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Abstract 

The	 purpose	 of	 this	 report	 was	 to	 investigate	 how	 the	 innovation	 process	 impact	
commercialization	 of	 innovations	 with	 funding.	 This	 was	 accomplished	 by	 conducting	
qualitative	 interviews,	 an	 extensive	 literature	 review	 and	 a	 review	 of	 corporate	
documents.	The	empirical	data	was	that	was	used	to	address	the	purpose	was	gathered	
from	the	program	VINN-verifiering	at	Vinnova,	Sweden’s	innovation	agency.	The	program	
was	expected	to	help	business	concepts	to	become	commercialized,	or	come	closer	to	
commercialization.	The	intention	of	the	report	was	to	highlight	the	importance	of	funding	
for	business	concepts	by	analyzing	the	program	VINN-verifiering.	It	was	also	intended	to	
provide	insight	into	how	the	funding	impacts	innovations.	

The	most	important	findings	were	that	the	public	funding	during	the	innovation	process	
overall	had	a	positive	impact	on	the	commercialization.	The	funding	was	not	enough	to	
reach	 commercialization	 in	 any	 case.	 However,	 this	 was	 expected	 as	 the	 funding	was	
limited.	The	public	funding	during	the	innovation	process	did,	however,	shorten	the	time	
to	commercialization.	It	made	it	also	possible	for	them	to	reach	as	far	as	they	did,	without	
funding	more	projects	would	still	be	in	a	scientific	research	phase.	
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Sammanfattning 

Syftet	 med	 denna	 rapport	 var	 att	 undersöka	 hur	 innovationsprocessen	 påverkar	
kommersialisering	 av	 innovationer	 med	 finansiering.	 Detta	 uppnåddes	 genom	 att	
genomföra	kvalitativa	intervjuer,	en	omfattande	litteraturöversikt	och	en	granskning	av	
företagsdokument.	Det	empiriska	materialet	som	användes	för	att	besvara	med	syftet	var	
insamlat	 från	 programmet	 VINN-verifiering	 hos	 Vinnova,	 Sveriges	 innovationsbyrå.	
Programmet	 förväntades	 hjälpa	 företagskoncept	 att	 bli	 eller	 komma	 närmare	
kommersialisering.	Avsikten	med	rapporten	var	att	lyfta	fram	vikten	av	att	finansiering	för	
företagskoncept	genom	att	analysera	programmet	VINN-verifiering.	Det	var	också	avsett	
att	ge	insikt	om	hur	finansieringen	påverkar	innovationer.		

De	viktigaste	resultaten	var	att	den	offentliga	finansieringen	under	innovationsprocessen	
generellt	 hade	 en	 positiv	 inverkan	 på	 kommersialiseringen.	 Finansieringen	 var	 inte	
tillräckligt	 för	 att	 nå	 kommersialisering	 i	 något	 fall.	 Detta	 var	 dock	 förväntat	 eftersom	
finansieringen	var	begränsad.	Den	offentliga	finansieringen	under	innovationsprocessen	
förkortade	dock	tiden	för	kommersialisering.	Det	gjorde	det	också	möjligt	för	dem	att	nå	
så	 långt	 som	 de	 gjorde,	 utan	 finansiering	 skulle	 fler	 projekt	 fastna	 som	 vetenskaplig	
forskning.	
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Innovation,	 innovationsprocess,	 kommersialisering,	 finansiering,	 offentlig	
finansiering.	 	
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1. Introduction 
In	the	introduction	section	of	the	report	the	background,	problem	formulation	and	
the	 delimitations	 of	 the	 report	 will	 be	 presented.	 The	 problem	 formulation	 is	
narrowed	 down	 to	 a	 purpose	 with	 research	 questions.	 Last,	 the	 expected	
contribution	of	the	report	will	be	presented.	

1.1 Background 
Today,	 we	 have	 a	 society	 full	 of	 technologies	 and	 innovations	 that	 all	 can	 be	
useless	 in	 a	 short	 amount	 of	 time	 (Kline	 &	 Rosenberg,	 1986).	 New	 ideas	 and	
innovations	evolves	which	can	outcompete	the	current	market	due	to	superiority	
and	consumers	demand	of	the	new	and	improved	(Miao	&	Chen,	2011).	This	result	
in	a	highly	competitive	and	rapidly	changing	market	where	it	is	challenging	to	be	
successful.	Innovations	are	crucial	for	companies	survival	and	the	most	important	
driver	of	future	growth	(Kliew	&	Marquardt,	2008).	To	understand	the	importance	
of	 how	 to	 manage	 innovations	 and	 innovative	 competitors	 we	 can	 look	 at	
companies	such	as	Nokia.	They	had	most	the	mobile	phone	market	during	many	
years,	and	today	they	are	pretty	much	non-existing.	They	got	too	comfortable	with	
their	position	and	did	not	give	enough	effort	 into	research	and	development	of	
new	innovations.	Consequently,	Apple	had	the	possibility	to	take	over	and	change	
the	market	with	their	 iPhone	(Monaghan,	2013).	This	could	possibly	have	been	
avoided	if	Nokia	handled	the	situation	better,	and	their	negligence	of	developing	
innovations	shows	the	importance	of	it	considering	where	Nokia	is	today.		

There	is	a	high	correlation	between	innovations	and	market	performance,	which	
makes	 it	 a	 key	 area	 to	 focus	 on	 to	 stimulate	 growth	 (Nelson	&	Winter,	 1977).	
However,	innovations	are	not	without	risk.	It	has	been	estimated	that	about	80%	
of	new	products/innovations	fail	(Miao	&	Chen,	2011).	Innovations	are	also	highly	
uncertain	as	 it	 involves	creation	of	something	new,	which	is	contributing	to	the	
high	 failure	 rate	 (Kline	 &	 Rosenberg,	 1986).	 Therefore,	 the	 management	 of	
innovations	is	crucial	for	the	success	of	the	company.		

The	process	of	which	starts	with	an	idea	and	end	with	an	innovation	is	called	the	
“innovation	process”.	This	process	is	rarely	linear,	instead,	it	is	iterative	(Kline	&	
Rosenberg,	 1986).	 This	 means	 that	 the	 innovation	 process	 moves	 in	 different	
directions	 where	 subprocesses	 overlap	 each	 other.	 This	 makes	 it	 possible	 to	
improve	and	change	the	original	idea	during	the	project.	The	innovation	process	
is	complex	and	demanding	to	manage	as	it	requires	coordination	and	change	by	
an	entire	system	consisting	of	for	example	hardware,	market	environment,	and	
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production.	 Negligence	 of	 managing	 the	 innovation	 process	 is	 probably	 the	
number	one	reason	that	innovations	fail	(du	Preez	&	Louw,	2008).	Hence,	how	the	
innovation	process	is	managed	has	a	vast	impact	on	the	result.		

Prior	research	shows	the	importance	of	the	innovation	process	for	the	success	of	
an	 innovation.	 Research	 also	 provides	 factors	 that	 affect	 the	 success	 of	 the	
commercialization	and	funding	of	innovations.	In	contrast	to	prior	research,	this	
report	is	focused	on	how	the	innovation	process	impacts	funding	of	innovations	
with	the	purpose	to	commercialize.		

1.2 Problematization 
It	is	hard	to	predict	how	the	market	will	respond	to	an	innovation.	This	becomes	a	
major	 issue	 in	 the	 process	 of	 funding	 innovations	 with	 intention	 of	
commercialization.	Prior	research	argues	that	there	are	common	success	factors	
in	 funding,	 however,	 the	 innovation	 process	 is	 not	 researched.	 Prior	 research	
shows	 the	 importance	 of	 the	 innovation	 process	 in	 the	 commercialization	 of	
innovations.	 However,	 it	 does	 not	 take	 into	 consideration	 the	 innovation	
processes	in	relative	to	the	funding	process	in	commercialization.	

1.3 Purpose 
The	purpose	of	this	report	is	to	investigate	how	the	innovation	process	impacts	the	
commercialization	of	innovations	with	public	verification	funding.	

This	report	will	give	an	understanding	of	whether,	and	how	the	innovation	process	
impacts	 to	 the	 commercialization	 of	 innovations	with	 public	 funding.	 Per	 prior	
research,	 there	 are	 several	 factors	 that	 can	 be	 used	 in	 the	 decision	 phase	 in	
funding.	 Since	 they	 are	 well	 studied	 these	 are	 not	 taken	 into	 consideration,	
instead,	the	focus	will	be	on	the	innovation	process.	The	study	will	be	focused	on	
Swedish	university's	and	college's	in	the	"Health"	area.	

1.4 Research Questions 
Research	Question	 1	 (Q1):	Does	 public	 verification	 funding	 have	 an	 impact	 on	
business	concepts?	

Research	Question	2	(Q2):	Does	public	verification	funding	of	business	concepts	
during	the	innovation	process	impact	commercialization?	

Research	Question	3	(Q3):	What	impact	has	public	verification	funding	of	business	
concepts	on	the	commercialization	of	innovations?	



13	
 

1.5 Delimitations 
This	 study	 is	 limited	 to	 investigate	 how	 funding	 affects	 the	 innovation	 and	
commercialization	process.	The	empirical	material	is	gathered	from	and	limited	to	
Swedish	 research	 projects	 that	 received	 funding	 from	 Vinnova,	 Sweden’s	
innovation	 agency,	 in	 the	 program	 VINN-verifiering.	 The	 investigation	 of	 the	
program	VINN-verifiering	will	be	limited	to	the	years	of	2009-2016.	It	is	also	limited	
to	 the	 projects	 from	 the	 program	 that	 received	 maximum,	 or	 at	 least	 near	
maximum,	amount	of	funding.	

This	study	will	be	conducted	using	a	system	perspective,	i.e.	how	different	units	of	
an	 organization,	 both	 external	 and	 internal,	 relate	 and	 function	 together.	 The	
functional	 perspective	will	 be	 discussed	primarily.	 The	 individual	 and	 industrial	
perspective	 is	 too	extensive	 to	 fully	analyze	 in	 the	 timeframe	and	scope	of	 the	
report.	The	individual	perspective	refers	to	the	perspective	of	the	management	
and	employees.	The	 industrial	 level,	or	the	wider	 industry	perspective,	 includes	
dimensions	 such	 as	 globalization,	 industrial	 develop	 and	 dynamics	 and	
regulations.	 The	 functional	 perspective,	 or	 the	 perspective	 of	 process	 and	
production,	 refers	 to	 e.g.	 organizational	 structure,	 supply	 chain	 and	 logistics	
(Blomkvist	&	Hallin,	2015).	

1.6 Expected contribution 
The	goal	of	this	investigation	is	to	analyze	the	innovation	process	in	funding	with	
intention	of	commercialization.	There	is	a	gap	in	the	literature	as	there	is	a	lot	of	
research	about	the	innovation	process	and	about	the	decision	making	in	funding,	
but	 not	 the	 relationship	 between	 them.	 This	 investigation	 is	 expected	 to	
contribute	with	knowledge	about	funding	during	the	innovation	process	and	how	
it	influences	the	commercialization	process.	 	
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2. Literature review 
In	this	section,	the	literature	review	consisting	of	relevant	theory	will	be	presented.	
The	literature	review	was	conducted	to	complement	and	understand	the	empirical	
material	gathered	during	the	interviews.	To	preserve	ambiguity	and	objectivity,	the	
concepts,	theories	and	models	presented	in	the	 literature	was	all	evaluated	and	
considered	in	different	perspectives.	

2.1 Innovations 
Innovation	 is	a	wide	and	complex	concept	 that	have	many	different	definitions	
depending	on	who	you	ask.	 It	 comes	 from	the	Latin	word	“Innovare”,	meaning	
something	new	(Tidd,	et	al.,	2005).	It	is	not	to	be	confused	with	“invention”,	which	
is	referred	to	the	creation	of	a	product/service.	An	innovation	is	commonly	known	
as	 a	 new,	 or	 at	 least	 partly	 new,	 idea	 and	 solution	 to	 a	 current	 problem,	 e.g.	
technology,	product	or	service	(Kline	&	Rosenberg,	1986).	An	innovation	must	also	
bring	value	to	its	customers,	which	can	for	example	be	technological	and	economic	
advantages.	This	makes	an	 innovation	highly	 subjective,	what	you	believe	 is	an	
innovation	may	differ	from	other	opinions,	which	makes	the	entire	process	and	
success	of	innovation	uncertain	(Kline	&	Rosenberg,	1986).	Innovations	also	needs	
to	satisfy	technical	and	market	demands	to	be	successful,	which	further	increases	
the	 uncertainty.	 It	 is	 also	 important	 to	 note	 that	 technological	 superiority	 and	
market	demand	is	not	a	guarantee	for	an	innovations	success,	it	also	needs	to	be	
timed	right	for	its	introduction.	If	this	is	done	properly,	innovations	can	be	a	great	
tool	for	increasing	market	performance	(Souder	&	Sherman,	1994).	However,	if	it	
is	not,	the	damage	can	be	devastating.	A	large	majority	of	innovations	fail,	which	
indicate	 the	 complexity	 to	 be	 successful	 (Miao	&	 Chen,	 2011).	 Because	 of	 the	
shortening	 life	 cycle	 of	 products,	 the	 ability	 of	 replacing	 and	 improving	 your	
innovations	becomes	increasingly	important,	making	the	innovations	even	harder	
to	manage.	

2.1.1 4P’s of innovation 
One	 system	 of	 classifying	 innovations	 into	 distinct	 categories	 that	 relates	 to	
change	is	the	4P’s	of	innovation	(Tidd,	et	al.,	2005):	
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Figure	1	–	4p’s	of	innovation	(Tidd,	et	al.,	2005).	

Product	 innovation:	 This	 relates	 to	 changes	 in	 products/services	 that	 an	
organization	offers.	

Process	 innovation:	 This	 relates	 to	 changes	 in	 how	 the	 products/services	 are	
created	and	delivered.	

Position	innovation:	This	relates	to	changes	in	the	context	products/services	are	
introduced.	

Paradigm	innovation:	This	relates	to	mental	model	changes	that	defines	what	an	
organization	does.	

This	model	gives	a	clear	overview	of	the	different	forms	of	innovations	that	exists	
and	shows	that	an	innovation	does	not	mean	a	completely	new	product,	it	can	be	
other	 aspects	 such	 as	 improving	 processes	 or	 changing	 the	 context	 where	
products	are	introduced.		

