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Introduction
Cooperation between science institutions, in literature frequently denoted as knowledge-based institu-

tions (KBI), and business is – in its broad sense – one of indisputable pillars not only of the technological

development of every country but of the advancement of civilization in general. Without embedding the

science – represented by various institutions – with its discoveries, inventions and thoughts into the econ-
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omies’ fabric and social networks, no progress in economical and civilizational development of the world

would be possible. From both the individual economy and global economy perspectives, a huge role in this

field is played by innovations as direct outcome of the KBI’s activities and works. In highly dynamic and tur-

bulent environments, considering innovations as a key element for competitiveness and business success

belongs to a broad consensus in the respect of indisputably basic role of science in building modern world

economy (Claver-Cotez et al., 2017). This very notion, together with highlighting the importance of creating

favorable conditions to encourage and foster the cooperation between institutions of science and industry

has been discussed and researched in literature at least from the 1980s. 

After World War II the cooperation between science institutions and business practice has also been

recognized as an priority by the decision makers and public institutions in the developed countries. This in-

terest accelerated and took more formal and concrete shape in economic policies with creation of institutions,

commitment of financial resources and passage of legislation supporting tighter and more effective ties be-

tween KBIs and industry during the last four or five decades (depending on the country). For example, it

has been discussed by decision-makers of the European Union with the adequate tools and activities un-

dertaken in this field [SEC, 2011/1427; COM/2011/0808 Horizon 2020; COM/2011/0822] as well as covered

by the media. In Poland it started to be highlighted in formal policies and strategies not earlier than in 2000

(taking into consideration only the after-transformation period) and today the creation of appropriate con-

ditions and support for science-business cooperation, especially in the field of high-tech industries (Key

Ena bling Technologies, KETs), is declared to be one of the key strategic objectives for the Polish innovative

“economy of future”. It is also intended to indirectly change poor performance of Poland’s economy in the

respect of innovations and technological competitiveness as well as in terms of commercialization of know -

ledge in comparison with other EU Member States (and developed countries in general). Still no substantial

effects, such as actual transformation of scientific work into successful and competitive (preferably inter-

nationally) solutions, projects or products in noticeable scale, were observed. There are many reasons for

this and most of them are systemic, i.e. related to inadequate regulations (e.g. in the Act on Higher Educa-

tion), which de facto inhibit this cooperation instead of fostering it (Kromolicka, 2017; Kostera & Kozek,

2018; Kokowski, 2018).

The objective of the paper is to show principal weaknesses and barriers to building strong framework

for cooperation between science and business in Poland. Science institutions in Poland are represented by

a variety of different entities. However, due to the restrained expected volume of the paper, only universities

and other high education institutions (“academia”, HEIs) are considered here while presenting the issue of

the current problems of commercialization of their works and the barriers they meet when seeking for the

techno-parks support. Moreover, the empirical research focuses on the so called “technology and science

parks” (science-technology parks, techno-parks, STPs, here also “parks”) and the way they help HEIs to

cooperate with business and on the barriers they meet to play this role effectively. Making STPs a focal

point of the article is essentially justified as these entities have been established – all over the world, not

only in Poland – specifically just to provide the right conditions and broadly understood support, i.e. in tech-

nical, technological, infrastructural, organizational or intellectual sense, for that cooperation. In Poland, by law

STPs are set up to help in transformation of the results of scientific research and work in progress into tech-

nological innovations (Ustawa z dnia 20 marca 2002 r.; Matusiak, 2011). All of the above implies that this article

tries to fill the gap in literature by showing the problem from the perspective of STPs and combining the two is-

sues usually researched separately: topical collaboration with its barriers and the activity of STPs.

The main questions asked in the article are:

•     what kind of barriers are noticed and most commonly observed by the STPs’ representatives, and

•     how they perceive those obstacles and their impact on science-business cooperation. 

Analysis of the topic itself is hampered by the absence of data as there are no composite indicators de-

noting cooperation between science and business both in Polish and international databases. Due to the

lack of adequate sources to research in details the questions asked, scientific methods adopted frequently
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in economic and other social sciences in such situations were used instead. These are qualitative methods,

i.e. survey and structured interviews in combination with the use of other sources of information. The text

presents the selected results of the broad survey conducted in 2021-2022 among the Polish Science and

Technology Parks. 

