. The
data shows that there is no single model of entrepreneurial action, but a continuum from the
very informal, instinctive and unplanned to the more organized and multi-staged. The
common thread among participants on this spectrum is that the one thing they know for sure
is that the only way to discover if something works is to actually try it, and that trying creates
possibilities that thinking cannot.

A very interesting pattern in the data is the fact that the market or their immediate
surroundings is the most consistent environment where ideas are tested. Many say that they
take a more "lean and mean" approach to testing: put something out there with real people
and watch what happens. One of the participants has summed this up:

“I just test it... take it to selling places and then I hear the feedback from customers” (I11)
Another one said that they had a live experiment where they physically rearranged their
exhibition table:

“We put it dark red colour arts back, and we placed neutral colour arts in the front, and
then we realised that, OK, now people engaging with arts” (12)
The process was even more refined in the context of a coffee enterprise:

“I order new samples and then I roast them, sample roast it, and then make a recipe for the
coffee and roast it. Yeah, it's really pretty simple.” (I7)

This experimentation is direct, low cost, and is not called a compromise or as an alternative
to elaborate pre-launch testing, it is simply the way to work, especially in small businesses
where such testing is not practical or even needed. The market itself is the laboratory and
feedback from the market is the most reliable data.

However, the data also makes clear that this informal approach is not universal. The level of
formality of the innovation process rises significantly from one organizational context to
another. One respondent reported a ten-stage product development process from concept to
customer feedback, stakeholders, product development, testing, modification, and delivery
management. Another one outlined a formalized scenario-planning process:

“Always worst case scenario, realistic scenario, and then the optimistic scenario. And
everything should be built on basis of the realistic or the worst case scenario.” (14)

The process was stated in very clear and sequenced terms in a research and development

environment:



53

“Idea is like a sparking light. So we have to do R&D first to make the idea to a
concept...Concept means well formed and we have a good plan” (12)
And in one large infrastructure project, thorough preparation was used as a deliberate
substitute for iterative learning:

“In the car park project, we prepared ourselves so well that we didn’t have to learn by trying
when construction started, everything was already agreed.”

The context (not personality or preference) determines where a participant will be on this
scale. The degree of formality in the innovation process is influenced by firm size, sector,
investment size and accountability systems. The information points to the fact that the
informal method seems to work for micro-enterprises with limited resources, but bigger
organizations or higher-stakes projects require more structured methods.

One of the most consistent trends is the creative combination of available resources in all
contexts. Participants' perceptions of innovation do not often involve creating something
completely new from scratch. Far more often, it's combining already existing things into a
new way. This was summed up by one participant:

“I want to say no, I haven't done it...I've been just combining different things and not and
introduce new, really new practices.” (14)

Another spoke about a University IP (intellectual property) partnership that served as the
basis for a new creative project:

“It came from the owners of the intellectual property ... Hei, like how about we actually use
your IP and there will create a piece, is there virtual production will tech that have in the
university and then they robor with it so we start doing the pre production of it.” (15)

“I introduced structured advisory processes combining education, immigration, and career
guidance.” (19)

Even knowledge gathering was expressed in re-combinatory terms:

“I use online resources and I use social media.... I use self-studying and self-learning. I use
our library... I do live research with people. Sometimes I go to discussions, | attend to forums

’

....those helps me to gain knowledge and ... about the art and new trends and marketplaces.’
(12)

What is common to these accounts is an ethics of “creative borrowing” instead of copying:
“I search online, what is happening? ... the point is not to copy. Make it always your own

way. Get inspired, don't copy.” (16)
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This recombinatory logic does not just apply to products and services, but also to channels
and formats. One participant described turning their own personality into a brand asset what
they called “Personal brand”, in which the person and the business become inseparable. As
well as the same participant invented a real-time online auction on social media during
challenging times in sales:

“We created in social media kind of an auction online. People were betting ... 10 EUR, 15
EUR, 20 EUR...keep going. So in one evening, I earned about 2000 or 3000 EUR...I always
find a way.” (16)

As illustrated in these examples, resource recombination does not only apply to product
development, but also to market creation, presence building and income generation where
traditional ways of doing business are not successful.

Another pattern running through the data is that action is generative; that doing things will
give rise to new ideas, new connections, new opportunities that would not have come from
thinking or planning alone. One participant explained how one product idea came from
another:

“Because of that, we got another idea because your thinking is developing at the same time
when you start to work with a new products.” (11)
Another explained how physical attendance at events was always the most fruitful source of
opportunity:

“Most of the opportunities that come from me taking train tickets and going to events. ...
you need to actually invest in yourself..go to a conference, go to an event, do
networking...It's never like an instant reward for the opportunity.” (15)

Similarly, volunteering was characterized not as being about giving, but about investing in
future potential:

“Volunteering has opened a lot of opportunities for me just by going to events and
volunteering and helping out has given me connections that I've been referring to. Every
time that I had a challenge.” (I5)

This action-as-generator logic also functions on the level of value creation itself. As one of
the participants expressed it:

“Without doing, there is no end product or service.” (18)

The idea is not just obvious; it's a conviction that any idea is only as good as how it is
executed. Planning and analysis are important, but they're preliminary. It's actually doing

that makes something real.
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But the data also clearly shows that action orientation has its limits and that these limits are
mostly determined by resources. The most telling examples in this theme are when the
normal process of action, feedback and iteration has stalled not because the participant is
lacking in ideas or motivation, but because the financial conditions for action no longer exist.
One of the participants said that their situation was not only frustrating but:

“We have a lot of struggling now to sell our coffees what we have in stock right now. It's
really, really hard to make new deals ...no money to buy new coffees to make this kind of
innovation and new coffees because I don't have money.” (17)

Another participant spoke of a rational and painful strategic retreat:

“I decided 1 closed my shop... I love it the most, but it didn't make sense to run
economically...my heart said no, my brain said yes.” (16)

And in one case, the disruption of the action cycle had reached the point where a participant
could no longer even identify whether they had recently introduced anything new:

“Have you introduced a new practice, process, or solution? I don’t know.” (17)

These instances of innovation stasis are as analytically significant as the instances of active
innovation. They demonstrate that action orientation is not only a personality trait or a
strategic preference but is a capacity which requires enabling conditions. Liquidity
disappears, sales dry up, and with the pressure of day-to-day survival, the action-opportunity
feedback loop comes to a halt. Formerly creative, adaptive, energetic entrepreneurs describe
themselves as unable to move. This is a finding with far-reaching implications: It shows
what financial, institutional, and relational conditions a regional ecosystem must meet if it
wants to keep entrepreneurial action possible, not only at the time of business start-up, but

throughout the entire life cycle of a business.