2.1.2 Originality of innovation 
One	common	method	to	further	classify	innovations	is	to	divide	innovations	into	
a	 degree	 of	 originality	 as	 it	 provides	 knowledge	 about	 how	 much	 and	 what	
changes	the	innovation	has	compared	to	existing	innovations	and	concepts.	This	
is	 valuable	 as	 it	 gives	 an	 understanding	 of	 the	 risk	 and	 uncertainty	 of	 the	
innovation.	The	originality	 is	 categorized	 in	 two	dimensions,	 core	concepts	and	
linkages	between	core	concepts	and	components.	This	gives	four	distinct	types	of	
innovations,	incremental,	modular,	architectural	and	radical	innovation,	as	seen	in	
figure	2	(Henderson	&	Clark,	1990).	
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Figure	2	–	Types	of	innovations	(Henderson	&	Clark,	1990).	

Incremental	innovation:	 Improvement	of	components	or	an	updated	version	of	
the	same	innovation.		

Radical	disruptive	innovation:	Groundbreaking	and	has	a	significant	impact	on	the	
market	and	can	for	example	change	the	structure	of	the	market.		

Architectural	 innovation:	 This	 is	 referring	 to	 changing	 the	 linkages	 between	
concepts	and	components,	and	at	the	same	time	reinforce	the	core	concepts.		

Modular	innovation:	This	refers	to	redesign	of	core	components,	while	linkages	
between	concepts	and	components	are	unchanged.	

These	aspects	need	to	be	taken	into	consideration	when	working	with	innovations.	
Depending	on	how	an	innovation	is	classified,	the	management	of	that	innovation	
will	differ	as	they	involve	various	levels	of	uncertainty	and	aspects	of	focus.	The	
management	 of	 innovation	 is	 called	 “the	 innovation	 process”,	 which	 will	 be	
explained	below.		

2.2 The Innovation process 
An	innovation	does	not	only	involve	coming	up	with	excellent	ideas,	it	also	involves	
the	 process	 of	 growing	 them	 into	 something	 useful	 in	 the	 “real-world”,	 both	
technically	and	commercially	(Cheng	&	Van	de	Ven,	1996).	This	is	known	as	“the	
innovation	process”.	This	is	one	of	the	most	complex	systems	known	to	manage,	
and	requirements	 for	success	can	differ	significantly	 from	case	to	case	(Chen	&	
Reyes,	 2017).	 Generalization	 of	 the	 innovation	 process	 to	 simplify	 the	
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management	of	it	is	therefore	hard	and	many	attempts,	some	better	than	others,	
have	 been	 made.	 The	 innovation	 process	 is	 essential	 for	 the	 success	 of	 the	
innovation,	which	makes	the	management	of	it	important	for	the	outcome	(Cheng	
&	Van	de	Ven,	1996).	Despite	being	so	complex	and	different	from	case	to	case,	
the	innovation	process	has	common	factors	that	affect	the	outcome.	

	

Figure	3	–	Linear	Innovation	process	model	(Kline	&	Rosenberg,	1986).	

Figure	3	shows	the	initial	attempt	of	explaining	the	innovation	process,	the	linear	
model.	This	model	has	later	been	found	as	incomplete	due	to	the	linear	approach	
(Kline	 &	 Rosenberg,	 1986).	 One	 reason	 is	 that	 it	 does	 not	 include	 a	 feedback	
system.	Feedback	 is	 crucial	 to	 the	 success	of	an	 innovation	as	 it	 contributes	 to	
improving	 the	original	 idea	 (Kline	&	Rosenberg,	 1986).	 The	benefit	 of	 having	 a	
feedback	system	is	that	you	can	modify	your	initial	idea	at	different	points	in	the	
innovation	process	when	you	encounter	drawbacks	or	 insufficiencies.	With	 the	
linear	model,	this	is	not	possible	and	the	result	is	probably	like	the	initial	idea,	and	
thus	probably	not	optimal.	

2.2.1 Chained-link model 
With	these	drawbacks	in	mind,	this	leads	to	the	new	and	improved	chained-link	
model,	see	figure	4.	
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Figure	4	–	The	chained-link	innovation	process	model	(Kline	&	Rosenberg,	1986).	

As	 seen	 in	 the	 picture	 this	 model	 has	 multiple	 levels	 of	 feedback	 in	 different	
directions	and	phases.	This	makes	 the	 innovation	process	a	constantly	evolving	
system	 where	 multiple	 areas	 are	 worked	 on	 simultaneously	 (Rothwell,	 1994)	
(Kline	&	Rosenberg,	1986).	This	gives	a	more	realistic	picture	of	how	the	innovation	
process	should	be	managed.	However,	there	are	drawbacks	to	this	model	as	well.	
The	 biggest	 drawback	 is	 the	 lack	 of	 networking	 outside	 the	 organization,	 the	
process	 is	 kept	 internally	 which	 means	 cooperation	 with	 outside	 parties	 are	
excluded	(du	Preez	&	Louw,	2008).	This	means	that	knowledge	that	would	improve	
the	result	could	be	missed.	The	connection	to	other	parts	of	the	society	could	help	
with	foreseeing	technological	trends	and	not	being	made	obsolete	by	competitors	
(Chesbrough,	2003).	This	has	resulted	in	the	open	innovation	model.	

2.2.2 Open innovation model 
The	open	innovation	model	is	a	more	decentralized,	distributed	and	participatory	
approach	 to	 innovation	 and	 the	 innovation	 process,	 whilst	maintaining	 similar	
internal	processes	as	in	the	chained-linked	model	(Chesbrough,	2003).		
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Figure	5	–	Open	innovation	model	(Chesbrough,	2003).	

As	 opposed	 to	 the	 traditional	 view	 of	 the	 innovation	 process	 where	 the	
organization	 works	 in	 a	 closed	 system	 within	 the	 organization,	 the	 open	
innovation	model	has	a	close	relation	to	the	outside.	This	makes	it	possible	to	take	
external	ideas	and	technologies	from	the	outside	and	incorporate	them	into	their	
own	 innovations.	 Another	 benefit	 of	 the	 open	 innovation	 model	 is	 that	
technologies	 and	 ideas	within	 the	 organization	 that	 are	 not	 used,	 or	 not	 used	
enough,	 can	 instead	 go	 outside	 the	 company	 and	 be	 incorporated	 into	 others	
innovation	processes.	This	makes	the	open	innovation	concept	more	profitable	as	
it	can	reduce	costs,	shorten	the	time	to	market,	create	new	sources	of	 income,	
and	 make	 the	 innovation	 more	 differentiated	 from	 other	 innovations.	 One	
company	cannot	cover	all	areas	of	expertise	and	be	effectively	innovative	on	its	
own,	thus	the	open	innovation	model	is	essential	for	the	innovation	evolving	to	
the	best	possible	version.	The	open	nature	of	the	model	also	involves	customers	
in	the	earlier	stages	of	the	development	process,	thus	increasing	the	accuracy	for	
the	customers	and	simultaneously	lowering	uncertainty	(Chesbrough,	2003).	

There	 are	 however	 drawbacks	with	 the	 openness	 this	model	 comes	with.	One	
obvious	 downside	 is	 that	 there	 is	 a	 possibility	 that	 information	 that	 were	 not	
meant	 for	 sharing	 could	 be	 revealed.	 When	 working	 on	 an	 innovation	 this	
becomes	a	major	issue	as	competitors	can	copy	the	idea	and	the	advantage	over	
them	can	be	lost.	This	also	makes	the	innovation	process,	that	already	was	one	of	
the	 most	 complex	 known,	 even	 more	 complex	 as	 there	 are	 multiple	 actors	
involved.	 The	 benefits	 of	 the	 open	 innovation	 model	 however	 outweigh	 the	
disadvantages	of	 it.	This	demands	more	of	the	managers	for	the	success	of	the	
innovation	process,	and	how	well	 the	managers	perform	will	directly	affect	 the	
outcome	of	the	innovation	process	(Chesbrough,	2003).	
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2.2.3 Tacit knowledge 
Tacit	knowledge	is	knowledge	that	 is	hard	to	transfer	to	another	person	as	 it	 is	
hard	 to	 write	 down	 and	 verbalize.	 It	 is	 knowledge	 that	 is	 personal	 based,	 for	
example	 experiences,	 emotions,	 observations	 (Denrell	&	Arvidsson,	 2004).	 It	 is	
acquired	largely	through	association	with	other	people.	It	can	for	example	be	how	
to	 speak	 a	 language,	 how	 to	 be	 a	 leader,	 aesthetic	 sense,	 body	 language	 and	
humor.	It	can	also	be	defined	as	skills,	ideas	and	experiences	that	people	have	in	
their	minds.	This	makes	the	knowledge	hard	to	transfer,	it	is	too	much	to	learn	at	
once	and	it	must	be	learned	with	joint	or	shared	activities	(Denrell	&	Arvidsson,	
2004).	Tacit	knowledge	can	be	a	tremendous	asset	for	innovations	as	it	can	serve	
as	 a	 source	 of	 competitive	 advantage	 (Leonard	&	 sensiper,	 1998).	 This	 can	 for	
example	be	what	people	you	should	hire,	what	steps	that	you	should	take	in	your	
innovation	process	and	so	on.	

2.3 Commercialization 
Commercialization	is	the	process	of	introducing	a	new	product	or	service	on	the	
market.	This	concept	is	highly	related	to	the	innovation	process	as	the	goal	of	the	
innovation	process	 is	 to	 take	 the	product/service	 to	 the	market,	commercialize	
(Thabet	&	Badinelli,	2008).	This	topic	has	thus	directly	and	indirectly	been	touched	
upon	 above.	 The	 model	 below	 (figure	 6),	 shows	 an	 assessment	 model	 for	
commercialization	of	innovations	(Cho	&	Lee,	2013).	

	

	Figure	6:	Hierarchy	process	model	that	assess	the	commercialization	of	new	technology	products	
(Cho	&	Lee,	2013).	

As	seen	 in	the	picture,	 the	commercialization	 is	divided	 in	two	main	directions,	
commercialization	 feasibility	 and	 technology	 capability.	 The	 commercialization	
feasibility	 aspect	 refers	 to,	 as	 the	name	hints,	 how	well	 the	 innovation	 can	be	
implemented	in	the	“real”	world.	This	is	divided	into	two	categories,	the	first	one	
is	marketability	which	is	assessed	in	the	potential	of	the	market,	the	demand	of	
the	customers,	the	legal	regulation	and	the	competition	on	the	market.	The	other	
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category	 is	 business	 feasibility,	 which	 is	 assessed	 in	 profitability,	 cost	 of	
commercialization,	time	to	market	and	synergies	with	existing	business.	

The	other	main	direction,	technology	capability,	is	also	self-explanatory	and	refers	
to	 the	technological	advantages	of	 the	 innovation.	This	 is	also	divided	 into	 two	
categories,	 the	 first	 one	 technological	 competitiveness	 which	 is	 assessed	 in	
originality,	applicability,	patentability,	and	reliability.	The	other	category	 is	R&D	
capabilities	which	are	assessed	in	professionalism	if	R&D	expert,	top	management	
support	 in	new	projects,	R&D	organizational	culture	and	experience	and	know-
how	of	NPD	processes	(Cho	&	Lee,	2013).	

This	commercial	assessment	should	be	included	in	a	successful	innovation	process,	
which	it	is	in	the	model	above,	However,	this	gives	a	clear	view	of	looking	at	the	
commercialization	aspect	on	its	own	and	thus	an	oversight	of	the	possibilities	of	
the	innovation.	It	also	provides	knowledge	about	the	strengths	and	weaknesses	of	
the	innovation	with	regard	of	several	aspects	which	can	be	useful	as	it	is	easier	to	
understand	what	aspects	could	be	improved.	

2.3.1 Funding  
A	concept	that	is	commonly	talked	about	in	innovative	projects	is	funding.	This	is	
simply	 explained	 as	 the	 act	 of	 providing	 financial	 resources	 to	 a	 company	 or	
project.	The	resources	are	most	commonly	in	the	form	of	money,	but	not	limited	
to	it	since	it	can	be	other	values	such	as	time	and	effort.	This	can	for	example	come	
from	 a	 government	 or	 organization.	 The	 effect	 of	 funding	 has	 been	 discussed	
extensively	with	advocates	on	both	sides.	One	part	of	the	discussion	argues	that	
in	a	startup	journey,	partnership	with	outside	investors	that	provide	capital	and	
expertise	can	help	the	project	follow	the	most	effective	path	(Feldman	&	Graddy-
Reed,	 2013).	 It	 is	 also	 recognized	 that	 funding	 can	 accelerate	 the	
commercialization	and	increase	the	likelihood	of	initial	public	offering	(Feldman	&	
Graddy-Reed,	 2013).	 Others	 have	 found	 that	 funding	 in	 fact	 do	 not	 have	 a	
significant	impact	on	the	commercialization	(Daunfeldt,	et	al.,	2016).	

2.4 Business concept process 
To	illustrate	the	connection	between	the	funding	on	commercialization	and	the	
innovation	process,	a	model	of	the	status	of	the	business	concept	was	developed.	
The	model	is	presented	below	in	figure	7.	
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Figure	7	–	Business	concept	process	model.	

The	model	is	based	on	the	open	innovation	model	by	Chesbrough	(2003)	and	the	
commercialization	model	by	Cho	and	Lee	(2013),	in	conjunction	with	the	literature	
about	 funding	and	 tacit	knowledge.	The	 funding	aspect	of	 the	model	 is	 further	
explained	and	analyzed	in	chapter	5.	The	model	 is	divided	into	two	phases,	the	
developing	phase,	and	the	commercialization	phase.	Since	the	two	first	stages	are	
related	to	each	other	and	the	distinction	between	them	can	be	hard	to	see	as	they	
both	involve	development,	and	the	last	the	is	more	related	to	commercialization	
with	 a	 finished	 product,	 they	 are	 separated	 into	 two	 phases.	 As	 the	 arrows	
indicate,	 these	 stages	 intertwine	 as	 the	 innovation	 process	 is	 not	 linear.	 The	
intention	of	 the	model	 is	 to	clearly	place	projects	on	a	timeline	which	makes	 it	
easier	to	establish	how	far	they	got	with	the	funding,	where	they	were	at	the	time	
of	the	interview,	and	where	they	started.	This	also	gives	an	indication	of	how	much	
time	and	effort	 that	 is	 necessary	 to	 reach	 the	ending	 stage,	 and	also	potential	
hinders	and	pitfalls	in	the	process.	An	explanation	of	the	phases	follows	below.	