The basis for the structure and substantive approach used in the survey are modern network theories,

especially social capital perspective and network approach to entrepreneurship (for the overview see

Domańska, 2018a and 2018b). The results of the analysis will be discussed in the context of potential forms

versus barriers a collaboration may face. Analysis presented complements current studies focused on iden-

tifying forms of interactions between technological parks and agents mentioned in interactive models of in-

novation (Machado & Lanzarotti, 2018). This article, similarly to Galan-Muros and Plewa (2016), concludes

by discussing the relevant implications for research and policy development regarding the cooperation in

question, in particular when considering the science-technology parks role in the processes of supporting

it. The article replies to suggestions by Hobbs, Link and Scott (2017) and  Galan-Muros and Davey (2019)

that attention to science and technology parks should continue to be paid. 

KBI-business cooperation and Science and Technology 

Parks: state of research

Collaboration between institutions of science and business

Appreciation for the role of ties and cooperation between academia, more generally KBIs, and business

entities as one of the foundations for modern knowledge-based economies lays in the potential it creates

for transmitting intellectual work into concrete solutions that can be used by market agents in business pro-

cesses. Among those, innovative or new goods and services, improvements in production and management

processes, more profitable methods and approaches to marketing, more efficient governance and many

others can be mentioned as leading to a company’s higher market competitiveness. The very process of

making business entities and products they offer more advanced, modern, and innovative has been realized

by the commercialization of ideas – or more simply “putting the ideas into practice” – which origin frequently

in the scientific institutions. This reasoning stems from the positive effects on growth and on efficiency of in-

novative firms in comparison with non-innovative ones (Claver-Cortez et.al, 2017) resulting from the co -

llaborations in question. This is important especially for businesses operating in high technology industries

and so-called “science and technology advanced branches”. Thus, there is a consensus in the literature

that rapid growth of the university-industry technology transfer is one of the important factors in contemporary

international economic competitiveness. The literature stresses that since the performance of national econo -

mies improves by using their specific domestic competences and intellectual as well as technological ca-

pacities, public universities and other state-run research units are expected to play an active role in

supporting national companies in their transition to more dynamic and high potential industries (Bodas et

al., 2013). Galan-Muros & Plewa (2016) point at the importance of knowledge transfer between universities

and organizations not only for those involved but also for the broader innovation system. Understanding the

factors that drive or inhibit this process, thus, becomes a priority (Galan-Muros, 2019). Connecting theory

and practice can be achieved “only if we create a bridge between University and business” and is presently

perceived as one of the most relevant issues (Taulantia & Durrës, 2021). 

The cooperation between industry and universities resulting from the need to transfer knowledge and

technologies that continue to develop during the commercialization process – although noticed and high-

lighted much earlier – was recognized more intensively and frequently as an interesting research subject in

the 1990s. In 1998, H. Etzkowitz wrote about the second revolution, during which universities included eco-

nomic and social development in their mission, and also discussed numerous forms of capitalization of
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knowledge. The same year Mayer-Krahmer (1998) researched cooperation between industrial companies

and universities in Germany, studying interactions between university units operating in different techno-

logical areas, arriving at conclusion that universities focus on basic researches and the main interest and

role of the industry is the observation of science. In a less science-based areas, the society relies mainly on

technical solutions proposed by industries. However, in all areas, the exchange of knowledge in the scholarly

and technical communities is a key element of interaction (Etzkowitz et al., 1998). 