4.4 Theme 4: Relational Embeddedness

In this study no entrepreneur or intrapreneur is completely independent. Even the most
independent participants exist in the context of some sort of relationship, whether with a
partner, supplier, customer, peer network, or digital community, and these relationships
determine what they can do, how they can do it and how they can cope when they fall into
hard times. This theme focuses on the ways in which the participants construct, engage with,
and live in their relational worlds. The picture that emerges is a layered one, with a small

number of close and trusted relationships that bear most of the burden, and extended
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networks that are selectively activated and engaged in a purposeful way, and on the edge,
structures of cultural, linguistic and geographical barriers which limit access to relational
resources and the kind of access they are able to provide. Across all of this, trust is the
governing condition. If not, collaboration does not work. It makes things possible that no
single individual can do by himself.

Among the smallest businesses in the sample, the relational infrastructure is almost entirely
focused on a single relationship, typically a spousal or co-founder relationship that plays
multiple roles as operational support, emotional support and sounding board. This was
described very clearly by two participants. One said simply:

“With my husband and that is the very valuable thing that he is here. In this business with
me.” (11)

Another thought about what it would be like without that partnership:

“If this business would be only mine...It might make it much more complicated...he supports
me with everything” (11)

Similarly, in a two-person coffee shop, things were put in similarly basic terms:

“I have only one person in my company, so we have to trust each other. It is the only way to

do the job.” (17)

What these accounts reveal is that for micro-enterprises, the relational ecosystem is not a
network in the conventional sense it is a dyad. One relationship is responsible for all the
aspects of trust, communication, decision making and support. There are real consequences
for this concentration. If that relationship is strong and functional, that business has a strong
core; if it is not, there is little redundancy in the relationship. When that one relationship
doesn't work out, there's no other one to rely on.
Outside of the inner dyad, trust is the key to the organization of how participants construct
and utilize their extended networks. In all the data, trust is not something which emerges as
a side-benefit of collaboration but rather is a precondition for it; it must first be there for
joint work to get underway. One participant was forthright in this regard:
“Without trusting us, we can't do anything perfectly...We have to... we have to trust them
first. Then only it become a mutual understanding.” (12)
Another one that was described in existential terms, what makes risk taking possible at all:
“Without collaboration and without trust, I wouldn't be able to act...the risk would seem too

high or it would seem to be too risky. It's essential.” (I14)
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Trust is also said to be something that has to be earned before it's granted. One participant
shared their experience of how this was put into practice: they made their commitments and
showed their ability, which gained the trust of their partners, which in turn led to further
opportunities. People trust you when they can see that you can get it done and that creates
more invitations to collaborate. Many of the participants also said that trust was an integral
part of communication:

“Trust is something that you really need .. and communication, clear
communication...people who know how to communicate, how to give feedback and receive
feedback... If you don't have this, you don't have a team.” (I5)

This was even more important in an international context:

“Trust is critical especially in international education where credibility determines
success.” (19)

The data in each case reveals the same thing: Trust is no fluffy, peripheral feature of
entrepreneurial relationships, it is the load-bearing structure on which everything else rests.
There are various paths by which participants construct and activate networks, and several
patterns are evident. people who have well developed networks, the relational asset acts as
a capability multiplier; it is a way of making up for what the individual may not know or do
on his own. This was stated by one participant:

“Understanding that you do not have to know everything yourself, daring to trust your own
networks, which leaves time and energy to do what you do best.” (18)

Another stated that network building is a process, and that each project generates contacts
and those contacts become future projects. Others described more structured approaches to
mobilizing networks for specific projects, starting broad and narrowing down, contacting
known people first, then reaching out to unknown ones, and then selecting the right partners
for the task at hand. The University environment became a significant relational platform for
early-stage and immigrant entrepreneurs:

“It opens a door for you at university, but then the network that you build is what allows you
to obtain knowledge, resource, and support.” (15)

Digital platforms, particularly LinkedIn, were also described as active relational tools rather
than passive directories:

“Friends and colleagues in the network ... sending me messages on LinkedlIn like, oh, you
were talking about this. Maybe this information from this conference can help you figure
out.” (I5)
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But it's not only a place to find opportunities in good times, it's a real-time crisis resource
when things go wrong:

“Every time that I had a challenge. I could always ask them for help and advice. That is also
an important thing.” (I5)

In all these accounts, the network is something that participants invest in continually, not
only when they need it, but the benefits of that investment only become apparent over time.
Working with others on common objectives is identified in the data as a strategy and, in
certain settings, is a structural requirement, referred to as collaboration. For the intrapreneur
in a large organisation, collaboration is simply how work gets done:

“Not much thing what I have to do alone...it's always somebody else when I do things” (13)
And also, collaboration is chosen selectively and deliberately, matched to the nature of the
task:

“That depends what the ideas are ... if it's something like systems we have to buy or use,
then | cooperate with them. Out our company, but if it's something what we do inside our
house, so then I have to deal with these people who are here.” (13)

Having the right people involved is a key factor in the success of the collaboration.