The	starting	stage	

This	stage	 is	the	first	part	of	the	developing	phase	as	 indicated	 in	figure	7.	This	
stage	starts	with	a	business	concept	that	has	the	possibility	of	market	introduction	
and	commercialization.	As	the	idea	becomes	more	mature	and	it	becomes	clear	
whether	 it	 is	 feasible	 in	 areas	 such	 as	 legal	 regulations	 and	 patentability,	 it	 is	
important	to	determine	the	market	and	technological	potential	of	the	innovation.	
This	includes	ensuring	probable	future	customers	that	are	willing	to	pay	for	the	
innovation.	It	also	includes	looking	at	competitors,	are	there	any,	do	they	have	a	
better	solution,	or	are	there	room	for	improvements.	It	also	important	that	the	
innovation	has	the	possibility	to	become	profitable.	One	other	characteristic	for	
this	 stage	 is	 that	 private	 and	 venture	 capital	 funding	 is	 hard	 to	 receive	 as	 the	
projects	are	 in	an	early	and	risky	stage.	The	best	possibilities	for	funding	in	this	
stage	is	government	funding	and	philanthropy	(Feldman	&	Graddy-Reed,	2013).		

At	the	end	of	this	stage,	and	before	the	next	stage	is	entered,	there	should	exist	a	
proof	of	concept.	This	means	that	the	innovation	should	at	least	on	a	small	scale	
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have	 been	 proven	 to	 be	 successful.	 The	 marketability	 and	 business	 feasibility	
should	also	have	been	proven.	

The	developing	stage	

The	following	stage	after	the	starting	stage	is	the	developing	stage.	As	the	names	
imply,	this	stage	involves	developing	and	testing	your	innovation.	However,	it	is	
not	certain	that	the	innovation	delivers	as	expected.	This	is	one	reason	that	makes	
this	stage	important,	if	the	innovation	is	not	performing	well,	it	should	be	changed	
by	going	back	one	stage	in	the	process,	or	in	the	worst	case,	the	project	should	be	
ended.	Another	 important	aspect	of	this	stage	 is	to	 investigate	what	customers	
could	be	interested	in	the	product/innovation	and	how	much	they	are	willing	to	
pay	for	the	value	that	you	are	offering.	This	was	included	in	the	first	stage,	but	it	
is	more	developed	at	this	stage	as	the	innovation	is	closer	to	market	introduction.	
After	 the	 commercialization	 feasibility	 and	 technology	 capability	 has	 been	
recognized,	 a	more	 profound	business	model	 can	 be	 established	 based	 on	 the	
findings	of	the	market	and	the	data	from	the	development	of	the	innovation.	It	is	
important	to	have	connections	to	distributors	and	manufacturers	to	ensure	that	
the	innovation	can	be	produced	at	the	scale	you	want.	

At	this	stage,	the	innovation	becomes	more	appealing	for	investors	as	the	business	
of	 the	 innovation	 is	starting	to	grow	(Feldman	&	Graddy-Reed,	2013).	Whether	
you	 attract	 investors	 or	 not	 can	 be	 crucial	 for	 the	 innovation	 to	 reach	
commercialization	as	the	developing	process	can	be	expensive.	

The	ending	stage	

As	seen	in	figure	7,	the	ending	stage	involves	the	commercialization	aspect	of	the	
innovation	process.	In	this	stage,	the	developed	and	tested	innovation	is	turned	
into	 a	 commercialized	 product	 by	 building	 a	 business	 around	 it	 that	 can	
manufacture	 and	 produce	 the	 quality	 that	 satisfies	 the	 established	 customer	
demand.	The	ending	stage	is	continuously	ongoing	since	the	innovation	process	
does	not	end	even	though	the	innovation	has	reached	commercialization.	To	keep	
or	improve	the	market	share,	the	innovation	will	be	changed	during	its	lifetime.		

At	this	stage,	the	innovation	can	be	more	appealing	for	private	investors	as	if	the	
process	was	 followed	correctly,	both	 the	 technology	capability	and	commercial	
feasibility	will	 be	 proven	 and	 thus	whether	 the	 commercialized	 innovation	will	
become	profitable	(Feldman	&	Graddy-Reed,	2013).	
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3. Method 
This	section	includes	a	description	of	the	intended	authority	the	thesis	investigates.	
It	also	includes	the	research	design	which	provides	an	insight	of	how	the	research	
question	were	answered	using	different	data	gathering	methods.	After	follows	an	
explanation	of	how	the	analysis	of	the	findings	was	performed.	It	also	includes	a	
critical	assessment	of	the	ethics,	reliability	and	validity	of	the	report.		

3.1 Subject of the study 
Vinnova	 is	 Sweden’s	 innovation	 agency.	 They	 have	 the	 mission	 to	 promote	
sustainable	growth	by	 improving	 the	conditions	of	 innovations,	by	 for	example	
funding	innovative	projects	and	research.	Vinnova’s	vision	is	that	Sweden	should	
be	a	globally	leading	country	in	research	and	innovation,	thus	attractive	to	invest	
and	pursue	business	(Vinnova,	2017).		Vinnova	has	five	prioritized	areas	with	the	
goal	 of	 sustainable	 growth	 and	 to	 promote	 innovation.	 One	 of	 the	 areas	 goes	
under	the	name	of	“Health”,	and	as	the	name	suggests	the	focus	 in	this	area	is	
innovation	 that	 relates	 to	 health.	 One	 program	within	 “Health”	 has	 the	 name	
VINN-verifiering.	 This	 program	has	 the	 purpose	 to	 stimulate	 commercialization	
and	 utilization	 of	 research	 from	 Swedish	 university’s	 and	 college’s.	 This	 is	
accomplished	by	offering	financial	funding	and	expertise.	A	project	can	be	funded	
to	a	maximum	of	2.000.000kr	divided	 in	 four	phases	of	 six	months	each.	After	
every	phase,	the	funding	is	continued	depending	on	the	result	and	performance	
of	 the	 project.	 Projects	 can	 be	 guaranteed	 funding	 in	 certain	 areas	 such	 as	
verification	 and	 improvement	 of	 technology,	 develop	 strategies	 for	 further	
funding	and	analyze	if	there	exists	an	appropriate	production	method.	It	should	
not	 be	 used	 for	 continued	 research,	marketing	 or	 education.	 The	program	has	
been	active	between	the	2006-2016	where	about	80	projects	have	been	funded.	

Vinnova	does	not	have	a	clear	picture	of	how	these	projects	have	progressed	after	
funding,	 thus	 neither	 success	 factors	 or	 factors	 that	 gave	 a	 negative	 outcome.	
Consequently,	they	have	no	clear	picture	if	the	program	VINN-verifiering	or	their	
work	 procedure	 has	 been	 successful.	 Thus,	 an	 analysis	 of	 the	 program	will	 be	
suitable	for	the	research	questions	of	this	thesis.	

3.1 Research Design 
To	make	the	problematization	researchable,	two	main	research	questions	were	
formulated.	The	research	questions	were	then	used	as	a	base	when	deciding	the	
research	design.	Because	of	the	investigative	nature	of	the	purpose	of	this	report,	
an	 inductive	approach	was	used.	The	 inductive	approach	 refers	 to	a	 study	 that	
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starts	 with	 observations	 and	 identification	 of	 patterns	 which	 then	 results	 in	
theories	(Collis	&	Hussey,	2014).	

The	first	step	of	the	study	was	a	short	literature	review.	This	provided	an	insight	
of	what	to	investigate	further.	After	that,	documents	that	related	to	the	projects	
were	gathered.	Based	on	 the	knowledge	of	 the	short	 literature	 review	and	 the	
documents,	several	qualitative	interviews	were	performed.	Based	on	the	empirical	
material	 that	 was	 gathered,	 an	 extensive	 literature	 was	 performed.	 Since	 the	
literature	review	and	investigation	were	performed	parallelly,	the	process	was	not	
linear	 as	 it	 may	 sound,	 it	 was	 iterative.	 This	 ensured	 that	 the	 literature	 and	
theories	used	was	in	line	with	the	investigation	(Collis	&	Hussey,	2014).	

To	 gain	 insight	 to	 the	 problematization,	 case	 studies	 was	 conducted	 as	 it	 was	
decided	as	the	best	method	of	finding	empirical	material	for	the	purpose	of	the	
report.	As	the	problem	was	complex	where	multiple	factors	had	to	be	taken	into	
consideration,	 case	 studies	were	 the	best	 choice	 since	generates	 rich	empirical	
materials	 which	 captures	 the	 reality	 better	 than	 for	 example	 only	 looking	 at	
surveys	(Blomkvist	&	Hallin,	2015).	A	problem	with	the	case	study	is	that	it	is	not	
viewed	 as	 scientific	 due	 to	 the	 subjective	 nature	of	 it	 (Eisenhardt	&	Graebner,	
2007).	 It’s	 not	 based	 on	 numbers,	 it	 is	 based	 on	 people’s	 perception	 of	 the	
situation.	This	makes	the	selection	of	case	to	study	extra	important.	A	case	study	
can	neither	result	in	statistical	generalizability	and	can	thus	not	be	applicable	to	
all	other	cases.	However,	it	can	result	in	analytical	generalizability,	meaning	that	it	
can	lead	to	conclusions	that	may	be	applicable	to	similar	cases	(Flyvbjerg,	2006).		

3.1.1 Corporate document methodology 
Since	Vinnova	had	a	lot	of	data	about	each	case,	a	review	of	those	documents	was	
performed.	The	documents	were	mainly	final	reports	from	the	projects.	This	gave	
an	unbiased	view	of	the	project	with	information	such	as	amount	of	funds,	how	
they	worked	and	how	it	finished,	if	it	was	not	ongoing.	This	is	beneficial	since	it	
can	be	used	to	compare	the	result	from	the	interviews	(Collis	&	Hussey,	2014).	It	
also	shortened	the	interview	since	some	questions	were	already	answered.	

3.1.2 Interview methodology 
Interviews	were	 decided	 as	 the	 best	method	 for	 gathering	 empirical	 data	 and	
knowledge	to	gain	insight	of	the	impact	of	the	received	funds.	This	was	due	to	the	
possibility	of	different	perspectives	and	 impact	of	 the	 funding	 for	 the	different	
projects,	which	required	deep	knowledge	and	personal	insight	(Britten,	1995).	
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The	 interviews	 were	 performed	 using	 a	 semi-structured	 method.	 Hence,	 it	
followed	a	plan	of	questions	to	make	sure	that	specific	topics	were	covered,	and	
at	 the	 same	 time	 allowing	 new	 topics	 and	 questions	 to	 be	 brought	 up	 as	 the	
interview	evolved	(Qu	&	Dumay,	2011).	This	made	the	interview	structured	and	
easy	 to	 hold,	 and	 at	 the	 same	 time	 it	 gave	 additional	 information	 about	 the	
problem	 and	 can	 possibly	 enlighten	 areas	 of	 importance	 that	 you	 were	 not	
thought	about	(Collis	&	Hussey,	2014;	Britten,	1995).	

First,	ten	interviews	with	projects	that	received	funding	were	performed	during	a	
two-week	period.	Due	 to	 that,	 the	 location	of	 the	different	projects	are	widely	
spread,	 the	 interviews	 were	 made	 over	 the	 phone.	 Each	 interview	 lasted	
approximately	 30	 minutes,	 and	 as	 mentioned	 before,	 they	 were	 all	 semi-
structured	 interviews.	 The	 structure	was	 flexible	 and	both	 interviewer	 and	 the	
interviewee	 could	 make	 comments	 or	 additions	 to	 the	 conversation.	 All	
interviewees	had	the	same	role	in	their	projects,	project	leader.	This	was	due	to	
numerous	 reasons.	 First,	 the	 project	 leader	 had	 the	 closest	 contact	 with	 all	
different	involved	parts	around	the	projects,	thus	great	insight	of	how	the	funding	
impacted	 their	projects.	Another	 reason	was	 that	due	 to	 that	 the	program	has	
been	 lasting	 for	 the	 last	 ten	 years,	 in	many	 cases,	 it	would	 be	 hard	 and	 time-
consuming	 to	 reach	 other	 members.	 The	 interviews	 started	 with	 a	 brief	
explanation	of	the	project	and	the	interviewees'	role	 in	the	project.	Thereafter,	
questions	 related	 to	 the	 funding	 and	 the	 innovation	 process	 were	 asked.	 The	
interview	guide	can	be	found	in	Appendix	I.	

After	 the	 first	 interviews	were	conducted,	 six	more	 interviews	were	conducted	
with	projects	that	were	in	the	process	of	receiving	funding	but	were	excluded	in	
the	 last	step	was.	These	were	shorter	and	 lasted	approximately	10-15	minutes.	
These	interviews	followed	the	same	structure	as	the	first	ten	interviews.	

All	 interviews	 were	 recorded	 on	 a	 mobile	 phone	 and	 later	 transcribed.	 The	
recordings	were	important	as	it	was	difficult	to	write	everything	down	and	at	the	
same	time	lead	the	interview.	By	replaying	and	transcribing	the	interview,	there	
was	 less	 chance	 that	 the	 answers	were	misinterpreted	 or	 that	 something	was	
missed.	 It	 also	made	 it	 easier	 to	 sort	 the	 information	 from	 the	 interviews.	 All	
interviews	were	conducted	in	Swedish,	however,	quotes	used	in	this	report	were	
translated	to	English.	The	original	quotes	can	be	found	in	Appendix	II.	Quotes	will	
be	written	in	italic	to	clearly	illustrate	opinions	and	formulations.	
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3.1.3 Literature review methodology 
The	literature	used	in	this	study	was	secondary	data	sources	that	were	relevant	
for	the	review.	Secondary	sources	refer	to	literature	or	data	that	was	not	collected	
firsthand,	such	as	articles,	books	and	academic	journals.	The	literature	review	was	
also	used	to	structure	the	interviews	to	ensure	that	the	questions	asked	addressed	
the	purpose	(Collis	&	Hussey,	2014).	

3.2 Analyzing Qualitative Data 
There	 is	 no	 universally	way	 of	 analyzing	 qualitative	 data	 as	 there	 are	 different	
approaches	 to	 the	 qualitative	 study,	 such	 as	 interview	 method	 (structured,	
unstructured,	 semi-structured).	One	 framework	 that	 fits	 to	 the	semi-structured	
interview	method	which	 follows	the	theme	of	 this	 research	 is	presented	below	
(Morse,	1994):	

• Comprehending:	This	means	that	the	researcher	should	understand	and	
study	the	topic	before	starting	the	research.	This	knowledge	ensured	that	
the	interview	questions	were	formulated	to	prepare	for	the	analysis.	