The studies on subject accelerated much in 2000s. Siegel (2003) analyzed the process of  university-

industry technology transfer and its benefits, basing their conclusions on 98 structured interviews with key

university stakeholders and entrepreneurs associated with five research universities in two US regions. One

of their key observations is that those stakeholders actually represent two completely “different worlds”,

since they have a different view of the desired results of the cooperation. Authors also identified numerous

obstacles to effective technology transfer, such as bureaucratic inflexibility, inefficient management in aca-

demic institutions, mental (cultural) differences. They also formulated a set of recommendations aimed at

improving the situation.1

A very interesting study on cooperation between industry and academia was carried out by Münch who

analyzed the cooperation between industry and KBI on the level of the common task of creating a minimum

viable product (MVP). The authors concluded that that the process and cooperation are appropriate for the

creation of MVP and contribute to reduction of the specific risk of testing the value of a given product in the

eyes of consumers, as well as increase the level of university education (Münch et al., 2013).

A comprehensive literature review on an academic engagement in the cooperation with industry was

conducted by M. Perkmann et al. (2013). They drew attention to the fundamental differences between the

“traditional” scholarly activity and engagement, which are carried out by researchers to access resources

supporting their research programs. They also elaborated on specific intellectual property creation, and

compared it to the commercialization of knowledge, understood as academic entrepreneurship. A. Greven,

S. Strese and M. Brettel (2019) in turn explored the differences in the academic commitment of university

researchers and found support for their theory that its level depends on how the scientific community per-

ceives the university units in which they are affiliated and work.

Subjected cooperation is frequently seen in the broader context of a functional “triple helix”: science in-

stitutions, government and business. Galan-Muros et al. (2019) notice that the bilateral relationship between

higher education institutions and business, aimed at contributing to economic development, is being in-

creasingly accepted and embraced. Moreover, Ankrah et al. (2015) highlight that creation of a partnership

generates added value both for the enterprise and the higher education institution. The benefits resulting

from this kind of cooperation also have positive implications for the market. According to Taulantia & Durrës

(2021) the benefits for the market come from universities synchronizing with the practice needed by the

businesses. Thus, as the case of Albania – based on a questionnaires distributed to businesses – demon-

strates, it is the reason why the government tries to create a relationship between universities and busi-

nesses as essential for the market, especially in the fast-changing market ecosystems. The authors also

wished to provide suggestions for institutions to encourage building strategic partnerships with the industry

sector and other external stakeholders while stressing the presence of the barriers that influence the col-

laboration between HEIs and businesses. 

Comprehensive empirical analysis of the factors affecting the cooperation between science and business

with reference to Poland and in comparison to other countries (Czech Republic, Hungary, France, Norway, the

USA and Canada) was conducted by Trzmielak (2015).  The author indicated what factors (i.e. structural, systemic,

competence or awareness and cultural) can be used in the commercialization of knowledge and technologies. 

Franco and Hase (2015) in turn concentrated on factors motivating researchers to collaborate with industry,

pointing to reputation and raising the status of scientists, practical application of research results, acquisition

of funding as well as the possibility of publishing research results. They also highlight interactive elements in-

1 For a more detailed literature overview, consult Domańska (2018a).
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cluding advantages in accessing the technology market, expert evaluation of research results, access for stu-

dents to employers and to channels promoting and furthering science, such as seminars conferences etc.

Galan-Muros & Plewa (2016) reviewed the literature’s results and summarized an extensive set of bar-

riers and drivers of the university-business cooperation across different activities with a large sample of Eu-

ropean academics from 33 countries. Authors concluded on significant effect the drivers have on all

cooperation activities, while barriers’ impacts are more diverse in nature. Study unveils the substantial im-

portance of drivers for academics when taking decisions on cooperating with business even if in their per-

ception there are no barriers for such cooperation. The Galan-Muros & Plewa overview also mentions 

a stronger focus put on barriers rather than drivers observed increasingly in prolific academic literature deal-

ing with university-business cooperation as well as the fact that existing research examines only few of the

cooperation activities that can be met in practice. 

As Galan-Muros and Davey (2019) stress, although university-business cooperation was quite exten-

sively researched2, it still should be considered as fragmented and indistinct field of research. They point

that understanding of its mechanisms remains inadequate since most research is undertaken around specific

elements, rather than as an encompassing, overarching and interconnected system. 