“If we have the right persons... it benefits us pretty much.” (13)

Participants also talked about the process of collaboration as something that grows, starting
with a small group of people in the initial idea phase and expanding as the project moves
forward. More people are added, trainees and contributors appear and the project starts to
gain momentum. The returns from collaboration are described in concrete terms: faster
execution, shared knowledge, and access to opportunities that would be out of reach for any
single actor.:

“Access to opportunities, faster execution, and shared knowledge.” (19)

Importantly, the motivation for collaboration is often mutual interest rather than generosity.
One participant said that their relationship with a graphic designer was one in which they
shared common economic interests:

“... graphic designer with me. So it's her interest that my company succeeds... better |
SUcceed, better she succeeds. Yeah, so we are team.” (16)

Stating collaboration as a structure of shared interest, instead of goodwill, provides it with a
stability that is more practical than purely social or obligational relationships.

Overlaid on these examples of productive relational embeddedness are a series of structural

obstacles that block access to relational resources for some actors, especially newer to the
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area, foreign-born, or working in sectors with less dense peer communities. Several
participants noted that the Finnish cultural values of being introvert and reserving their social
contacts were a genuine barrier to the development of open and reciprocal relationships that
are essential for business:

“Sometimes Finn people don't like to interact with others. It is their cultural thing...But in
business, we have to interact with people as much as we can...being quiet. among people, it
is not a good thing in business.” (12)

The difficulty for foreign entrepreneurs is compounded by the fact that, in particular, trust is
only extended after a long-term relationship is built:

“Cultural expectations emphasize trust and long-term relationships. Integration into
networks takes time for foreign entrepreneurs.” (19)

On the regional level, a number of participants explained that there is a lack of inter-
organisational cooperation, and businesses do not have the necessary support and knowledge
sharing structures in place.

“Support is generally positive internally. Regionally, cooperation could be stronger.” (13)
Some of the participants did not complain about isolation, it was a fact:

“There is no support because I'm all alone with my partner.” (I7)

Such experiences of relational isolation are important because they demonstrate that the
positive effects of embeddedness, having confidence, capability and resilience as a result of
being well connected, are not evenly distributed. People with existing networks can build,
expand, and leverage them. For those who are new to the process or who have cultural or
language barriers to entry, they need to put in much more time and effort to get to the same
place. The relational playing field is not level in a region where demographic decline and
economic pressure are already making things difficult, that unevenness has implications

beyond the individual entrepreneur.

Theme 5: Institutional Context

All the preceding themes of how entrepreneurs think, how they frame their environment,
how they act, and how they relate to others occur in a larger institutional context that either
supports or limits what is possible. The last theme focuses on the context, formal and
informal rules, cultural norms, regulatory systems, demographic facts and organizational
structures that influence the entrepreneurship in the Kymenlaakso region. What the data

reveals is a complex and often contradictory landscape; Participants talk about pockets of
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genuine institutional support organisations which are genuinely useful and even
transformative. However, these are set against long-term structural issues, a cultural legacy
that has not been favourable to entrepreneurial risk-taking, a regulatory framework that can
disincentive small business creation, a demographic shift that has reduced the region’s supply
of young entrepreneurs and an economic climate where, at the time of the interviews, simply
surviving was difficult for many businesses. These forces combine to create an incomplete,
uneven and much-needed renewal institutional context.

The most evident positive aspect of the data is related to two institutions: Kinno (Kouvola
Innovation) and XAMK University. Participants from various types of businesses and
backgrounds talk highly of these organisations, referring to them again and again. One
participant characterized Kinno as more than just functional:

“I think Kinno is the best place ... It is a government institution. So we don't want to be
worried about anything but they are guiding us.” (12)

Another support described that covered the whole of their business, even when it was at its
most challenging:

“I see as a Kinno ... have been a lot, ... part of starting up the business and now ... cutting
it down. So this is my support.” (16)

XAMK was characterized as offering structured support for startups by having dedicated
associations, free advisors and practical guidance. One participant noted the university’s
broader regional potential:

“We have the infrastructure in all Kymenlaakso ... university campuses in the Kouvola and
Kotka, ... if we had people who wanted to start their own companies and they want to find
opportunities, there is a network to support them.” (17)

Another pointed to the role of the university in the positioning of the region in the emerging
sector:

“... through [uviversity of Applied Scineces] Xamk...collaborating with the municipality of
Kouvola and also related to virtual production specifically... trying to become the first in
Europe... there is always a lot to learn from these projects.” (I5)

These accounts indicate that where such institutional support is available, the design is good
and the delivery is by people who are truly interested, it can make a difference to the
confidence and capability of entrepreneurs. As per participants’ views one regional support
institution and one educational institution Kinno and XAMK represent what a regional

support architecture can look like when it works.
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But the data also shows that that support is heavily skewed toward the very beginning of a
business, and that the support decreases dramatically after a company starts operations.
Some of the participants reported feeling that after the start-up period, institutions had
abandoned them.

“They support with this new businesses and pretty much right now we are all alone” (I7)
For immigrant and international entrepreneurs, this lifecycle gap is compounded by a hard
deadline tied to student status. One of the participants described it as:

“If I were to do that after I graduate, and | am not a Finnish citizen, so | don't even get any
of the supports from Kella, you know? So at that point, it's do or die.” (I5)

They also pointed to specific missing areas in the support landscape, a platform for artists
and creative sector businesses, lack of support for non-standard business models, and no
dedicated start-up supervisor role to help guide new business founders through the early
administrative complexity. One participant took a concrete proposal:

“If there was someone from the Kinno ... or from the municipality, they will be assigned to
you like the day supervisor, but actually as a company start supervisor, they can help you
with the with baby steps on how to do certain things. | think more people will start doing
that. We will create more interest for people to try to pursue their ideas as startups and

companies” (15)

In brief, the data shows that the institutional support system is formation-biased. It's quite It
does a reasonably good job of helping businesses get started, but offers a lot less support for
sustaining, scaling or restructuring businesses, which is exactly when many businesses need
it most.