• Synthesizing:	This	is	the	part	where	collected	data	is	merged	and	formed	
into	 patterns.	 This	 makes	 the	 findings	 more	manageable	 and	 easier	 to	
interpret.	

• Theorizing:	This	is	the	process	of	speculation	and	conjecture	were	the	best	
theoretical	scheme	is	developed.	The	literature	review	is	used	to	give	the	
data	structure	and	application.	

• Recontextualization:	The	data	 is	 generalized	 so	 that	 conclusions	 can	be	
drawn	from	the	case	and	contextualize	the	results.	

In	 section	4,	 the	empirical	 findings	 from	 interviews	are	presented.	Synthesizing	
was	performed	by	going	through	the	transcribed	interviews	and	finding	patterns	
that	are	relevant	for	the	purpose	of	the	thesis	(Blomkvist	&	Hallin,	2015).	These	
are	can	be	both	similarities	and	dissimilarities	between	the	interviewees.	These	
patterns	were	then	further	investigated	to	understand	the	underlying	reason	of	
these	 similarities	 and	 dissimilarities.	 Theorizing	 was	 performed	 by	 analyzing	
transcribed	 quotes	 with	 concepts	 presented	 in	 the	 literature	 review.	
Recontextualization	was	performed	by	generalize	the	findings	so	that	conclusions	
can	be	applicable	in	similar	fields.	

3.3 Ethics 
In	methodology,	the	ethics	refers	to	what	codes	of	behavior	has	been	apparent	in	
the	report.	The	Swedish	Research	Council’s	principles	of	ethical	research	for	the	
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humanities	 and	 social	 science	 are	 the	 most	 commonly	 used	 ethical	 codes	
implemented	 in	 research	 on	 the	 national	 level	 (Blomkvist	 &	 Hallin,	 2015).	 It	
describes	four	requirements	that	must	be	achieved	for	the	study	to	be	ethically	
correct:	

• The	informant	requirement:	The	purpose	of	the	study	must	be	told	to	the	
people	 that	 you	 are	 studying.	 This	 was	 implemented	 by	 email	 while	
booking	the	interview.	

• The	consent	requirement:	The	people	you	are	studying	must	agree	to	be	
studied.	 The	 interviewees	 agreed	 to	 be	 studied	 as	 the	 interview	 was	
booked.	 They	 were	 also	 anonymous,	 and	 if	 a	 citation	 was	 used	 in	 the	
report,	they	had	to	approve	that	it	was	used.	

• The	confidentiality	requirement:	The	material	collected	must	be	treated	
confidentially.	In	this	report,	all	interviewed	are	anonymous,	but	Vinnova	
agreed	to	be	included.	

• The	 good	 use	 requirement:	 The	 collected	material	 is	 only	 used	 for	 the	
stated	purpose	of	the	report.	

It	 is	 important	that	the	research	is	performed	in	such	way	that	 it	does	not	hurt	
involved	 individuals	 or	 organizations,	 that	 sensitive	 information	 is	 kept	
confidentially	and	that	trust	is	enabled	between	involved	parties	in	the	research.	
It	is	also	important	that	the	report	is	unbiased	and	that	it	is	clear	that	where	the	
information	comes	from,	that	is	achieved	by	proper	referencing	and	transparency.	
There	 should	 also	 be	 clear	 whether	 the	 information	 comes	 from	 interviews,	
literature	or	own	reasoning	and	analysis	(Blomkvist	&	Hallin,	2015).	These	points	
have	 been	 used	 in	 the	 report	 to	 make	 sure	 that	 the	 ethics	 of	 the	 report	 is	
satisfactory.	

3.4 Reliability & Validity 
Validity	refers	to	whether	the	research	investigates	the	intended	problem	of	the	
thesis	and	how	truthful	the	results	are.	Reliability	refers	to	the	repeatability	of	the	
study,	whether	the	result	would	be	the	same	for	another	independent	study	(Collis	
&	Hussey,	2014).	The	aim	has	been	to	increase	the	reliability	and	validity	of	the	
research	which	will	be	described	below.		

Several	measures	have	been	performed	to	increase	the	validity	and	reliability.	One	
measure	 has	 been	 to	 apply	 the	 triangulation	 method.	 This	 method	 aims	 to	
increase	reliability	and	validity	by	using	multiple	sources	and	perspectives	with	the	
same	 conclusions	 (Collis	 &	 Hussey,	 2014).	 This	 was	 achieved	 by	 performing	
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qualitative	interviews	to	get	a	deeper	understanding	of	the	situation	compared	to	
a	quantitative	interview,	both	for	projects	that	received	funding	and	those	who	
were	 in	 the	process	but	was	excluded	at	 the	 last	step.	This	 in	conjunction	with	
reviewing	 the	 documents	 (final	 report),	 the	 results	 were	 triangulated.	 As	 the	
interviews	were	made	 over	 the	 phone,	 the	 validity	 could	 have	 decreased	 as	 it	
neglects	body	language	and	facial	expressions.	To	strengthen	the	interviews	and	
reduce	 the	 chance	 of	 misinterpretation,	 the	 interviews	 were	 recorded	 and	
transcribed	directly	after	the	interview	(Collis	&	Hussey,	2014).	Notes	were	also	
taken	during	the	interview	to	increase	the	validity.	

To	 increase	the	validity,	 the	population	sample	for	the	 interviews	that	received	
funding	 were	 chosen	 regarding	 a	 few	 parameters.	 First,	 they	 should	 all	 have	
finished	the	program.	Second,	they	should	have	received	funding	of	the	maximum,	
or	near	 the	maximum	amount	of	 funding,	2.000.000	Kr.	 Last,	 they	should	have	
started	 the	program	no	earlier	 than	2009,	 to	 ensure	 that	 their	memory	of	 the	
project	was	still	fresh.	These	parameters	ensured	that	the	population	had	similar	
situations,	thus	increasing	validity.	By	the	population	that	fitted	the	parameters,	
ten	were	randomly	chosen	to	be	interviewed.		

The	group	that	did	not	receive	funding	were	chosen	based	on	one	parameter,	that	
they	 should	 have	 been	 in	 the	 process	 of	 entering	 the	 program,	 and	 a	 good	
contender	of	entering	it,	but	despite	that	being	excluded	at	the	last	step.	These	
interviews	 were	 fewer	 and	 shorter,	 which	 could	 have	 resulted	 in	 decreased	
validity.	However,	these	were	used	as	a	control	group	where	it	was	only	of	interest	
how	they	had	continued	after	they	were	excluded	from	the	program.	Thus,	there	
were	 not	 as	 many	 questions	 that	 needed	 to	 be	 answered,	 which	 made	 the	
interviews	shorter.	

As	the	sample	size	was	low,	the	validity	could	be	decreased.	However,	this	is	more	
apparent	 in	 quantitative	 data	 than	 in	 qualitative	 as	 the	 qualitative	 data	 aims	
towards	deeper	and	detailed	knowledge,	whereas	quantitative	is	more	numerical	
and	statistical.	Furthermore,	a	large	sample	size	would	not	be	feasible	due	to	the	
qualitative	nature	of	the	interviews	performed.	By	using	the	qualitative	interview	
approach	and	interviewing	the	"right	people",	in	this	case,	the	responsible	project	
leader,	the	complete	view	of	the	program	could	be	attained,	which	was	the	aim	of	
the	interviews	(Eisenhardt,	1989).	Another	possible	problem	for	the	validity	of	the	
interviews	 is	 the	 risk	 of	 misconceptions.	 This	 risk	 was	 reduced	 by	 asking	 for	
clarifications	 and	 explanations	 from	 the	 interviewed	 people	 (Collis	 &	 Hussey,	
2014).		
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By	 having	 clear	 parameters	 when	 selecting	 the	 sample	 population,	 the	
repeatability	 increases,	 thus	 increasing	 the	 reliability	 of	 the	 results.	 As	 the	
interviewed	people	were	picked	randomly	with	the	same	parameters,	there	is	less	
chance	 that	 the	 individuals	 that	 were	 chosen	 is	 not	 biased	 towards	 Vinnova	
(Eisenhardt,	1989).	This	makes	the	results	less	dependent	of	the	people	that	was	
interviewed,	 thus	 increasing	 reliability.	 The	 reliability	 can	 also	 be	 decreased	
because	 of	 the	 anonymity	 of	 the	 interviewed	 in	 the	 report	 as	 it	 is	 harder	 to	
replicate.	However,	by	sorting	according	to	parameters	and	picking	randomly,	this	
problem	is	decreased.		 	
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4. Empirical Findings 
In	this	section,	the	empirical	data	is	presented.	It	consists	of	information	gathered	
from	 the	 interviews	 with	 the	 project	 managers	 of	 the	 different	 projects.	 The	
patterns	that	were	found	when	analyzing	the	interviews	are	presented	in	different	
subchapters.	

4.1 Introduction 
The	 findings	 regarding	 the	 impact	 of	 the	 funding	 are	 presented	 in	Section	 4.2,	
which	provides	material	 to	address	RQ1,	RQ2	and	RQ3.	Section	4.3	provides	an	
understanding	of	how	the	projects	have	developed	after	the	funding	ended,	thus	
also	addressing	all	research	questions.	

4.2 Impact of Funding 
While	transcribing	the	interviews,	it	became	evident	that	there	are	differences	in	
opinions	whether	you	talk	about	funding	in	the	form	of	money,	or	in	the	form	of	
expertise.	To	simplify	and	clarify	the	findings	about	the	different	forms	of	funding,	
they	are	separated	into	two	subchapters.	

4.2.1 Financial funding 
The	findings	regarding	the	impact	of	the	financial	funding	is	consequent	for	all	the	
interviewees,	the	funding	had	an	impact,	and	for	most	of	them	it	was	essential	to	
even	get	started.	All	 the	 interviewed	projects	were	 in	an	early	phase	with	their	
innovations	as	they	all	stemmed	from	scientific	research.	Due	to	this,	it	was	hard	
to	find	investors	to	take	the	innovation	further.	One	project	manager	argues	that:	

”The	money	was	absolutely	necessary	for	the	project	to	come	this	 far,	 investors	
would	rarely	go	in	so	early.”	#3	

The	funding	enabled	the	them	to	develop	a	prototype	and	perform	animal	testing,	
which	would	not	have	been	possible	without	the	funds	from	Vinnova.	Accordingly,	
it	 also	 speeds	 up	 the	 development	 process	 and	 time	 to	 market	 as	 it	 made	 it	
possible	to	start	without	searching	for	investors	that	coped	with	the	risk.	Another	
project	leader	said:	

"The	 money	 has	 been	 crucial	 for	 coming	 this	 far.	 The	 financing	 has	 not	 only	
shortened	time	to	the	market,	but	also	enabled	the	project	to	be	continued.	It	is	
crucial	to	get	the	project	to	develop	far	enough	so	that	it	is	possible	to	get	further	
funding.	"	#9	



32	
 

This	project	leader	argues	that	the	funding	was	totally	necessary	for	them	to	get	
as	far	as	they	have,	without	it	they	would	still	be	at	the	research	stage	without	
possibility	to	take	the	innovation	to	commercialization.	They	have	not	yet	reached	
commercialization,	however,	due	to	the	funding	from	Vinnova,	they	managed	to	
find	other	investors	after	the	program	ended.	According	to	the	project	leader,	this	
will	make	them	reach	commercialization	in	a	few	years.	

"The	money	was	a	prerequisite	for	the	implementation	of	the	project.	Technically,	
we	needed	the	money	to	show	step	by	step	that	this	project	could	be	commercially	
interesting.	Medically	we	needed	to	take	samples	which	is	the	most	important	part	
as	it	shows	the	effect	of	innovation."	#5	

This	 project	 leader	 of	 a	 different	 project	 had	 the	 same	 view	 as	 the	 other	
participants	mentioned,	the	money	was	essential	for	the	growth	and	development	
of	 their	 innovation	as	 it	 could	be	used	 to	verify	 the	commercial	 interest	of	 the	
product,	but	also	the	effect	of	the	innovation.		

The	financial	 funding	has	 influenced	the	projects	positively	 in	all	cases	as	 it	has	
enabled	them	to	go	through	with	the	project	and	cut	time	to	market.	However,	
there	are	disparities	 in	whether	 the	 funding	has	 improved	 the	 innovation.	One	
project	leader	stated:	

"The	financing	has	not	improved	our	product,	more	made	us	come	this	far."	#3	

According	to	this	project	manager,	the	funding	is	important	to	be	able	to	continue	
the	project,	however,	it	has	not	improved	the	product.	Another	project	leader	had	
the	same	view:	

"The	money	has	not	in	its	own	improved	product,	what	we	have	done	should	have	
done	nevertheless,	but	it	has	made	it	smoother	because	we	did	not	have	to	spend	
time	looking	for	funding."	#8	

This	project	leader	argued	that	the	funding	has	not	made	the	product	better,	only	
made	the	process	easier.	The	necessary	steps	that	they	went	through	to	complete	
their	 innovation	would	 have	 been	 done	 anyways.	 Other	 project	 leaders	 had	 a	
completely	different	view	of	 the	 impact	of	 the	 funding	on	 the	 improvement	of	
their	innovation.	One	project	leader	stated:	

"The	money	helped	improve	the	idea,	what	we	started	with	is	not	the	same	as	we	
ended	up	with."	#4	
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As	seen	above,	 this	manager	did	not	share	the	same	view	of	 the	 impact	of	 the	
funding	 on	 the	 quality	 of	 the	 innovation,	 it	 improved	 as	 the	 project	 evolved.	
According	to	this	manager,	the	funding	had	in	fact	an	impact	on	the	quality	and	
improvement	of	the	innovation,	what	they	started	with	is	not	what	they	ended	up	
with.	Another	manager	stated:	

"The	money	has	helped	improve	the	business	potential,	we	have	been	able	to	bring	
in	good	lawyers,	which	means	that	we	have	a	much	better	license	package	than	
before."	#7	

This	manager	argues	that	the	funding	improved	the	commercial	potential,	and	a	
better	 license	 package	 than	 what	 they	 could	 accomplish	 on	 their	 own,	 both	
contributing	to	a	better	product.	

To	conclude,	financial	funding	had	a	positive	impact	on	all	the	projects.	According	
to	the	project	leaders,	the	funding	was	essential	for	them	to	reach	as	far	as	they	
have,	 without	 it	 they	 would	 not	 exist.	 This	 was	 consequent	 with	 all	 the	
interviewees.	However,	there	was	a	difference	in	opinions	regarding	the	impact	of	
the	quality	of	the	innovation.	There	was	approximately	half	on	each	side,	one	side	
said	that	it	certainly	improved	their	innovation	as	they	had	the	possibility	to	do	
tests	 and	 improve	 accordingly.	 The	 other	 side	 argued	 that	 the	 improvements	
made	would	be	done	in	despite	of	the	money.	However,	this	may	be	contradicting	
as	they	also	argued	that	they	would	not	be	able	to	even	start	the	project	without	
the	funding.		