Science-Technology Parks in literature

Science-Technology Parks (STP) also known as Technology Parks, Techno-Parks or, less frequently,

Research Parks are defined usually by the role they play in development of innovative companies and tech-

nology transfer mainly in regional business ecosystems. Since they happen to be named in the research

and legislation also “business parks”, “innovation centres” or “technopoles” the number of terms used ex-

acerbate the lack of agreement over their definition (Chan & Lau, 2005, 2000, Sofouli & Vonortas; Link &

Scott, 2007; Shearmur & Doloreux, 2000).

Harvey and Luger define those subjects as a type of business parks where the primary activity of the

majority of establishments is research and/or product development, rather than manufacturing, sales, head-

quarters, or other business functions. They point out at a proportion of a park’s work force made up of scien-

tists or engineers with advanced degrees used as a proxy for research and development activity. Moreover,

it is important, as they notice, to distinguish STPs from high-tech complexes representing other forms of

spatial concentrations of technology- or research-oriented activities (Rees & Stafford, 1983) and from tech-

nology centers which usually are created as units of universities. The last mentioned are set up in order to

coordinate technological development and technology transfer among research institutions, particularly uni-

versities, or “serve for a consortium of private corporations providing funds for the center”. Allesh notices

that science parks are usually seen in literature as not the equivalent of research parks, the latter are rather

the places (spaces in organizational sense) where businesses belonging to science-oriented industries are

located (Allesh, 1983).

STPs were studied in various context already in 1980s. Some authors concentrated on the role of central

government in the processes of developing and elaborating their activity or the parks’ importance to tech-

nology advancements and innovations in various countries (Stohr, 1986a; Stohr 1986b; Schamp 1987;

Laffite 1985 and many other). 

Among business entities, new start-ups or specialized branches of large firms linked to universities or

other research institutions are primarily associated with STPs (Allesh, 1983). Claver-Cortez et al. (2017)

define the parks through their role of stimulating synergy among different agents. According to Albahani et

al. (2023) science and technology parks are “non-spontaneous agglomerations aimed at encouraging the

formation and growth of on-site technology and knowledge-based firms”. Those entities have diffused world-

wide, attracting significant, and often public, investment. 

2 Other authors covering the issue include Abramson et al. (1997), Agrawal et al. (2002), Breschi et al. (2005), Davis et al. (2006),

Owen-Smith et al. (2002), Blumenthal (1996), Rosenberg (1994), Valentin and Jensen (2003), Feldman et al. (2002), Feller (2002),

Bray and Lee (2000), Collinson and Quinn (2010), D’Este and Patel (2005), Rombach and Achatz  (2007),  Sandberg and Arts (2011).
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Claver-Cortez et al. (2018) concentrated on the outcomes the science/technology parks bring in their

regional context (i.e. the types of regional development effects and its variations) as important information

for planners and policymakers involved in decisions on e.g. restructuring regional economies. Having ana-

lyzed the sample of 610 high-technology companies drawn from the Technological Innovation Panel (2012)

they confirmed not only that firms located in scientific-technological parks are more innovative but also that dy-

namic capabilities play a mediating role in this relationship. Machado, Lanzarotti (2018) highlighted the role of

technological parks as strategic innovation places creating “stimulation of synergy among different agents”. 

One of the most thorough reviews of published scholarship on science and technology parks was provided

by Hobbs et al. (2017). The study summarized the literature from over 30 years previous to publication to bring 

a foundation to stimulate additional research in this “globally important topic”. They point out that the attention

paid to science and technology parks had increased, but in their opinion the interest in them “has not exploded”.

Moreover, distribution of the country focus of research on the topic “is skewed toward China, the United Kingdom,

Spain, and the United States”. The review highlights that “the emphasis on studies related to UK and US parks

was primarily due to data availability; in China and Spain the emphasis has been primarily on case studies”.

STPs are seen as important players disposing selected tools to support and promote the collaborations

between various entities in the triple-helix structures, especially when it comes to building the relations be-

tween science and industry in the processes important for hi-tech branches. Nonetheless, the details of

their possibilities and potential are in each country determined by concrete legal and financial framework.