In addition to the formal support institutions, the data also indicates a more underlying level
of institutional constraint related to the region's cultural and historical inheritance. Several
participants referred to a shared memory and attitude, which has been influenced by the
industrial past, and by the trauma of the 1990s recession, and is now stifling entrepreneurial
aspirations today. One respondent followed the connections straight through:

“Big factories like paper mills has been in power in this area and most people went to work
in those factories.” (11)

This employment model, and the devastating economic crisis of the early 1990s, had a

lasting impact on the perception of risk in the region:
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“Those who have experienced this bad financial situation in beginning of 90s ...... they don't
want to be entrepreneurs so easily. They the willingness towards entrepreneurs of starting
a business is very low.” (I1)

This conservativeness is not just a personal characteristic; it's a cultural one. One respondent
spoke about a more general attitude in the society that is not conducive to entrepreneurship:
“The Finnish basic character demands lifelong employment relationships. You are a good
taxpayer if you succeed in this...This mentality is embedded in a society where
entrepreneurship is not encouraged.” (I8)

Several participants also referred to a particular culture that exists among businesses in the
region which is to deliberately not grow:

“They don't actually want to grow, they don't actually want to develop their businesses
because they see the risk being too high or then they are just satisfied with the present
situation.” (I4)

In contrast, some of the participants presented an alternative narrative and were actively
putting forward an alternative cultural perspective. One expressed their own philosophy in
the language they wished to be regional common sense:

“I always suggest that, try, try, do, and fail. It's okay to fail, because if we don't fail, if we
don't try, we can't fail or succeed. So, Kymenlaakso go, go, go, go forit.” (16)

One of the fault lines in this regional institutional context is the balance between the inherited
risk aversion culture and the emerging culture of experimentation.

Another factor is the regulatory environment. Participants described taxation and
bureaucratic complexity as significant practical obstacles, particularly for small businesses
operating on thin margins. One said that a cumulative burden of various tax types was truly
discouraging.

“So much different kinds of taxes for the small companies, so if you are starting like a small,
small company, it's really, really hard in Finland right now.” (17)

One participant described the interface of entrepreneurship and the social security system as
a "structural trap" that is hard to escape. The rules make it effectively impossible to operate
as a limited company owner while also maintaining social security entitlements, a
combination that had forced at least one service provider to close. The administrative
language requirements for company formation were also explained as one of the barriers for

international entrepreneurs who are otherwise fully capable of running a business:
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“In the gaming industry language ... is English. I do not really speak Finnish or [ don't need
to learn Finnish to work in the industry that I'm working in. But when it comes to making
the company, | need to know Finnish and I need to do like a lot of bureaucratic stuff that is
the Finnish language.” (15)

One participant framed the overall effect of these administrative barriers as:

“If a person has ideas and the desire to implement them, it is not desirable for their
enthusiasm to be killed at the starting line.” (18)

The regulatory environment, then, is not simply a nuisance, but is actually one that filters
out the “potential entrepreneurs” who may have otherwise gone forward.

The data also reflects the structural and demographic issues in the region. The participants
described Kouvola and the Kymenlaakso area in general as being in a vicious circle of
decline, aging population, young people moving to the larger cities, lack of labour force, on
average small, under-resourced and cautious business community. The dynamic was simply
put by one participant.

“People are getting older. There is no young people. They are moving away. There is no.
Employees... and the logistics... I believe Kouvola is a dying city.” (13)

Another pointed out that the outmigration of entrepreneurially-minded individuals is a bit of
the pattern that is particularly harmful:

“People with mindset of entreprenurealship ... tend to move forward to Helsinki region or
other region, where Possibilities and opportunities are better than this region.” (I4)
Meanwhile, the figures don't lead to resignation. Some participants identified specific
sources of renewal that could start to change the course if they were supported effectively.
The most prominent of these is the combination of internationalization and generational
change. Foreign students and immigrant entrepreneurs are said to bring different attitudes,
wider networks, and new ideas to the region, which is in great need. Certain industries, such
as games and virtual production, are highlighted as future drivers of entrepreneurship. Online
commerce is called a channel that transcends borders and presents a way for even small
regional companies to access markets outside Kymenlaakso.

“Online commerce, of course, knows no time or place. New innovations are welcome even
for export, and hopefully, both in Kymenlaakso and nationally.” (18)

The overall image of this theme is that of a region at a crossroads. Institutional foundations
for renewal (participants highlighted institutes) in XAMK, in Kinno, in the energy of a

younger and more international group of entrepreneurs. But the cultural weight of the past,
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the gaps in the support lifecycle, the friction of the regulatory environment, and the hard
realities of demographic decline all push in the opposite direction. The data indicates
whether the area is likely to grow or shrink will be determined by the ability of the
institutions to be extended, made more inclusive and continue to serve the business life cycle.
The one thing that emerges strongly from all five themes is entrepreneurship is very human
work. It is shaped by personal values, everyday relationships, local history, and the very real
pressures of making ends meet. These individuals are not simply the economic actors in this
study: they are people who are seeking to create something meaningful in an area that is
struggling with a difficult time. Some are doing well, some are doing hard and some are just
holding on. What they all share is that they cannot do it alone. While mindset is important,
it's also important to have someone who believes in you. Action is important, but only if
there are resources to act with. Ideas are important, but institutions are needed if they are to
be made real. If there is one lesson this analysis offers, it is that supporting entrepreneurship

means supporting people, in all the complexity and uncertainty that comes with that.
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5 Discussion

The empirical evidence comes from nine entrepreneurs and intrapreneurs operating in the
Kymenlaakso region of Finland. This discussion synthesizes the findings in relation to the
five themes derived from the systematic literature review; Actor Mindset, Framing of the
Environment, Action Orientation, Relational Embeddedness, and Institutional Context and
then presents an updated theoretical framework.