4.2.2 Business support  
The	 business	 support	 refers	 to	 the	 different	 experts/coaches	 that	 Vinnova	
appointed	as	a	 support	 to	 the	 funded	projects.	These	were	chosen	by	Vinnova	
based	on	the	needs	of	the	different	projects.	The	coach	could	then	be	used	by	the	
funded	project	as	they	wanted,	in	form	of	email,	telephone	and	at	the	meetings	
were	future	funding	were	decided.	The	responsible	person	at	Vinnova	also	helped	
with	feedback.	The	opinions	of	the	expertise	differ	a	lot,	from	being	positive	and	
improving	the	project,	to	impeding	it.	One	project	leader	stated:	

"I	felt	very	strong	support	from	Vinnova's	coaching,	we	were	on	speaking	terms,	
what	I	wanted	to	do	in	the	project	was	also	what	Vinnova	wanted.	It	is	easy	that	
you,	as	a	medical	practitioner,	do	not	see	the	grandeur	of	the	store,	that	you	want	
to	develop	too	much	and	not	focus.	"	#2	
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This	manager	argued	that	the	expertise	had	in	fact	been	positive	and	helped	them	
in	 their	 project	 as	 with	 the	 background	 in	 science,	 the	 business	 part	 of	 the	
innovation	is	easily	neglected	as	they	tend	to	focus	on	the	technical	part.	Another	
project	leader	with	the	same	view	stated:	

"The	 innovation	 has	 improved	 through	 the	 financing,	 we	 have	 received	 good	
criticism	with	improvements.	We	received	good	help	with	starting	business,	etc.	It	
was	like	a	school.	"	#1	

This	manager	also	thought	that	the	coaching	positively	influenced	their	project,	as	
they	were	given	points	of	 improvement	and	help	with	starting	a	new	company.	
Others	had	a	completely	different	view	of	the	impact	of	the	expertise:	

"The	people	were	not	so	supportive,	more	like	a	judge	which	made	it	messy,	instead	
of	having	the	skills	to	help	us."	#8	

According	to	this	project	leader,	the	project	was	impeded	by	the	experts	as	they,	
and	 Vinnova,	 acted	 as	 judges	 with	 unrealistic	 demands	 in	 relations	 to	 their	
development	phase	and	manpower.	The	coach	was	not	seen	as	competent	by	this	
project	 leader,	thus	only	made	the	situation	worse	for	them	as	they	had	to	put	
much	effort	in	pleasing	them	to	get	further	funding.	Other	project	leaders	argued	
that	the	expertise	did	not	affect	them	at	all:	

"The	technical	expertise	meant	nothing.	We	have	a	relatively	strong	team	with	a	
lot	of	experience,	 so	we	did	not	need	 them	because	we	had	all	 the	 skills,	and	 I	
consider	the	help	we	received	as	not	competent.	"	#7	

The	lack	of	impact	of	the	business	support	comes	down	to	two	reasons	according	
to	the	interviewee.	First,	the	project	team	already	had	competence	in	how	to	run	
a	business.	 The	other	 reason,	was	 that	 the	expertise	 that	was	offered	was	not	
competent	in	their	opinion.	Another	manager	shared	the	same	opinion:	

"We	received	no	expertise	from	Vinnova,	we	spoke	to	a	panel	a	few	times	at	the	
deadline.	But	we	had	a	good	knowledge	in	this	field,	the	one	I	worked	with	had	
been	a	business	developer	before.	"	#4	

4.2.3 Funding in phases 
One	unique	aspect	of	this	program	to	consider	is	that	Vinnova	implemented	the	
approach	of	giving	funding	in	four	separate	phases	with	a	meeting	with	evaluation	
whether	 the	 funding	 should	 continue	 before	 each	 payment.	 The	 opinions	
regarding	the	system	have	been	unified	and	positive.	Some	feel	that	if	they	could	
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choose,	 they	 would	 have	 wanted	 everything	 at	 once.	 However,	 they	 all	
understand	that	 it	may	be	necessary	to	control	the	risk	for	Vinnova,	and	at	the	
same	 time	 they	 must	 deliver	 so	 that	 they	 cannot	 relax	 and	 must	 focus	 on	
progression.	One	project	leader	stated:	

"I	thought	that	 it	worked	very	well,	 it	puts	some	pressure	on	those	who	get	the	
money	to	report	on	a	regular	basis,	which	requires	good	planning."	#3	

This	 project	 leader	 expressed	 that	 it	 had	 been	 very	 positive	 as	 it	 put	 a	 little	
pressure	on	them	to	deliver	at	certain	dates.	This	forced	them	to	plan	and	have	
better	control.	Another	project	leader	stated:	

"Yes,	it	is	nice	to	get	everything	in	a	lump	sum	without	follow-up,	etc.,	but	it	is	a	
good	 idea	 that	 you	 are	 expected	 to	 report	 something	 during	 the	 process.	 As	 a	
taxpayer,	I	expect	that	you	do	some	sort	of	follow-up,	and	if	you	cannot	deliver,	
you	will	not	receive	more	money.	I	like	the	meetings	as	you	get	delivery	date	so	you	
must	do	something.”	#6	

This	project	manager	also	expressed	that	the	concept	was	successful	as	they	had	
to	step	up	to	deliver	to	the	specific	dates.	This	was	the	general	theme	that	could	
be	 seen	 throughout	 the	 interviews,	 the	 funding	 in	phases	helped	as	 they	were	
forced	 to	 deliver	 and	 do	 certain	 things	 in-between	 the	 phases	 to	 get	 further	
funding.	

4.3 Development after the project ended 
The	 goal	 of	 the	 program	 “VINN-verifiering”	 was	 to	 assist	 scientific	 research	
stimulate	and	support	 commercialization.	 It	was	not	expected	 that	 the	 funding	
would	take	the	projects	all	the	way	to	commercialization,	instead	it	should	take	
them	far	enough	so	other	investors	were	willing	to	contribute.	As	all	the	projects	
were	 in	 an	 early	 phase,	 it	 is	 hard	 to	 get	 investments	 due	 to	 the	 elevated	 risk	
because	of	the	nature	of	the	project.	As	mentioned	in	4.2,	the	projects	would	still	
be	at	the	scientific	research	level	 if	they	had	not	got	the	funding	from	Vinnova.	
This	shows	the	unwillingness	for	investors	to	invest	in	an	early	phase.		

The	development	after	the	funding	ended	has	been	varied.	Four	of	the	projects	
have	achieved	commercialization	and	thus	generated	money.	Out	of	the	other	six	
projects,	four	are	active	and	have	funding	that	they	believe	is	enough	for	them	to	
reach	 commercialization.	 The	 last	 two	 are	 at	 a	 standstill	 in	 need	 of	 further	
investments	to	continue	their	projects.	Thinking	about	how	early	these	projects	
were	funded	and	the	risk	of	the	projects,	there	is	a	high	percentage	of	successful	
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projects.	However,	one	occurring	problem	that	was	brought	up	by	most	of	 the	
interviewees,	 was	 that	 after	 the	 funding	 from	 Vinnova	 ended,	 the	 project	
stagnated	 until	 they	 got	 further	 investments.	 Two	 project	 leaders	 had	 similar	
statements:	

"The	project	stopped	after	Vinnova's	funding	until	we	received	new	funding."	#9	

"After	the	financing,	we	went	out	of	gas	for	a	while	before	we	got	 into	venture	
capital."	#4	

As	the	funding	ended,	the	project	was	stopped.	They	did	however	overcome	that	
threshold	and	managed	to	find	investors	after	a	while.	

"Just	saying	that	all	projects	are	two	years	and	then	the	market	will	take	care	of	it,	
you	have	made	it	easy	for	yourself,	and	it	is	not	Vinnova's	goal	that	it	should	be	
easy,	it	is	that	it	should	work.	If	we	had	received	assistance	for	a	longer	time,	the	
chance	of	faster	receiving	more	invested	capital	would	be	higher.	It	worked	for	us,	
but	it	has	cost	us	to	sit	still	for	a	while.	"	#10	

This	project	 leader	argues	that	the	help	from	Vinnova	could	be	 improved.	They	
also	managed	to	continue	with	the	project,	but	they	were	stuck	for	a	while	after	
the	 program	 ended.	 According	 to	 the	 manager,	 if	 they	 would	 have	
assistance/funding	for	a	longer	period,	the	time	until	they	get	investor	are	possibly	
shorter.	They	feel	that	by	ending	the	follow	up	after	two	years,	they	are	making	it	
easy	 for	 themselves,	 thus	 not	 focusing	 on	 the	 success	 of	 the	 projects	 funded.	
Other	managers	also	argue	that	there	is	potential	of	improvements	after	the	two-
year	program	has	ended:	

"You	spend	two	million,	but	offer	no	backing	or	support	afterwards.	I	do	not	think	
Vinnova	wants	 projects	 to	 die,	 they	want	 to	 know	 how	 it	 goes	 and	 to	 actively	
continue	this	discussion	and	have	meetings,	for	example,	how	have	you	moved	on,	
what	possibilities	do	you	have,	have	you	thought	about	this	etc.	"	#5	

"I	think	you	need	the	money	in	an	early	phase,	but	it	must	be	a	little	long-term	in	
this,	not	just	the	next	one	or	two	years.	The	worst	for	Vinnova	and	Sweden	is	that	
lots	of	these	kinds	of	projects	start	with	funding	from	Vinnova	and	then	die.	For	us,	
it	did	not	end	because	the	technology	did	not	work	or	that	we	did	not	succeed	in	
our	efforts,	but	only	because	we	could	not	get	more	government	money.	"	#3	
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"We	have	not	felt	any	need	to	get	more	help	after	the	completed	program,	we	have	
managed	to	get	funding	on	our	own.	But	there	are	many	projects	that	end	when	
your	out	of	money,	and	maybe	there	could	something	be	done.”	#1	

Even	 though	 two	of	 the	projects	mentioned	above	have	been	able	 to	continue	
after	the	program	ended,	they	feel	that	it	could	have	been	handled	better.	They	
feel	that	they	are	left	out	with	the	expectation	from	Vinnova	that	they	have	come	
as	far	as	needed	to	be	attractive	for	investors	and	are	thus	let	alone.	This	is	seen	
as	 lazy	 by	 Vinnova	 as	 the	 follow	 up	 could	 help	 improve	 the	 projects	 and	
contributing	to	even	more	successful	projects	and	sooner	commercialization.	

4.4 Projects that did not receive funding 
To	get	further	knowledge	of	the	impact	of	the	funding	from	Vinnova,	six	interviews	
of	projects	that	did	not	receive	funding	was	conducted.	These	projects	were	all	
good	contenders	of	entering	the	program,	but	was	excluded	in	the	last	step.	The	
intention	of	the	interviews	was	to	get	an	overview	of	how	projects	that	did	not	
receive	public	funding	evolved	without	public	funding.		

Most	 of	 the	 interviewees	 failed	 when	 they	 were	 excluded	 from	 the	 program.	
Directly	after	they	got	the	result,	they	ended	their	projects,	all	the	same	reason.	
One	project	leader	stated:	

"The	project	was	shut	down	immediately	after	the	announcement	because	there	
was	no	money	to	pursue	it	further.	We	did	not	seek	further	funding,	the	project	
was	not	investment-ready.	"	#X5	

He	argues	that	it	would	not	be	worth	it	for	them	to	look	for	other	investors	as	the	
project	was	in	a	too	early	stage	to	be	attractive	for	investors.	Thus,	the	project	was	
ended	as	soon	as	they	were	noticed	that	they	would	not	get	the	funding.	It	would	
be	a	waste	of	time,	but	also	too	risky,	for	them	to	try	to	proceed	with	the	project	
on	their	own.	They	saw	Vinnova	as	the	only	and	last	way	for	them	to	progress.	
Another	manager	expresses	the	same	view:	

"The	project	was	shut	down	immediately	after	the	announcement	because	there	
was	money	to	pursue	it	further."	#X2	

They	stated	the	same	issue,	they	ended	the	project	directly	after	since	they	did	
not	have	the	resources	to	continue	with	the	project.	This	was	the	most	common	
situation	of	the	interviewed	managers,	they	saw	the	program	VINN-verifiering	as	
the	only	way	 forward.	Therefore,	 they	put	no	effort	when	they	were	excluded,	
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even	though,	as	they	expressed,	their	innovations	had	a	chance	of	succeeding	if	
they	 got	 the	 necessary	 funding.	 However,	 one	 project	 leader	 stated	 that	 they	
managed	to	proceed	with	the	project	despite	being	excluded	from	the	program:	

"The	company	exists	and	it	goes	well,	it	has	led	to	commercialization.	The	project	
received	 private	 funding	 after	 a	 while,	 which	 meant	 that	 it	 was	 possible	 to	
continue.	"	#X4	

They	managed	to	find	investors	on	their	own	without	the	help	from	Vinnova,	and	
thus	reaching	commercialization.	This	was	however	not	the	general	picture	of	the	
interviews,	most	 of	 the	projects	 had	 failed.	Out	 of	 the	 interviewed,	 5	 out	 of	 6	
ended	directly	after	they	were	rejected.	One	of	the	failed	projects	did	however	
manage	to	continue	in	some	way	as	the	idea	was	used	as	a	small	part	of	another	
project	and	thus	got	investors.	However,	they	could	not	get	investors	on	their	own,	
and	the	project	that	was	in	the	process	of	getting	funding	from	Vinnova	is	seen	as	
ended.	
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5. Analysis 
In	this	section,	the	analysis	of	the	empirical	material	is	discussed	and	related	to	
models	and	theories	from	previous	research.	

5.1 Introduction 
In	this	section,	the	findings	from	the	empirical	material	is	analyzed	in	relation	to	
the	research	questions.	The	first	section	is	addressing	RQ1	as	it	analyzes	whether	
the	funding	has	impact.	In	the	next	section,	the	projects	are	analyzed	in	different	
stages	of	the	project,	thus	addressing	both	RQ2	and	RQ3.	

5.2 Impact of funding 
This	section	aims	to	address	the	first	research	question.	By	investigating	whether	
the	 funding	 did	 in	 fact	 have	 an	 impact	 or	 not,	 other	 conclusions	 about	 the	
innovation	process	and	commercialization	also	becomes	more	reliable.		