Science-Technology Parks in the business ecosystem in Poland belong to the so-called business environ-

ment institutions (in Polish: IOBs), represented by numerous and diversified entities. The centres in question

are subcategory of innovation centres (Centra Innowacji) which also include entrepreneurship incubators

and centres for the technology transfer (Centra Transferu Technologii). According to the Polish legislation,

a technology park or science park is an entity aimed exclusively at supporting the development of companies

based on innovative, modern technologies, in particular small and medium-sized enterprises, by providing

them (sometimes free of charge) with technical infrastructure or real estate, such as offices or coworking

space. The comprehensive assistance they provide also includes counselling and mentoring in the area of

business management, technology transfer and transformation of the results of scientific research and work

in progress into technological innovations (Dz.U. of 2002, No. 41, item 363; B. Matusiak, 2011). 

Key barriers identified in the subject literature
Although the cooperation between science and business is commonly perceived as valuable and 

essential for the economic and technological development as well as beneficial for all parties, in practice

fundamental obstacles prevent its effective realization. First, divergent goals and performance criteria of

knowledge institutions and business entities (in a nutshell: profit versus scientific publications) make the

partnership between them inherently ‘non-obvious’. One of the key barriers for building solid and more long-

standing forms of relations between HEIs and business is that the two parties actually represent two com-

pletely “different worlds”: have different views of the desired results of their works and strengths generally

and in the questioned cooperation in particular (Siegel et al., 2003). First issue is the access to the common

works’ results. From the scientists’ point of interest this access should be as wide and transparent as pos-

sible, the business partners’ desire is – on the contrary – to restrain it to the public (competition) in the most

resentful way (on the working phase obviously). 

The organisational culture, mode and pace of work and, more broadly, the mentality of representatives

of science versus business are also completely different. The former need a relatively long period of time to

reflect, analyse concepts, scientifically test their creative ideas and are therefore accustomed to an unhurried

pace of activity. The representatives of the second group, on the other hand, are keen on quick results (to

put it simply, of course), which could be implemented and commercialised – in a word, “transformed into

money”. These differences in mentality are not only a result of practice but are often mentioned as an im-

portant aspect in sociological studies in this area (Etkowitz, 1998; Perkmann, 2013, Siegel et al., 2003). 
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In addition to these mental/cultural barriers and those resulting from differences in organisational behaviour,

a report (PARP, p. 22) also mentions the risk-aversion of many university employees, or the poor contacts of

the communities. Fundamental obstacles to cooperation include those related to financing or legal issues (re-

sistance to funding research by industry, absence of standards for the distribution of benefits from the sale of

intellectual property rights at universities), shortcomings in terms of organisational support from universities or

the absence of regulations enabling the transformation of technology transfer centres into civil law companies. 

A wide set of obstacles for science-business cooperation were researched by Trzmielak (2015) for 

a set of countries, including Poland with absence of knowledge on science or industry, absence of links be-

tween the work of firms and the collaboration, lack of time for cooperation, no assistance from support or-

ganisations or no need for cooperation were identified as key barriers. The author also signaled the absence

of business partners for scientific research centres. 

Methods and procedure section
This article presents selected results of the broad survey made amongst the Polish Science and Tech-

nology Parks in 2021-2022. Apart from the survey, other qualitative methods were used, including unstruc-

tured interviews with STPs representatives (mainly CEOs) as well as a literature and reports’ overview. 

Similarly to other studies on the topic (Siegel et al., 2003; Galan-Muros & Plewa, 2016; Trzmielak, 2015;

Taulantia & Durrës, 2021), the representatives of 26 Polish technology parks (out of 32 operating at the

time) were contacted, of which 23 agreed to answer the questionnaire. The questionnaire constituted 

a broad study touching various aspects of the role of STPs in supporting the KBIs-business collaborations

and technology/knowledge transfer. It was meant to probe the scope, forms, mechanisms, tools, and stra -

tegies taken by STPs in Poland. However, as stressed in the introduction, this article is not intended to pres-

ent and analyze all answers received from the survey but rather to show the topical obstacles indicated by

respondents. The answers quoted were included in part A, i.e. “Cooperation of the Park with scientific insti-

tutions” and part B of the questionnaire entitled “How does the Park assist in the transfer of knowledge from

science to business?”. The focus here is solely put on the results related to the identified barriers to techno-

parks performing this task. Thus, the focus is put on answers where the STPs admitted inexistence, absences

or problems in their expected supportive role for academia-business cooperation. The list of questions analyzed

is presented in Annex 1. However, it should be strongly pointed out that many conclusions and results presented

in the following fragment come directly from the open questions where STPs’ representatives were asked for

the comment in case of a negative answer (explanation for the reasons etc.).