5.1 Updated framework

Accordingly, the original framework presented in Chapter 3 was adjusted based on this

synthesis. The new framework is shown in Figure 4. Two modifications have been made.

Figure 4: The Kymenlaakso Conditional Process Model of Entrepreneurial Capability in

Innovation Ecosystems
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The framework was developed based on empirical data gathered in the Kymenlaakso region

and provides a context-oriented understanding of the role of individual entrepreneurial

capabilities in innovation processes in regional innovation ecosystems. The framework

consists of three levels, ranging from the broadest context to the individual entrepreneur's

internal processes.

5.1.1 Macro-Level: Structural Environment

In this level the institutional Context forms the outermost layer. The five key elements are

incomplete entrepreneurial support infrastructure, macro-structural boundary conditions,

cultural-historical path dependency, language-driven internationalization challenges, and

demographic relational infrastructure constraints.
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This involves formal policies, organisational rules, cultural norms and historical legacies
within which all entrepreneurial activity takes place. This context-setting function is
captured in the name "Structural Environment. "Macro-Level" positions this as the broadest
level of analysis. These structures determine what entrepreneurs consider legitimate,
feasible, and worth pursuing. They set the boundaries within which all entrepreneurial
activity takes place and fundamentally influence every aspect of the innovation process.
They are largely beyond the control of any individual entrepreneur but can lead to

institutional change over time.

5.1.2 Meso-Level: Relational Scaling

Relational Embeddedness is located between the individual and the broader structure,
meaning the social mechanisms by which individual action extends beyond the individual.
At this level, dyadic relational dependency, temporal network mobilization sequencing,
structural embeddedness constraints and an extended relational ecosystem periphery are
included. This bridging function is appropriately named "Relational Scaling". "Meso-Level"

positions this as the intermediate level between micro and macro.

It is not purely individual nor purely institutional. It is a social relation, a trust, a
collaboration, a network which enables a single entrepreneur to do more than he can on his
own. In vice versa indicates that action outcomes, in turn, strengthen or weaken relational
ties. For instance, if entrepreneurs are well connected and have trusted partners, their actions

can become collective innovations.

5.1.3 Micro-Level: Entrepreneurial cognition and action

At the Micro-Level: Entrepreneurial Cognition and Action, three themes that operate within
the individual entrepreneur. These are shown in a recursive relationship, that is, they affect
one another in all directions, not just in a linear manner. Thinking shapes interpretation,
interpretation guides action, and the results of action feedback to change thinking and

interpretation. These components are Actor Mindset (Entrepreneur's perception of self and
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capabilities), Framing of the Environment (Opportunities, uncertainty, and constraints are
interpreted) and Action Orientation (Entrepreneurs actually do something to create
innovation). The name "Entrepreneurial Cognition & Action” captures both the mental and

behavioural dimensions. "Micro-Level” positions this as the individual-level analysis.

Actor mindset represents the core capabilities of the entrepreneur. This includes motivational
drivers in multiple dimensions, structural determinants of risk tolerance and the appreciation
that the mind-set itself is a contingent construct that can be altered with the times.
Environmental framing is the interpretation activities by which entrepreneurs make an
evaluation of their situation. These are profession-mediated opportunity framing, graduated
constraint perception, contextual environmental framing, financial preconditions for framing
and sequential trust formation. It is the result of these processes that entrepreneurs respond
to the environment as it is interpreted by them, rather than the actual environment itself.
Action orientation represents the observable innovation and intrapreneurial actions that
entrepreneurs take. Such determinants include structural innovation formality, context-
contingent resource recombination, action-feedback innovation dynamics, and the absence
of feedback and innovation stasis. These are the actual behaviours through which ideas
become products, services, or process improvements. There are recursive feedback loops
between all three core components. That is, mindset influences framing, framing influences
action, and the outcomes of action influence mindset and framing. The process is not linear,

but rather a continuous and circular process.

5.1.4 The boundary condition: Material resource threshold

One of the key elements of the framework is the material resource threshold, which serves
as a boundary condition at the micro level. This is a minimum level of financial liquidity,
cash flow or operational stability required for the entrepreneurial activity to operate. Above
this threshold, the processes at all three levels are active, and innovation outcomes are
possible. But if the state of finances and business drops below a critical level, the whole
process is suspended. Framing capacity and action orientation can collapse, leading to

innovation stasis regardless of how strong the entrepreneur's mindset or intentions may be.



69

In this condition, even motivated and experienced entrepreneurs cannot innovate because

the basic material conditions for action are absent.

The framework, therefore, views entrepreneurial capability as being conditional (the need to
cross a material resource threshold), recursive (feedback loops go in both directions) and

socially (relational) and structurally (institutional) embedded.
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6 Conclusion

This research set out to explore how individual entrepreneurial capabilities shape innovation
processes within regional innovation ecosystems, with specific attention to the Kymenlaakso
region of Finland. This has given both confirmatory and new insights about the mechanisms
that connect individual-level capabilities with innovation outcomes through a systematic
literature review and nine empirical cases of entrepreneurs and intrapreneurs working in this
area. This study set out to answer the main research question: How do individual
entrepreneurial capabilities shape innovation processes within regional innovation
ecosystems? In response to this, three sub-questions were explored: how actors frame their
environment, how this framing of the environment relates to innovation actions, and how
the relational and institutional contexts enable and/or constrain the translation of capacities

into outcomes.