5.2.1 Public Funding 
One	widely	discussed	topic	is	whether	public	funding,	but	also	funding	in	general,	
do	have	an	impact	at	all.	There	are	studies	suggesting	that	the	public	funding	does	
not	have	a	significant	impact	on	the	number	of	employees,	work	productivity,	part	
of	highly	educated	employees	or	number	of	 scientists	 (Daunfeldt,	et	al.,	2016).	
Another	study	shows	the	complete	opposite,	that	public	funding	has	in	fact	has	a	
positive	 impact	 on	 the	 outcome	 (Fleurence,	 et	 al.,	 2010).	 As	 the	 funding	 from	
Vinnova	comes	from	tax	money,	this	becomes	a	problem	as	if	the	funding	does	
not	have	an	effect,	it	becomes	hard	to	motivate	why	the	taxes	should	be	used	for	
that	purpose.		

One	difference	from	those	studies	and	the	funding	that	Vinnova	perform	in	the	
program	 VINN-verifiering	 is	 that	 they	 only	 fund	 scientific	 research	 with	 the	
intention	 of	 commercialization,	 it	 should	 not	 be	 used	 for	 continued	 research.		
Because	 of	 this,	 the	 funding	 is	 used	 to	 reach	 commercialization,	 and	 not	
improvements	 of	 the	 innovation	 to	 such	 extent	 that	 some	 would	 prefer.	 For	
example,	 it	has	been	expressed	by	multiple	 interviewees	that	scientist	 tends	to	
focus	 too	 much	 on	 the	 technology	 rather	 than	 business.	 By	 funding	 for	 the	
intention	 of	 commercialization,	 the	 project	 becomes	 more	 focused	 on	 the	
business	of	the	technology.	As	2	000	000kr	is	not	an	amount	that	is	sufficient	to	
reach	commercialization,	but	that	was	not	the	intention,	it	was	to	help	projects	
come	far	enough	that	they	attract	other	investors.		
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By	looking	at	the	empirical	material,	it	becomes	clear	that	the	funding	has	indeed	
had	 an	 impact	 on	 the	 projects.	 Out	 of	 the	 ten	 that	 was	 interviewed	 that	 got	
funding,	eight	are	still	active	and	four	have	started	to	generate	income.	The	other	
two	are	looking	for	further	investments,	but	with	minimal	maintenance.	However,	
both	 are	 not	 completely	 ended	 and	 if	 they	 find	 investors,	 they	 will	 have	 the	
possibility	 to	 reach	 commercialization	 according	 to	 them.	 The	 number	 of	 still	
ongoing	projects	in	the	other	group,	the	ones	that	was	in	the	process	but	did	not	
receive	funding,	is	only	one	out	of	six.	Most	projects	were	ended	as	soon	as	they	
got	noticed	 that	 they	did	not	qualify	 to	 the	program,	but	one	managed	 to	 find	
other	investors.	The	reason	that	most	projects	ended	were	because	they	thought	
it	was	too	early	for	them	to	even	try	to	find	investors,	they	saw	VINN-verifiering	
as	the	only	way	forward.	Because	of	the	smaller	interview	sample,	the	conclusions	
about	 this	 group	 can	be	 seen	 as	 less	 reliable,	 however,	 as	most	 answers	were	
similar,	 it	 becomes	 clear	 that	 the	 success	 rate	 of	 the	 projects	 that	 got	 public	
funding	 is	much	 higher.	 However,	 since	 one	 project	 of	 the	 group	 that	 did	 not	
receive	funding	managed	to	reach	commercialization,	the	source	of	the	funding	
seems	 less	 important	 than	 receiving	 funding	 to	 continue	 the	 project.	Without	
funding	of	any	kind,	the	projects	will	still	be	at	a	scientific	research	level.	However,	
it	was	expressed	during	the	interviews	that	the	public	funding	was	preferred	over	
private	investors,	not	only	as	the	projects	do	not	have	to	pay	back	the	funding,	the	
most	important	aspect	was	that	they	could	keep	the	ownership	of	the	innovation.	
With	public	funding,	they	are	not	forced	to	give	up	a	part	of	the	project	in	contrast	
to	 other	 investors	 that	 can	 demand	 ownership	 for	 their	 funding.	 In	 the	 initial	
stages,	 many	 projects	 felt	 vulnerable,	 thus	 they	 were	 resistant	 to	 share	 their	
innovations	as	it	could	be	leaked	to	competitors.		

This	analysis	has	so	far	only	been	discussing	the	financial	aspect	of	the	funding,	
but	one	important	aspect	of	this	program	is	the	focus	on	business	support	and	the	
model	of	financing	in	stages.	Financing	in	stages	is	something	that	some	investors	
use	as	a	mean	to	reduce	risk,	so	that	is	not	something	new,	but	it	is	not	used	in	
other	programs	at	Vinnova.	This	in	combination	with	the	coaching	from	Vinnova	
and	the	assigned	expert,	enables	the	projects	to	take	part	of	the	tacit	knowledge	
that	 the	 coaches	 have.	 This	 tacit	 or	 experience-based	 knowledge	 can	 be	 a	
tremendous	asset	for	innovations	as	it	can	serve	as	a	competitive	advantage	for	
the	projects.	This	can	for	example	be	knowledge	about	which	people	you	should	
hire,	what	manufactures	 you	 should	use	 and	 so	on.	 The	project	managers	had	
different	opinions	regarding	the	impact	of	the	tacit	knowledge	from	the	coaching	
and	feedback.	Some	say	that	it	has	had	a	positive	impact	on	their	innovation	which	
has	made	it	better,	which	is	in	line	with	the	study	by	Leonard	and	Sensiper	(2008).	
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However,	about	half	of	the	project	managers	thought	that	it	had	a	negative	impact	
or	no	impact	at	all	on	their	innovations.	The	indications	that	can	be	drawn	from	
the	 interviews	 is	that	the	coaches	and	the	use	of	tacit	knowledge	had	different	
impacts	depending	on	two	main	reasons.	First,	the	type	of	tacit	knowledge	within	
the	different	projects	had	an	 impact	on	how	the	much	the	coaching	 influenced	
their	 innovation.	 Projects	 that	 had	 knowledge	 about	 the	 business	 part	 of	 the	
innovation	with	more	focus	on	commercialization,	had	less	use	of	the	coaching.	
They	expressed	that	they	did	not	need	any	coaching,	hence	they	did	not	think	the	
coaches	 were	 necessary	 or	 valuable.	 The	 projects	 that	 had	 more	 scientific	
background,	and	thus	more	focused	on	developing	and	research,	expressed	that	
the	coaches	were	helpful	for	them.	They	did	not	have	the	knowledge	about	how	
to	commercialize	 the	 innovation	and	building	a	business	around	 it.	 The	 second	
factor	 that	decided	 the	 impact	of	 the	 coaching	was	 the	 tacit	 knowledge	of	 the	
coaches.	In	some	cases,	the	project	managers	stated	that	the	coaches	had	a	very	
positive	impact	on	their	innovation	since	they	did	not	have	knowledge	about	how	
to	take	an	idea	from	the	research	level	to	commercialization.	It	became	as	a	school	
for	 them	 of	 how	 to	 run	 a	 business.	 Other	 project	 managers	 stated	 that	 they	
thought	that	the	coaching	they	received	were	incompetent	and	thus	not	valuable	
for	them.	

5.3 Project status 
This	section	addresses	RQ2	and	RQ3	by	investigating	the	phase	the	project	started	
in,	where	they	were	when	the	program	was	ended	and	where	they	are	today.	The	
model	that	was	developed	in	the	literature	study	with	influences	from	Chesbrough	
(2003)	and	Cho	and	Lee	(2013)	will	be	used	to	analyze	in	what	stage	the	projects	
are	in	in	the	different	time	periods.	

5.3.1 Initial status 
The	range	of	the	initial	status	of	the	funded	projects	is	displayed	in	figure	8.	

	

Figure	8	–	Initial	status	of	the	funded	projects.	
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As	seen,	all	projects	that	were	in	the	starting	stage	of	the	developing	phase	at	the	
beginning	 of	 the	 program.	 This	 was	 expected	 as	 all	 projects	 were	 based	 on	
scientific	research	that	had	a	proof	of	concept.	However,	the	projects	were	not	at	
the	exact	same	point	in	the	starting	stage,	some	hade	more	developed	projects	
and	some	 less.	For	example,	 some	projects	already	had	patents	whereas	other	
only	had	clinical	tests	with	a	proof	of	concept.	

One	common	numerator	was,	however,	the	lack	of	a	complete	project	team	and	
business	plan.	These	were	concerns	that	were	addressed	during	the	starting	stage	
and	evolved	during	the	beginning	of	the	program.	As	they	were	granted	funding,	
they	 could	 hire	 persons	 with	 knowledge	 that	 they	 lacked	 in.	 This	 could,	 for	
example,	be	employees,	consultants	and	collaboration	with	manufacturers.	With	
the	attained	knowledge	and	the	necessary	 funding	to	run	the	business	without	
using	their	private	money,	they	could	focus	more	on	building	the	business	around	
their	innovation.	

5.3.2 Status when program ended 
The	range	of	the	status	of	the	projects	when	the	program	ended	is	displayed	in	
figure	9.	

	

Figure	9	–	Status	of	funded	projects	when	program	ended.	

As	seen	in	the	figure,	all	projects	were	in	the	developing	phase	when	the	program	
ended.	However,	as	in	the	starting	stage,	the	projects	were	in	different	spectrums	
of	the	developing	stage	when	the	program	ended.	The	reason	that	some	projects	
came	further	than	others	were	due	to	several	factors.	As	the	projects	had	different	
tacit	 knowledge,	 some	 projects	 were	 more	 efficient	 in	 their	 workflow	 which	
resulted	that	they	came	further.	The	projects	that	had	project	members	with	a	
business	background	generally	came	further	than	the	projects	with	a	background	
in	science,	possibly	because	of	that	they	had	a	greater	focus	on	the	business	part	
and	commercialization.	One	reason	that	the	projects	did	not	come	as	far,	which	
was	expressed	by	a	few	project	managers,	was	that	they	were	forced	to	go	back	
to	the	starting	stage.	In	the	developing	stage	they	realized	that	a	major	part	of	the	
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innovation	 did	 not	 perform	 as	 expected,	 which	 forced	 them	 to	 go	 back	 and	
improve	their	concept	to	perform	to	the	demand	of	the	market.	This	is	both	time-
consuming	and	expensive,	which	made	them	not	come	as	far	as	they	could	have	if	
everything	went	smoothly.	As	talked	about	before,	nearly	all	projects	came	to	a	
standstill	when	the	program	ended.	The	reason	was	that	when	the	money	was	
running	out,	 they	could	not	continue	with	 the	development.	They	had	not	 find	
investors	at	that	time	and	were	forced	to	wait	until	they	got	other	investors.	

5.3.3 Current status 
The	 range	 of	 the	 current	 status	 of	 the	 projects	 is	 spread	 in	 to	 stages,	 the	
developing	stage	and	the	ending	stage	as	seen	in	figure	10.	

	

Figure	10	–	Current	status	of	the	funded	projects.	

Four	of	the	ten	projects	managed	to	reach	the	ending	stage	and	introduce	their	
innovations	in	the	market.	As	the	program	ended,	they	managed	to	find	investors	
after	 their	 period	 of	 standing	 still.	 All	 the	 other	 projects	 are	 currently	 in	 the	
developing	 stage,	however,	 there	 are	 four	of	 them	 that	 is	 still	 active.	 The	 four	
active	 projects	 are	 in	 the	 far-right	 half	 of	 the	 developing	 stage	 and	 are	 thus	
approaching	 the	 ending	 stage	 and	 commercialization.	 These	 projects	 also	
managed	to	find	investors	after	the	program	ended,	and	they	could	thus	continue	
their	way	towards	commercialization.	The	last	two	have	minimal	maintenance	as	
they	did	not	manage	to	find	investors.	These	were	the	projects	that	did	not	come	
as	 far	 as	 the	 others,	 and	 when	 the	 program	 ended	 they	 were	 early	 in	 the	
developing	stage	as	they	had	to	redo	certain	steps	such	as	scientific	studies.	One	
important	aspect	to	note	is	that	the	projects	did	not	start	at	the	same	time,	the	
range	is	from	2009	until	2016.	Because	of	the	difference	of	when	a	project	started,	
some	projects	have	had	more	time	than	others,	and	because	of	that	possibly	come	
further.		

5.3.4 Status of non-funded projects 
The	status	of	the	projects	that	did	not	receive	funding	is	displayed	in	figure	11.	
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Figure	11	–	Status	of	the	projects	that	did	not	receive	funding.	

In	the	figure,	all	projects	except	for	one	(the	right	circle)	is	in	the	starting	stage	of	
the	developing	phase.	 These	projects	 also	had	a	proof	of	 concept	 and	were	at	
similar	levels	of	the	starting	stage	when	the	applied	for	funding	in	VINN-verifiering,	
as	the	projects	that	got	funding.	However,	when	the	projects	were	noticed	that	
they	did	not	receive	funding,	they	ended	the	projects.	They	have	not	tried	to	find	
investors	elsewhere	as	they	thought	it	was	not	worth	the	effort	as	they	were	in	a	
too	early	stage	for	investors	to	be	interested.	One	project	did,	however,	manage	
to	 find	 investors	 in	 the	 starting	 stage	 and	 have	 reached	 the	 ending	 stage	 and	
commercialized	their	innovation.	 	
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6. Conclusion 
In	this	section,	the	conclusions	drawn	from	the	study	are	presented.	The	purpose	
and	research	questions	will	be	addressed	and	answered.	

6.1 Review of the purpose 
The	purpose	of	the	report	was	to	investigate	how	the	innovation	process	impacts	
the	 commercialization	 of	 innovations	 with	 public	 verification	 funding.	 Ten	
interviews	were	conducted	with	projects	that	received	funding,	and	six	interviews	
were	conducted	with	projects	that	did	not	receive	funding.	By	investigating	how	
the	projects	have	evolved	after	the	project	ended,	the	impact	of	the	funding	could	
be	established.	

To	answer	the	purpose,	three	research	questions	were	formulated.	Each	question	
is	answered	separately.	

Research	Question	 1	 (Q1):	Does	 public	 verification	 funding	 have	 an	 impact	 on	
business	concepts?	

Research	Question	2	(Q2):	Does	public	verification	funding	of	business	concepts	
during	the	innovation	process	impact	commercialization?	