Research findings and discussion
The survey results show a certain discrepancy between the declarative attitude on the part of STP and

their actual capabilities when it comes to supporting knowledge transfer from science to business. On one

hand, Technoparks’ representatives highly value the cooperation both with universities and with other scien -

tific entities. However, the details of their answers revel that implementation of their mission of supporting

science-business cooperation in practice is burdened with many obstacles and weaknesses. 

First, it should be emphasized that although all respondents confirm cooperation with universities, and

more specifically with scientists and researchers employed by HEIs, this cooperation mostly takes forms of

the informal nature or related to the provision of soft services such as consulting, participation in meetings,

joint organization of conferences or seminars for business etc. This was the case of 73% parks participating

in the survey. In practice, STPs usually invite scientists to meetings, involve them in some consultancy tasks

on projects realized by cooperating companies etc. Hardly ever the cooperation takes the form of joint re-

search or common work of the technology transfer nature. Moreover, employing academics by STPs on 

a steady bases in the role of experts, advisors, trainers, or mentors is a very rare practice, i.e. used in only

5% of technoparks where formal cooperation is observed.
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There are many reasons why technology parks are discouraged from establishing more formal cooper-

ation both with individual scientists and scientific institutions. The most important seems to be some unwill-

ingness on the side of academics and their superiors to contribute financially to jointly implemented projects

with business entities. It is also an unusual practice among business partners which leads to generally low

levels of financial security for such initiatives. There are also many concerns on the part of university em-

ployees since various duties, tasks, and forms of loyalty obligations to the HEI/their subordinate units result

in reluctancy in deciding to take on additional projects.

The largely informal and “soft” form of cooperation between representatives of technoparks and scientific

institutions is common and “justified” when there is no need to officially rent or make available any technical

or research infrastructure to the cooperating scientists (HEI), like e.g. specialized laboratories, prototyping

plants, pilot production lines, simulation equipment, databases etc. The survey also shows that the pre -

valence of  informal cooperation and tied to the soft contributions usually results from the fact that the con-

tacts between partners had existed before the cooperation started: the parties have known and trusted each

other in the past, thus assume to benefit from the cooperation, which probably outweigh the risks of con-

ducting the project without formalizing it.

The substantial share of the surveyed STPs confirm they maintain databases of cooperating scientists

and thus are able to serve as an intermediary in establishing contacts between researchers and entrepre-

neurs, often making it possible to find a suitable partner from the HEIs (65% answered “yes”, i.e. 15 respon-

dents out of 23). However, since the focus of the article is on obstacles, it is interesting to look into negative

responses and find out how they are explained by respondents from the remaining 8 STPs. Table 1 collects

comments from entities that do not help in this way in the cooperation between science and business (com-

bined with verbal statements obtained during interviews).

The next question asked was whether an STP, through its contacts with HEIs, helps to find suitable

scientific partner that can be involved in cooperation with business (e.g. the development of a new product/

service by a company for commercial implementation). There were 26% negative answers to this question.

Among justifications for such responses, STPs mentioned no need for mediating through its contacts in

supporting KBI-business collaboration. They also stated that this type of activity is not in the scope of their

services as dealt usually by Technology Transfer Centres. One of the Parks responded that scientist from

technical areas (IT) being in the scope of their interest work with their own innovation/technology transfer

centres and scientists usually do not go beyond them. Moreover, in case of many STPs they do not have

access to databases of contacts to scientists. 