6.1 How innovation ecosystem actors frame their environment (Answering RQ1).

The first research question asked how innovation ecosystem actors frame their operational
and ecosystem environment. The findings confirm what the literature has established:
framing is an active cognitive process, not a passive reflection of objective conditions. The
participants evaluated opportunities based on their intuition, gained through years of
experience, customer empathy, and common sense, instead of conducting formal market
research. This is consistent with the cognitive appraisal theory (Lazarus & Folkman, 1984)
and with research indicating that entrepreneurial action is based not just on objective
conditions, but also on the interpretation of these situations (Garus et al., 2025; Tan, 2025).
The findings, however, do make an important contribution to the literature. Previous studies
have conceptualized framing as a relatively stable cognitive structure which actors use to
approach their environment (Ashraf et al., 2024; Secundo et al., 2020). The present study
demonstrates that the framing capacity itself is conditional. Participants were unable to
‘frame opportunities’, ‘evaluate feasibility', or ‘interpret uncertainty' when they were under
extreme financial strain or business failure. One participant, in a critical cash flow situation,

was unable to answer any questions regarding innovation. The finding indicates that framing
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is not only a skill that is learnt and applied consistently. Rather, it requires a minimum level
of material resources to operate. Below that threshold, interpretive flexibility disappears, and
the environment is experienced not as something to be framed but as an overwhelming

constraint.

The findings also reveal that framing is socially situated, not purely individual. Participants
who had institutional support and stable businesses saw the same Kymenlaakso region as
offering opportunities, while participants who did not have institutional support or stable
businesses saw it as restrictive or dying. This expands the literature on environmental
framing by demonstrating that framing is not just a matter of how actors make sense of their

environment but also of what it does to their ability to make such sense.

6.2 How framing processes influence innovation and intrapreneurial actions
(Answering RQ2)

The second research question asked how framing processes influence innovation and
intrapreneurial actions within organisations. The results show that framing is the bridge
between the mindset and action. Participants who framed uncertainty as manageable
engaged in experimentation. Those who saw obstacles as problems to be solved, not stopping
point, did engage in resource recombination, combining available resources in new ways.
These behaviours are directly linked to the dynamic capabilities framework (Teece et al.,
2007) that includes the practices of sensing opportunities, seizing opportunities at the right

time, and reconfiguring resources to create value.

These action orientations have been described in the literature: experimentation via testing
and iteration, intrapreneurial action that brings change into organisations, opportunity
exploitation that involves business modelling and validation, and resource recombination
that involves assembling and reconfiguring what is available (Sanchez-Lo6pez and Pedraza,
2020; Yang et al., 2025; Del Giudice et al., 2019). The results of the Kymenlaakso indicate
that these practices are present in various settings, ranging from micro-enterprises with

informal market testing, to larger organisations with scenario planning.
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The important addition this research makes is the nature of the non-action that is possible
when framing fails to produce action. The existing literature has focused on successful
translations of intention into behaviour (Qin, 2024; Shabbir, 2025). The present study shows
a threshold effect which has been ignored in most previous studies. Several participants
talked about scenarios in which the typical process of action, feedback, and iteration had
come to a completely stalled. One business could not introduce new products because there
was no money to purchase raw materials. One could not even sense if there was any
innovation recently. It's not failed experiments and it's not failed innovations. They were

cases in which the ability to act at any time was suspended.

This discovery contradicts an implicit premise of much of the literature on entrepreneurial
capabilities: action orientation is always potentially accessible to the individual who has the
right mindset and framing. The evidence from Kymenlaakso shows that action orientation is
conditional on material resources. When a firm's liquidity, cash flow or financial stability
falls below a threshold, no matter how good or successful they might be, the processes of

experimentation, iteration and recombination conclude.

6.3 How relational and institutional contexts enable or constrain (Answering

RQ3).

The third research question concerned with the enabling and constraining conditions of the
individual entrepreneurial capabilities to innovation outcomes through the lens of relational
and institutional contexts. The results confirm the literature on relational embeddedness and

shed light on the unequal access to relational resources.

Trust was confirmed as a crucial precondition for collaboration, as revealed by social capital
theory (Coleman, 1988) and evidenced in research that trust diminishes uncertainty and
facilitates cooperative action (Rehman et al., 2022). The participants stated that trust was
essential for joint action, and that the risk was too high if there was no trust. The relational
ecosystem for micro-enterprises was often focused in a single dyad, usually a spouse or co-
founder, who supported the enterprise in operational, emotional, and decision-making

aspects. This supports the literature which highlighted collaboration as a tool which allows
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actors to achieve more than their resources base can (Perry & Woolard, 2023; Secundo et
al., 2020).

However, the results go beyond the literature to demonstrate that relational embeddedness
is not equally accessible. Immigrant and international entrepreneurs described cultural
barriers to building trusting relationships in the Finnish context. The respondents mentioned
that the reservedness of the Finns and the fact that it takes longer to gain credibility were
negative factors for foreign-born entrepreneurs. Others were almost completely in relational
isolation, having no institutional support and just one partner to work with. Social capital
has been viewed in the literature as something that entrepreneurs can create, through their
efforts and participation. The present study implies that the capacity to create such capital is
limited by factors beyond the control of the entrepreneur, such as culture and structure.

As for institutional context, the results validate the notion that institutions influence what
actors think is legitimate, possible, and desirable (North, 1990; Cerver-Romero et al., 2022;
Setiawan et al., 2025). Participants who gained access to regional development organisations
and educational institutes reported that this support was of benefit to them. These institutions
provided guidance, structure, and legitimacy that made entrepreneurship feel possible and
supported. This aligns with studies showing that institutional strategies and public policies
signal what is valued and feasible (Maritz et al., 2022; Osano, 2021).

However, two major gaps were identified. Firstly, institutional support in Kymenlaakso is
strongly biased towards business formation and not towards business sustainment or scaling.
Initiatives to assist start-ups were always appreciated by the participants, but they felt that
they were left alone after their businesses were set up. One participant said outright that
institutions are helping new businesses, and that established businesses are on their own.
There has been a significant emphasis on entrepreneurial ecosystems as launch environments
in the literature. The present study indicates that there is mismatch in the life cycle of
entrepreneurial support and life cycle of business need. In fact, it's likely that businesses
need more support, not less while they go beyond simply being formed to sustain operations,

cash flow management, and economic downturn.