Research	Question	3	(Q3):	What	impact	has	public	verification	funding	of	business	
concepts	on	the	commercialization	of	innovations?	

6.1.1 Q1 
The	first	research	question	was:	

Does	public	verification	funding	have	an	impact	on	business	concepts?	

When	comparing	the	two	groups	that	were	interviewed,	the	projects	that	received	
and	that	did	not	receive	funding,	there	are	clear	distinctions	between	them.	The	
number	of	active	projects	of	the	funded	projects	is	much	higher	than	the	ones	that	
did	not	receive	funding.	All	projects	that	received	funding	moved	from	the	starting	
stage	to	the	developing	phase	before	the	program	was	ended.	Currently,	four	of	
them	have	moved	up	one	more	stage	to	the	ending	stage,	and	four	is	not	far	from	
entering	that	stage.	

In	 the	 group	 that	 did	 not	 receive	 funding,	 there	 is	 only	 one	 project	 that	 has	
changed	stage	and	reached	commercialization,	the	others	ended	in	the	starting	
stage.	From	this,	two	main	conclusions	can	be	drawn.	First,	the	funding	is	crucial	
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for	 the	projects	 to	advance	and	move	 forward,	 thus	had	 the	public	 funding	an	
impact.	The	other	indication	is	that	it	does	not	seem	to	matter	where	to	funding	
comes	from	since	one	project	managed	to	become	commercialized	without	public	
funding.		

6.1.2 Q2 
The	second	research	question	was:	

Does	public	verification	funding	of	business	concepts	during	the	innovation	process	
impact	commercialization?	

As	it	has	been	established	that	public	funding	of	scientific	research	had	an	impact,	
this	 will	 not	 be	 discussed	 here	 as	 it	 would	 have	 the	 same	 discussions	 and	
conclusions	 as	 above.	 The	 question	 becomes	 the	 if	 the	 funding	 during	 the	
innovation	process	had	an	impact	on	the	commercialization.	The	funding	during	
the	innovation	process	influenced	the	projects	and	made	them	all	advance	to	the	
developing	stage	within	the	time	that	they	were	in	the	program.	However,	none	
of	 them	 reached	 commercialization.	When	only	 looking	 at	 the	 time	within	 the	
program,	the	funding	did	not	impact	commercialization	as	they	did	not	get	that	
far.	 However,	 it	 is	 established	 that	 four	 projects	 reached	 commercialization	
afterwards	and	four	others	are	close.	If	they	got	funding	elsewhere	this	could	be	
achieved	without	public	funding,	however,	it	is	unlikely	that	the	percentage	that	
managed	to	find	investors	would	be	as	high	by	looking	at	the	group	that	did	not	
receive	 funding.	 The	 funding	 did	 not	 directly	 manage	 to	 impact	 the	
commercialization	 as	 more	 funds	 and	 time	 were	 necessary	 to	 reach	
commercialization.	It	did	however	indirectly	impact	the	commercialization	as	the	
funding	made	it	possible	for	the	projects	to	come	far	enough	to	more	easily	find	
investors	willing	to	take	the	projects	to	commercialization.	

6.1.2 Q3 
The	third	research	question	was:	

What	 impact	 has	 public	 verification	 funding	 of	 business	 concepts	 on	 the	
commercialization	of	innovations?	

As	 established,	 the	 funding	 was	 not	 sufficient	 for	 the	 projects	 to	 reach	
commercialization	during	the	time	of	the	program,	it	had	an	indirect	impact	on	the	
commercialization	as	it	made	it	possible	for	the	projects	to	advance	and	find	other	
investors.	It	was	however	expressed	by	most	of	the	project	managers	that	even	
though	 the	 impact	 was	 indirectly,	 the	 funding	 impacted	 parts	 of	 the	
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commercialization.	The	most	commonly	expressed	 impact	was	that	the	funding	
accelerated	the	process	and	shortened	the	time	to	commercialized	product.	The	
impact	 of	 the	 funding	 on	 the	 quality	 and	 performance	 of	 the	 commercialized	
innovation	seemed	to	have	influenced	positively	in	some	cases,	and	in	some	cases,	
there	was	little	to	no	improvement	as	the	project	managers	argued	that	the	step	
that	they	took	to	improve	would	have	been	made	regardless.		 	
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7. Discussion 
This	 section	 includes	 a	 discussion	 of	 the	 conclusions,	 suggestion	 of	managerial	
implications,	a	discussion	of	contribution	to	previous	research	and	potential	future	
research.	

7.1 Evaluation of VINN-verifiering 
The	main	theme	of	this	thesis	has	been	to	investigate	how	the	innovation	process	
impacts	 the	 commercialization	 of	 innovations	 with	 funding	 by	 analyzing	 the	
program	 VINN-verifiering	 at	 Vinnova.	 In	 chapter	 6,	 both	 whether	 the	 funding	
during	the	innovation	process	had	an	impact	at	all,	and	more	specifically	on	the	
commercialization,	 has	 been	 established.	 The	 funding	 had	 generally	 a	 positive	
impact	on	the	projects,	with	some	variances	whether	the	focus	 is	on	money	or	
coaching.	It	seems	that	the	funding	also	affected	the	commercialization	positively.	
However,	 it	 could	 not	 be	 established	 whether	 the	 funding	 affected	 the	
commercialization	 directly	 as	 none	 of	 the	 projects	 reached	 commercialization	
within	the	program.	An	indirect	impact	can	be	seen	as	the	projects	that	reached	
commercialization	and	are	near	 commercialization	 is	much	higher	 in	 the	group	
that	got	funding,	than	in	the	group	that	did	not.	During	the	interviews,	it	was	also	
expressed	 that	 the	 funding	 shortened	 the	 time	 to	 market,	 thus	 helping	 the	
projects	reach	commercialization	sooner.	

One	question	 that	 comes	 to	mind	 is	whether	 there	exist	 some	kind	of	optimal	
funding	during	the	innovation	process	with	intention	to	reach	commercialization.	
As	 talked	 about	 in	 the	 analysis,	 one	 reason	 that	 projects	 did	 not	 achieve	
commercialization	was	that	they	were	forced	to	go	back	and	redo	certain	steps	as	
their	innovation	did	not	perform	as	expected.	Those	who	had	the	best	results	did	
not	have	to	make	that	kind	of	major	improvements	to	their	innovations	and	could	
thus	come	far	enough	to	attract	investors.	If	the	projects	that	were	chosen	to	enter	
the	program	were	only	those	that	did	not	have	to	redo	steps,	 the	result	would	
have	been	better.	This	is	however	nearly	impossible	to	foresight	due	to	the	nature	
of	 innovations,	 that	 all	 were	 on	 the	 radical	 spectrum	 in	 this	 program.	 Thus	
problems	and	challenges	will	most	certainly	occur,	not	everybody	can	succeed.	It	
is	less	about	the	timing	and	optimization	of	the	funding,	and	more	about	choosing	
projects	with	strong	teams	with	innovations	that	holds	a	high	standard,	both	in	
performance	and	market	potential.	Even	the	best	projects	can	have	setbacks,	and	
if	the	projects	are	chosen	carefully,	they	can	better	overcome	their	problems.	
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7.2 Managerial implications 
In	this	section,	potential	actions	are	suggested	to	Vinnova	which	can	be	used	to	
address	some	of	the	problematizations	that	was	expressed	during	the	interviews	
and	 the	 conclusions.	 Since	 the	 program	 is	 ended,	 the	 suggestions	 of	 how	 to	
improve	 the	 program	 may	 seem	 unnecessary	 as	 it	 cannot	 be	 implemented.	
However,	 the	first	suggestion	 is	 that	they	should	open	the	program,	or	at	 least	
start	a	similar	program.	Even	though	there	are	room	for	improvements,	there	is	
no	question	that	the	program	has	been	very	successful,	8	of	10	projects	are	still	
active	and	4	are	commercialized.	The	2.000.000kr	that	they	received	is	a	relatively	
small	amount	of	funding,	both	in	comparison	to	other	programs	at	Vinnova,	but	
also	in	comparison	to	what	the	funding	generated.	Vinnova	wants	to	focus	more	
radical	innovations,	which	makes	this	program	with	a	scientific	research	approach	
a	perfect	match.	These	projects	are	all	in	an	early	stage	where	they	all	struggle	to	
advance,	which	also	has	to	do	with	the	fact	that	they	are	radical,	and	thus	riskier.	
Therefore,	can	Vinnova	really	make	a	difference	with	little	means.	

One	suggestion	 for	 improving	 the	program	 is	 that	 they	should	be	careful	when	
they	 chose	 coaches.	 Vinnova	 does	 this	 already,	 the	 try	 to	 find	 coaches	 that	
complement	the	projects	in	areas	that	they	lack.	However,	this	could	be	improved.	
Some	projects	said	that	they	thought	that	they	got	incompetent	coaching	and	that	
they	could	not	benefit	at	all	from	it.	Other	projects	said	that	it	was	helpful	and	that	
it	helps	them	improve	their	innovation.	By	this,	it	can	be	concluded	that	the	impact	
of	the	coaching	varied,	possibly	because	of	the	discrepancy	of	what	the	projects	
needed	 and	 the	 knowledge	 of	 the	 coaches.	 By	 being	 even	 more	 careful,	 this	
problem	could	possibly	be	reduced.	

The	last	suggestion	is	that	Vinnova	should	think	about	how	they	should	proceed	
after	the	funding	is	ended.	When	the	program	was	active,	after	the	funding	ended,	
the	projects	were	pretty	much	left	on	their	own.	This	became	a	problem	as	nearly	
all	the	projects	were	stuck	for	a	period,	before	they,	in	best	case	scenario,	found	
other	investors.	Most	of	the	projects	managed	to	advance,	however,	the	process	
could	have	been	better	to	ensure	that	the	funding	was	not	in	vain	like	it	would	be	
if	the	projects	ended.	Possible	actions	that	they	could	take	to	improve	this	could	
be	to	offer	further	funding	if	the	projects	had	reached	the	goals	that	were	set	up	
and	that	they	saw	potential	in.	This	could	be	an	extension	of	the	original	program	
or	a	new	that	they	could	apply	to.	As	some	project	managers	expressed	that	they	
had	 a	 tough	 time	 finding	 investors,	 Vinnova	 could	 also	 help	 more	 with	 the	
communication	 with	 them.	 If	 they,	 for	 example,	 had	 projects	 that	 were	
interesting,	Vinnova	could	help	to	promote	them.		
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By	combining	these	suggestions,	Vinnova	could	give	more	radical	innovations	the	
opportunity	 to	 succeed,	 and	 help	 them	 as	 much	 as	 possible	 to	 reach	
commercialization.	

7.3 Contribution to research 
The	concepts	that	have	been	discussed	and	analyzed	in	this	report	have	separately	
been	 researched	 extensively.	 There	 are	 endless	 studies	 that	 investigate	 the	
innovation	process,	the	commercialization	and	the	impact	and	effect	of	funding.	
However,	 the	 combination	 of	 funding	 scientific	 research	 during	 the	 innovation	
process	and	how	that	impacts	commercialization	has	not	been	studied.	

The	 report	 is	 intended	 to	 offer	 knowledge	 about	 how	 the	 funding	 during	 the	
innovation	process	impacts	commercialization.	This	could	be	used	by	Vinnova	or	
other	authorities,	investors	and	so	on	to	get	deeper	knowledge	about	the	funding	
and	how	it	affects	innovations	in	an	early	stage,	and	factors	contributing	to	that	
some	projects	 reach	 commercialization	whereas	others	 are	 forced	 to	end.	 This	
knowledge	could	be	useful	for	the	open	innovation	model	by	Chesbrough	(2003)	
and	the	article	“A	Framework	for	Managing	the	Innovation	Process”	by	du	Preez,	
Louw	 (2008).	 The	 research	 paper	 “statliga	 innovationsstöd till små och 
medelstora företag – har de någon effekt?”	 could	 also	 benefit	 from	 this	
knowledge	as	it	shows	another	view	of	the	same	problem	(Daunfeldt,	et	al.,	2016).	

7.4 Future research 
As	this	report	has	had	a	qualitative	approach,	this	leaves	room	for	future	research	
to	 adopt	 a	 quantitative	 approach	 and	 investigate	 whether	 the	 funding	 had	 a	
significant	impact	on	the	commercialization	quantitively	in	contrast	to	analyzing	
interviews.		

As	this	report	only	considered	the	functional	perspective,	the	other	perspectives	
are	 neglected.	 Future	 research	 could	 thus	 focus	 more	 on	 the	 individual	 or	
industrial	 perspective.	 This	 report	 does	 also	 only	 focus	 on	 the	 area	 “Health”.	
Therefore,	future	research	should	also	investigate	other	areas	as	conclusions	from	
this	report	may	not	be	as	applicable	in	other	areas.	
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Appendix I: Interview guideline 
1. Who	are	you?	What	role	do	you	have	in	the	project?	

2. Is	the	project	active?	

Yes:	

• How	far	have	you	come?	

• Generated	income?	

• Will	or	have	the	project	lead	to	commercialization?	

3. How	far	had	you	reached	when	you	received	the	funding?	(stage:	idea,	
development,	etc.)		

4. Has	Vinnova's	funding	affected	the	project?	(If	no,	go	to	question	8)	

• Yes:	How?		

 (Positive	 /	 Negative,	 Time	 to	 Market,	 Quality	 of	 Innovation,	
Change	 of	 Ideas,	 Relationship	 to	 Market	 (Competitors,	
Customers,	Investors),	Collaborative	Partners	(Before	/	After	and	
How	 They	 Collaborate),	 Generated	 New	 Projects,	 Additional	
Financing,	foreign,	venture	capital,	etc.),	patents,	new	employees)	

5. How	has	the	system	of	funding	in	blocks	worked?	

6. At	which	stage	of	the	project	did	the	financing	/	venture	have	the	greatest	
impact?	

7. Was	the	contribution	from	Vinnova	enough?	
8. Development	after	program	ended	
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Appendix II: List of quotes 
Section	 English	 translated	

quote	
Original	 Swedish	
quote	

Interviewee	

4.2.1	 ”The	 money	 was	 absolutely	
necessary	for	the	project	to	come	
this	far,	investors	would	rarely	go	
in	so	early”	

“Pengarna	 var	 absolut	 nödvändiga	
för	projektet	att	komma	så	här	långt,	
investerare	 vill	 sällan	 gå	 in	 såhär	
tidigt.”			