The most meaningful are opinions stressing that universities are not keeping up with technology deve -

lopments in IT industry. Technology parks also admitted that charges imposed by universities are so high

that it is not profitable for researchers cooperate with entrepreneurs. Many answers confirm the common

belief of opposite optics of the “two worlds” and researchers’ focus on publications rather than collaboration

with business, making deadlines unacceptable for entrepreneurs.
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Another question was about the offer of STPs of free assistance: mentor(s), advisor(s), expert(s) who

can help, for example, in drawing up a competition/grant application for co-funding a joint business-science

project (e.g. to NCBiR, PFR). The survey asked also whether STP can offer consultation in e.g. preparing

a business plan, legal issues, consortium organization or project work. This question was answered nega -

tively by 11 parks (48%) and positively by 12 parks (52%). Some of them offer mentorship in areas mentioned

in the questionnaire, but not all the issues are consulted free of charge. Some STPs admitted they have no

other offer than income tax exemption under the terms of the decision to support a new investment or they

have too limited financial resources. One of the parks provides consultancy support free of charge in the in-

dicated areas, i.e. business or legal consultancy, preparation of tenders, accounting, marketing (except for

preparation of project applications) to its residents (BPN-T). The residents also have free access to workshop

space and meeting rooms. However, many STPs claim that this kind of services do not belong to their tasks.

One of the STPs answered that it does not help to draw up applications itself, but advises where to apply and

on what terms. For other STPs, the problem was an absence of qualified staff to provide this type of support.

Next techno-parks were asked whether they offer for a fee but on preferential terms (i.e. cheaper than

market rate) assistance of mentor(s), advisor(s), expert(s) who can help, for example, in drawing up a com-

petition/grant application for funding a joint business-science project (e.g. to NCBiR, PFR), preparing a busi-

ness plan, solving legal issues, consortium organisation and project work. This question was answered

affirmatively by only 9 entities (39%) and negatively by 14 entities (61%). Here, similarly, it was explained by

limited financial resources, lack of human resources to provide this type of support, not providing such services

free of charge or not finding it necessary. Additionally, it was also stated that “the offer of the Park is intended

for park companies and they can use it within the framework of the substantive offer (de minimis aid).”

The whole series of comments regarding the most important identified barriers to parks in their work at

supporting cooperation between science and business deserves quoting. Respondents highlighted most of

all the following: 

•     The surcharges of the universities are so large that it is unprofitable to enter into entrepreneurial colla -

borations;

•     The orientation of scientists towards publications rather than cooperation with business, making the

deadlines for tasks unacceptable for business

•     Relative lagging of universities, especially in hi-tech, comparing to business interested in innovations

and their fast marketization. 

Many techno-parks pointed out that the needs of local companies are dispersed by industry and they

independently establish cooperation with research units. It was also frequently emphasised that STPs are

commercial companies under the law and therefore they need to finance themselves. Thus, commercial

activities are in the very focus to the management.

Many parks identify insufficient financing for research and development at universities, limited R&D in the pri-

vate sector, insufficient cooperation and information exchange between technology providers and reci pients as

important issues. Respondents stressed that it would be advisable to equip techno-parks with adequate informa-

tion, infrastructural and financial resources in order to provide professional assistance to enterprises and scientists

in the commercialisation of knowledge processes. Representatives of techno-parks also complained that “institu-

tions currently treat business as a machine to make money through the staff and structures of universities”. On

the other hand, STPs say that “universities are reportedly strongly blocked by the provisions of the Higher Edu-

cation Act”. Also unclear, according to respondents, are the rules for the “use” and commercialisation of academic

staff and their employment; for the researchers the obstacle mentioned include mostly either “loyalties”, other

commitments, or fear of dismissal. According to STPs, this fact imposes certain forms of collaboration. Moreover,

they claim that some universities operate in “isolation from reality” (e.g. unwillingness to provide financial security

in a partnership project), which juxtaposes them with business (“sometimes painfully”).