Second, cultural legacy is an informal institutional constraint that is not easily dealt with by

formal policy. Participants repeatedly spoke of the industrial history of the region, the
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devastation of the 1990s recession, and the general cultural lack of entrepreneurial attraction,
which makes the prospect of starting a business seem risky and unattractive. One participant
noted that those who experienced the recession do not want to become entrepreneurs easily.
The other one mentioned that there is a mindset that is not supportive of entrepreneurship.
The cultural legacy influences the actors' sense of what is sensible and legitimate,
irrespective of the formal policies in place. The literature has recognised the importance of
culture (Larbi Cherif et al., 2025), and it has tended to consider culture as one of the many
factors. The current study indicates that in areas with a long history of industrial employment
and economic trauma, cultural barriers are more powerful than formal institutional supports

and that it takes generational time to change cultures, not policy intervention.

6.4 Answering the main research question and updated framework

Synthesising across the three sub-questions, the main research question can now be
answered. The capabilities of individual entrepreneurs influence innovation processes in
regional innovation ecosystems, but not necessarily in the direct and stable manner proposed
in the literature. The results of Kymenlaakso suggest a conditional model, in which the
entrepreneurial capability is formed, when five elements are in place: cognitive orientation
(mindset and framing), behavioural practice (action orientation), social infrastructure
(relational embeddedness), formal and informal rules (institutional context), and material

resources.

Perhaps of greatest importance is the finding of a material resource threshold beyond which
entrepreneurial capability collapses. This discovery introduces two important aspects to the
original theoretical framework: recursive relationships between elements and a resource
threshold that can be used to determine whether the capability system is functioning at all.
Above this threshold, the framework functions as originally theorized. Below it, innovation
processes come to a standstill, irrespective of individual mindsets, networks of relationships
and the quality of institutional support. Nevertheless, this study concludes that individual
entrepreneurial capabilities do shape innovation processes within regional ecosystems, but
only when the material conditions necessary for those capabilities to function are present.



75

Entrepreneurship support is about supporting the entire person, and that includes the

financial resources necessary to enable entrepreneurial thinking and action in the first place.

6.5 Theoretical Implications

This study contributes to five theoretical perspectives that formed the foundation of the
framework. According to self-efficacy theory (Bandura, 1977), the results indicate that self-
efficacy beliefs are necessary but not sufficient. Even if participants were highly self-
efficacy, they were not able to act in deteriorating resource conditions. The theory needs to
be expanded to include material conditions that allow for the self-efficacy to be a means to

action.

The results demonstrate that the appraisal is a conditional one for cognitive appraisal theory
(Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). The theory has tended to assume that individuals always
appraise their environment, even if differently. The present study suggests that under severe
resource scarcity, the capacity to appraise can be suspended. Future theoretical research
should indicate the conditions of the functioning of appraisal and the thresholds below which

it ceases.

For dynamic capabilities theory (Teece et al., 1997), the findings show that sensing, seizing,
and reconfiguring are not universally available capabilities even to those who have
developed them. A certain amount of operational stability is necessary for these capabilities
to function. The theory should include a boundary condition that is based on the availability

of resources.

In relation to social capital theory (Coleman, 1988), the results indicate that trust and
networks are not evenly distributed, and the distribution is not as fully accounted for in the
theory. Some actors have systematically higher costs to build relational resources, due to
cultural and structural barriers. The theory should attend more carefully to the conditions

under which social capital can be built and who bears the cost of building it.
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The results indicate for institutional theory (North, 1990) that informal institutions,
especially cultural legacies, might be more effective in limiting entrepreneurial action than
formal institutions are in facilitating it. There is a need to pay greater attention to the
interplay between formal and informal institutions, particularly in areas with a history of

industrial employment and economic trauma.

6.6 Practical and policy implications

The findings have several implications for practice and policy. The immediate implication
for a regional development organization is that support needs to go beyond business
formation. Participants consistently reported that they were well supported at start-up but
lost thereafter. This lifecycle gap is important because businesses are likely to struggle not
at start-up but in sustainment, scaling and when they're in recession. Regional development
organizations programs should think of developing a program for established small
businesses, not just for growing businesses, including crisis support, cash flow management

support and advisory support for businesses in decline.

The second practical implication is related to the material resource threshold that was found
in this study. Education, networking and institutional design are often targeted by policy
interventions. These are valuable, but the findings suggest the most basic type of support is
to ensure the basic financial viability which can make entrepreneurial action even possible.
Small amount of flexible funding, payment deferrals or emergency grants can be the
difference between keeping micro-enterprises running and abandoning all innovative
activity for micro-enterprises with thin margins. Policymakers should consider whether
existing support mechanisms adequately address the resource thresholds below which

entrepreneurial capability collapses.

The third implication is related to immigrant and international entrepreneurs. The results
indicate that these actors have greater challenges to establish the trust relationships that allow
them to collaborate and support each other. Foreign-born entrepreneurs are disadvantaged
by language requirements for company formation, cultural norms of reservedness, and the
length of time it takes to establish credibility. Programs should be considered that could

reduce these barriers, including translated administrative materials, mentorship matching
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specifically geared towards cross-cultural relationship building, and networking events that

could lower the entry cost for newcomers, for regional development organizations.

The fourth implication is related to cultural legacies. The findings reveal that the perception
of entrepreneurship is still affected by the trauma of the 1990s recession and the industrial
history of the region. Policy is not the only way to achieve a solution to this cultural
constraint. It takes generational shifts, positive role models of entrepreneurial success and a
slow shift in the perception of entrepreneurship as a viable and desirable career. Universities
and regional organisations can play a role through the promotion of regional entrepreneurial
role models, the inclusion of entrepreneurship in the curriculum (not as a specialism but as

one of the options) and by helping to remove the stigma of business failure.

For entrepreneurs themselves, the findings offer a realistic caution. While mindset,
confidence and networks are crucial, they are not enough to overcome the acute resource
limitations. Entrepreneurs should be aware that in times of financial distress, it is not a
personal fault that they are not able to innovate, it is a structural problem. Early seeking of
support, before resources become scarce, could be the most important thing an entrepreneur

can do.