#3	

4.2.1	 "The	money	has	been	crucial	 for	
coming	this	far.	The	financing	has	
not	 only	 shortened	 time	 to	 the	
market,	 but	 also	 enabled	 the	
project	 to	 be	 continued.	 It	 is	
crucial	 to	 get	 the	 project	 to	
develop	 far	 enough	 so	 that	 it	 is	
possible	to	get	further	funding	"	

“Pengarna	har	varit	helt	avgörande	
för	 att	 komma	 så	 långt.	
Finansieringen	 har	 inte	 bara	
förkortat	tiden	till	marknaden,	utan	
även	 möjliggjort	 att	 projektet	 kan	
drivas	vidare.	Det	är	helt	avgörande	
för	att	 få	projektet	att	utvecklas	 så	
pass	 långt	 att	 det	 är	möjligt	 att	 få	
vidare	finansiering”		

#9	

4.2.1	 "The	 money	 was	 a	 prerequisite	
for	 the	 implementation	 of	 the	
project.	 Technically,	 we	 needed	
the	money	 to	 show	 step	by	 step	
that	 this	 project	 could	 be	 a	
commercially	 interesting.	
Medically	 we	 needed	 to	 take	
samples	 which	 is	 the	 most	
important	 part	 as	 it	 shows	 the	
effect	of	innovation.	"	

”Pengarna	 var	 en	 förutsättning	 för	
att	 vi	 skulle	 kunna	 genomföra	
projektet.	Tekniskt	behövde	vi	de	här	
pengarna	för	att	kunna	visa	steg	för	
steg	 att	 det	 här	 kunde	 bli	 en	
kommersiellt	 intressant.	 Medicinskt	
behövde	vi	kunna	ta	in	prover	vilket	
är	 det	 viktigaste	 för	 att	 visa	 att	
effekten	innovationen.”		

#5	

4.2.1	 "The	 financing	has	not	 improved	
our	product,	more	made	us	come	
this	far."	

”Finansieringen	 har	 inte	 förbättrat	
vår	 produkt,	 utan	 mer	 gjort	 att	 vi	
kommit	såhär	långt.”	

#3	

4.2.1		 "The	 money	 has	 not	 in	 its	 own	
improved	product,	what	we	have	
done	 should	 have	 done	
nevertheless,	 but	 it	 has	 made	 it	
smoother	 because	 we	 did	 not	
have	 to	 spend	 time	 looking	 for	
funding."	

”Pengarna	 har	 inte	 i	 säg	 förbättrat	
produkten,	 det	 vi	 har	 gjort	 hade	 vi	
behövt	göra	ändå,	men	de	har	gjort	
det	 smidigare	 eftersom	 vi	 inte	
behöver	 lägga	 tid	 på	 att	 leta	
finansiering.”	

#8	

4.2.1	 "The	money	 helped	 improve	 the	
idea,	what	we	started	with	is	not	
the	same	as	we	ended	up	with."	

”Pengarna	hjälpte	att	förbättra	idén,	
det	 som	 vi	 började	 med	 är	 inte	
likadan	som	vi	slutade	med.”	

#4	

4.2.1	 "The	money	 has	 helped	 improve	
the	 business	 potential,	 we	 have	
been	 able	 to	 bring	 in	 good	
lawyers,	 which	 means	 that	 we	
have	 a	 much	 better	 license	
package	than	before."	

”Pengarna	 har	 hjälpt	 att	 förbättra	
den	 affärsmässiga	 potentialen,	 vi	
har	 kunnat	 ta	 in	 bra	 jurister	 vilket	
har	gjort	att	vi	har	ett	mycket	bättre	
licenspaket	än	innan.”	

#7	

4.2.2	 "I	 felt	 very	 strong	 support	 from	
Vinnova's	 coaching,	 we	were	 on	
speaking	terms,	what	I	wanted	to	
do	 in	 the	 project	 was	 also	what	
Vinnova	 wanted.	 It	 is	 easy	 that	
you,	as	a	medical	practitioner,	do	
not	see	the	grandeur	of	the	store,	
that	 you	 want	 to	 develop	 too	
much	and	not	focus.	"	

”Jag	 kände	 ett	 mycket	 starkt	 stöd	
från	 coachningen	 från	 Vinnova,	 vi	
var	 väldigt	 på	 speaking	 terms,	 det	
som	 jag	 ville	 driva	 i	 projektet	 var	
också	 det	 Vinnova	 ville.	 Det	 är	 lätt	
att	 man	 som	 medicinare	 inte	 ser	
storheten	 i	 affären,	 att	 man	 vill	
utveckla	 för	 mycket	 och	 inte	
fokusera.”	

#2	

4.2.2	 "The	 innovation	 has	 improved	
through	 the	 financing,	 we	 have	
received	 good	 criticism	 with	
improvements.	We	received	good	

”Innovationen	har	blivit	bättre	i	och	
med	finansiering,	vi	har	fått	bra	kritik	
med	 förbättringar.	 VI	 har	 fått	 bra	

#1	
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help	with	starting	business,	etc.	It	
was	like	a	school.	"	

hjälp	med	att	starta	företag	osv,	det	
blir	som	en	skola.”	

4.2.2	 "The	 people	 were	 not	 so	
supportive,	 more	 like	 a	 judge	
which	made	 it	messy,	 instead	of	
having	the	skills	to	help	us."	

”Personerna	 var	 inte	 så	 supportive,	
utan	mer	som	domare	vilket	stökade	
till	det	en	del	för	oss,	 istället	för	att	
ha	kompetens	att	hjälpa	oss.”	

#8	

4.2.2	 "The	 technical	 expertise	 meant	
nothing.	 We	 have	 a	 relatively	
strong	 team	 with	 a	 lot	 of	
experience,	 so	 we	 did	 not	 need	
them	 because	 we	 had	 all	 the	
skills,	and	 I	consider	 the	help	we	
received	as	not	competent.	"	

”Den	 tekniska	 expertisen	 betydde	
ingenting.	 Vi	 har	 ett	 förhållandevis	
starkt	 team	 med	 mycket	
erfarenheter,	 så	 vi	 behövde	 de	 inte	
för	att	vi	hade	all	kompetens,	och	jag	
betraktar	 den	hjälp	 vi	 fick	 som	 inte	
kompetent.”	

#7	

4.2.2	 "We	 received	 no	 expertise	 from	
Vinnova,	 we	 spoke	 to	 a	 panel	 a	
few	times	at	the	deadline.	But	we	
had	 a	 good	 knowledge	 in	 this	
field,	 the	one	 I	worked	with	had	
been	a	business	developer	before.	
"	

”Vi	fick	ingen	expertis	av	Vinnova,	vi	
pratade	med	en	panel	några	gånger	
vid	deadline.	Men	vi	hade	ganska	bra	
koll	 på	 det	 här	 fältet,	 han	 jag	
jobbade	 med	 hade	 varit	
affärsutvecklare	förut.”	

#4	

4.2.3	 "I	 thought	 that	 it	 worked	 very	
well,	 it	 puts	 some	 pressure	 on	
those	 who	 get	 the	 money	 to	
report	 on	 a	 regular	 basis,	 which	
requires	good	planning."	

”Det	 tyckte	 jag	 fungerade	 alldeles	
utmärkt,	 det	 sätter	 lite	 press	 på	 de	
som	 får	 pengarna	 att	 man	 ska	
rapportera	 med	 jämna	 mellanrum	
vilket	kräver	en	bra	planering.”	

#3	

4.2.3	 "Yes,	it's	nice	to	get	everything	in	
a	 lump	 sum	 without	 follow-up,	
etc.,	but	it's	a	good	idea	that	you	
are	expected	to	report	something	
during	the	process.	As	a	taxpayer,	
I	expect	that	you	do	some	sort	of	
follow-up,	 and	 if	 you	 cannot	
deliver,	you	will	not	receive	more	
money.	I	like	the	meetings	as	you	
get	delivery	date	so	you	must	do	
something.	

“Ja	det	är	ju	jättetrevligt	att	få	allt	i	
en	 klumpsumma	 utan	 uppföljning	
osv,	men	det	är	 ett	 vettigt	 upplägg	
för	att	du	ska	redovisa	något	under	
väg.	 Som	 skattebetalare	 förväntar	
jag	 mig	 att	 man	 gör	 någon	 typ	 av	
uppföljning,	 och	 kan	 man	 inte	
leverera	 ska	 man	 inte	 ha	 pengar	
vidare.	 Jag	 gillar	 mötena,	 för	 det	
första	får	man	ett	leveransdatum	så	
att	man	måste	göra	något.	

#6	

4.3	 "The	 project	 stopped	 after	
Vinnova's	 funding	 until	 we	
received	new	funding."	

”Projektet	 stannade	 av	 efter	
Vinnovas	finansiering	tills	vi	fick	in	ny	
finansiering.”	

#9	

4.3	 "After	the	financing,	we	went	out	
of	gas	 for	a	while	before	we	got	
into	venture	capital."	

”Efter	finansiering	gick	vi	soppatorsk	
ett	tag,	innan	vi	fick	in	riskkapital.”	 #4	

4.3	 "Just	 saying	 that	 all	 projects	 are	
two	 years	 and	 then	 the	 market	
will	take	care	of	it,	you	have	made	
it	 easy	 for	 yourself,	 and	 it	 is	 not	
Vinnova's	 goal	 that	 it	 should	 be	
easy,	 it	 is	 that	 it	 should	work.	 If	
we	had	received	assistance	for	a	
longer	time,	the	chance	of	faster	
receiving	 more	 invested	 capital	
would	be	higher.	It	worked	for	us,	
but	 it	has	cost	us	to	sit	still	 for	a	
while.	"	

“Att	bara	säga	att	alla	projekt	är	två	
år	 och	 sen	 ska	marknaden	 ta	 hand	
om	det	har	man	gjort	det	oerhört	lätt	
för	 sig,	 och	 det	 är	 inte	 det	 som	 är	
målet	 för	 Vinnova	 att	 det	 ska	 var	
lätt,	utan	att	det	ska	fungera.	Om	vi	
hade	fått	hjälp	under	längre	tid	hade	
chansen	ökat	att	man	snabbare	 får	
in	 investerat	kapital.	Det	 fungerade	
ju	för	oss,	men	det	har	kostat	att	vi	
var	tvungna	att	sitta	still	ett	tag.”	

#10	

4.3	 "You	spend	two	million,	but	offer	
no	 backing	 or	 support	
afterwards.	I	do	not	think	Vinnova	
wants	projects	 to	die,	 they	want	
to	 know	 how	 it	 goes	 and	 to	
actively	 continue	 this	 discussion	
and	have	meetings,	for	example,	
how	 have	 you	 moved	 on,	 what	

”Man	 lägger	 ut	 två	 miljoner,	 men	
man	 ger	 ingen	 uppbackning	 eller	
stöd	efteråt.	Jag	tror	inte	Vinnova	vill	
att	 projekt	 bara	 rinner	 ut	 i	 sanden,	
de	vill	nog	veta	hur	det	går	och	att	
man	 aktivt	 fortsatte	 den	 här	
diskussionen	 och	 hade	 möten,	 t	 ex	
hur	har	ni	gått	vidare,	vad	har	ni	för	

#5	
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possibilities	 do	 you	 have,	 have	
you	thought	about	this	etc.	"	

möjligheter,	har	ni	tänkt	på	det	här	
osv.”	

4.3	 "I	think	you	need	the	money	in	an	
early	phase,	but	it	must	be	a	little	
long-term	in	this,	not	just	the	next	
one	 or	 two	 years.	 The	worst	 for	
Vinnova	and	 Sweden	 is	 that	 lots	
of	 these	 kinds	 of	 projects	 start	
with	 funding	 from	 Vinnova	 and	
then	 die.	 For	 us,	 it	 did	 not	 end	
because	 the	 technology	 did	 not	
work	or	 that	we	did	not	succeed	
in	 our	 efforts,	 but	 only	 because	
we	 could	 not	 get	 more	
government	money.	"	

”Jag	 tycker	 att	 man	 behöver	
pengarna	 i	 en	 tidig	 fas,	 men	 det	
måste	vara	lite	långsiktighet	i	detta,	
inte	 bara	 de	 närmsta	 ett-två	 åren.	
Det	 som	 är	 sämst	 för	 Vinnova	 och	
Sverige	är	att	massa	såna	här	projekt	
startar	med	pengar	från	Vinnova	och	
sedan	dör.	 För	oss	 tog	det	 inte	 slut	
för	att	tekniken	inte	fungerade	eller	
att	 vi	 inte	 hade	 framgång	 i	 våra	
försök,	utan	det	dog	enbart	på	att	vi	
inte	kunde	få	mer	statliga	pengar.”	

#3	

4.3	 "We	have	not	felt	any	need	to	get	
more	 help	 after	 the	 completed	
program,	 we	 have	 managed	 to	
get	funding	on	our	own.	But	there	
are	many	projects	that	end	when	
your	 out	 of	 money,	 and	 maybe	
there	could	something	be	done.		

”Vi	har	inte	känt	något	behov	att	få	
mer	hjälp	efter	avslutat	program,	vi	
har	 lyckats	 få	 finansiering	 på	 egen	
hand.	Men	det	är	många	som	faller	
bort	när	pengarna	 tar	 slut,	 och	där	
kanske	 man	 skulle	 kunna	 gjort	
något.		

#1	

4.4	 "The	 project	 was	 shut	 down	
immediately	 after	 the	
announcement	 because	 there	
was	 no	 money	 to	 pursue	 it	
further.	We	 did	 not	 seek	 further	
funding,	 the	 project	 was	 not	
investment-ready.	"	

”Projektet	 lades	 ned	 direkt	 efter	
beskedet	 eftersom	 det	 inte	 fanns	
pengar	att	driva	det	vidare.	Vi	sökte	
inte	vidare	finansiering,	projektet	var	
inte	investeringsfärdigt.”	

#X5	

4.4	 "The	 project	 was	 shut	 down	
immediately	 after	 the	
announcement	 because	 there	
was	money	to	pursue	it	further."	

”Projektet	 lades	 ned	 direkt	 efter	
beskedet	 eftersom	 det	 inte	 fanns	
pengar	att	driva	det	vidare.”	

#X2	

4.4	 "The	 company	exists	and	 it	goes	
well,	 it	 has	 led	 to	
commercialization.	 The	 project	
received	 private	 funding	 after	 a	
while,	 which	 meant	 that	 it	 was	
possible	to	continue.	"	

“Företaget	finns	och	det	går	bra,	det	
har	 lett	 till	 kommersialisering.	
Projektet	fick	privatfinansiering	efter	
ett	 tag	 vilket	 gjorde	 att	 det	 var	
möjligt	att	föra	vidare.”	

#X4	

	