Those conclusions coincide to great extend with findings presented by other researchers. They include

not only the observed differences in corporate cultures of academia versus industry and their different ob-
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jectives (Mayer-Krahmer, 1998; Siegel et al., 2003; Perkmann et.al, 2013) but also barriers of systemic na-

ture. To list just the most prevalent for academics: absence of a business partner, lack of time, no links be-

tween the work of the company and HEI as potential partner but also no assistance from public institutions

and organisations (Trzmielak, 2015). Developing cooperation or work within the STPs’ frameworks and

structures does not also “guarantee” potential carrier opportunities and benefits for academics discussed

by e.g. Franco and Hase (2015). 

It can be concluded that STPs in Poland face some constraints in effectively fulfilling their tasks as im-

posed by law, especially those involving the expected comprehensive assistance provision including coun-

selling and mentoring in the area of business management, technology transfer and transformation of the

results of scientific research and work in progress into technological innovations (Dz.U. of 2002, No. 41,

item 363; B. Matusiak, 2011).

Conclusions
The study presented in this article unveiled numerous barriers for the efficient cooperation between science,

HEIs in particular, and business actors in Poland. It can be concluded that the issues covering the very essence

of the problem like differences in mentality, in pace of work or the expected effects of activities and job tasks of

both potential partners identified here overlap with those discussed by researchers who studied other countries. 

However, when talking about the results specific for Poland, what should be first and foremost high-

lighted are the structural weaknesses that could be addressed by appropriate legislation. The conclusions

of the survey only confirm that no landmark changes were introduced to reverse the insufficient institutional

and legal framework supportive potential as shown from the perspective of science and technology parks.  

Although by law STPs were set up to be conducive for science-business collaborations by creating 

favorable conditions in this matter, they face similar systemic barriers. In fact, the Parks are not “equipped”

with any tools, mechanisms or regulatory possibilities to effectively “put an idea into practice”. STPs notice

that e.g. HEIs are blocked by the Act on Higher Education, obligatory taxes and extra costs imposed on

projects with business financed by public grants. They also operate in insolation from reality. Moreover, 

academics are usually too burdened with tasks delegated from employers to find time for collaborations

with university stakeholders: industry in particular. 

STPs are practically not equipped neither in sufficient financial sources nor other tools to alleviate or

counteract the abovementioned obstacles, contrary to the formal status of matters. In other words, they do

not have instruments or benefits at their disposal to noticeably encourage both parties – both when we talk

about initiating such cooperation and on its potentially later stages. It also seems that the “initial enthusiasm”

or impetus combined with EU funds when STPs were created in Poland has been surpassed by the absence

of strategic abilities and more long-standing effective systemic instruments. 

Some of the findings presented are important not only for the policymakers in Poland but also for prac-

titioners. First, to encourage and foster the cooperation in question the laws should be amended, e.g. the

Act on Higher Education, lowering the so-called “mark-ups” of universities, which currently exceed twenty

per cent of the value of the entire project. This fact exacerbates the risks and lowers potential benefits for

any projects and undertakings realized by universities together with business. 

As to the recommendations given by STPs to change the situation, they include tax exemptions for

companies cooperating directly with a technology park or registered at its premises. Effective implementation

of R&D projects based on the academia-business collaboration requires also preferential loans for business

start-ups in a technology park and other enterprises operating there. Parks’ representatives highlighted ad-

ditionally the need for more public financial support for STPs to be allocated for salaries, training, improving

qualifications or competence building. The surveyed techno-parks reported they are neither sufficiently

staffed with experts that would be able to offer mentorship, nor have access to specialized, technologically

advanced equipment or machines for e.g. experiments, working on prototypes and other products, or at

least the solutions enabling them to rent those on a preferential basis. 

Agnieszka Domańska



However, the major problem proved to be the limited possibilities of applying for funds by the STP, which

are severely limited by their legal status, i.e that of a “large enterprise”. This fact creates structurally unfa-

vourable conditions for Parks’ activities: they are burdened with the same fiscal obligations as the big com-

panies acting for profit. To address this issue, significant changes in the legal acts regulating STPs should

be introduced, allowing them to realize their public mission. Parks’ representatives would also like to see 

a simplification of cooperation with scientists: smaller surcharges on the part of the universities, greater

flexibility of activities, as well as orientation towards business instead of strictly academic activities. 
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Annex 1. Questions from the survey analysed for the article