6.7 Limitations and future research

This study has several limitations that should be acknowledged. First, the sample is drawn
from a single region, Kymenlaakso, which has specific historical, economic, and
demographic characteristics. Results may not be directly applicable to other areas with
different industrial experience, more dynamic economies, and/or better institutional support
structures. Secondly, it does not analyze the whole structural performance of the innovation
ecosystem, nor does it perform policy evaluation, but focuses on individual-level cognitive
and behavioural processes within the innovation ecosystem. Thirdly, the sample size of nine
participants, which is suitable for qualitative exploratory research, cannot reflect the
diversity of the entrepreneurial experience in the region. Fourth, the study reflects
perceptions at a given point in time and does not allow for measuring changes in

entrepreneurial capability over time.
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There are several directions for further research that arise from these limitations.
Longitudinal studies are required to monitor the changes in entrepreneurial capability over
time in different resource conditions. This kind of study could help determine where the
thresholds of narrowing, action stopping, and capability fading lie. Comparative study of
regions would allow to find out if the threshold effect detected here is a phenomenon of
Kymenlaakso or some general phenomenon. Regions with stronger institutional support,
more dynamic economies, or different cultural histories would provide valuable points of

comparison.

A comparison of entrepreneurs who exit the population with those that stay in the population
would help determine what resource thresholds make the difference between continued
operation and cessation. Such research could inform policy by providing evidence about
what levels of support are sufficient to keep the action cycle functioning. Lastly, future
research should investigate the relational barriers of immigrant and international
entrepreneurs in a more systematic way and determine what cultural and structural obstacles
are most challenging in the process of building trust and how they can be reduced through

specific interventions.
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Appendix

Appendix 1

Interview Guide

Innovation Ecosystem Actors

1. Can you briefly describe your role and your involvement in innovation or
development activities?
2. What motivates you to initiate new ideas or improvements in your work?

Individual Entrepreneurial Capabilities

How do you usually identify new opportunities or improvements?

How do you feel about experimenting with new ideas or trying different approaches?
How do you deal with uncertainty when considering a new idea?

What helps you feel confident enough to move forward?

How have these capabilities (such as opportunity recognition, experimentation,
dealing with uncertainty, or confidence) benefited you or your organisation?

No ok w

Environmental Framing

8. What makes an opportunity seem realistic and worth pursuing to you? (What makes
an opportunity seem possible and worth trying to you?”)

9. When facing uncertainty, what helps you see it as manageable rather than risky?

10. When you encounter obstacles, how do you decide whether to stop, adapt, or
continue?

11. How do you perceive the support available in your work environment or region?

12. What factors make the environment feel supportive or restrictive?

13. In what ways has your understanding of the operational environment helped you or
your organisation identify opportunities or overcome challenges? (How has
understanding your work environment helped you find opportunities or solve
problems?”)

Innovation & Intrapreneurial Action

14. How do you test or develop new ideas in practice?
15. Can you describe a situation where you learned by trying and adjusting something?
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16. Have you introduced a new practice, process, or solution? How did you implement
it?

17. How do you turn an idea into something useful or valuable?

18. How do you obtain the resources, knowledge, or support needed to develop your
ideas?

19. What benefits or outcomes have resulted from these innovations or intrapreneurial
activities for you or your organisation? (What benefits or results came from these
innovations or activities?”)

Relational Context & Network Engagement

20. Who do you collaborate with when developing ideas or innovations?

21. How do collaboration and trust influence your ability to act?

22. How have these collaborations or networks benefited your innovation activities or
organisational outcomes?

Institutional & Cultural Context

23. How do organisational rules, policies, or cultural expectations influence your
willingness to innovate? (Regional aspects)

24. In what ways have institutional support or cultural factors helped or hindered
innovation in your organisation?

Final Reflection

25. What changes would make it easier for individuals like you to innovate in this
region?

26. Overall, how would you describe the current state of entrepreneurship in the
Kymenlaakso region?

27. To what extent do you see a “new generation” of entrepreneurs emerging in
Kymenlaakso, and what are their prospects?

Notes:
« Innovation - The process of creating new ideas, products, or methods to add value.
¢ Entrepreneur - Builds their own business from scratch, taking full risks for potential
rewards.
¢ Intrapreneur - Acts like an entrepreneur within an existing organization, using
company resources to drive innovation.
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Appendix 2

The template used to contact the companies.

Dear Participants,

My name is H. L. V. Gayani, and I am currently conducting my Master’s thesis at LUT
University. The study explores how individuals involved in innovation and development
activities perceive their environment and how these perceptions influence innovation and
intrapreneurial actions within organisations.

This research is connected to the Kiito project, which focuses on supporting innovation and
regional development in the Kymenlaakso region. The aim of the study is to better
understand how individuals working in the innovation ecosystem identify opportunities, deal
with challenges, and translate ideas into innovation activities.

As someone actively involved in innovation or development work, your insights would be
extremely valuable for this research.

I want to invite you to participate in a semi-structured interview, which will take
approximately 45-60 minutes. The interview can be conducted online or in person,
depending on your preference.

Please note that:

* Participation is completely voluntary.

* Your responses will be treated confidentially.

* No personal or organizational information will be disclosed in the final thesis.

The interview will be conducted in English. However, if there are any language-related
concerns (in Finnish), I would be happy to share a translated version of the questionnaire in
advance to support the discussion.

With your permission, the interview will be recorded only for research purposes to ensure
accuracy.

If you are willing to participate, please let me know your availability, and | will arrange the
interview via Microsoft Teams at a time that is convenient for you.

Thank you very much for considering this request. Your experience and perspectives will
greatly contribute to understanding innovation processes within the regional ecosystem.

Best regards,

H. L. V. Gayani

Junior Research Assistant
LUT University



