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ABSTRACT 

The aim of this paper is to provide a systematic overview of current and future research 

themes discussed in the literature of Public Private Innovation (PPI). The overview is 

much needed as different research areas currently investigating PPI seem unaware of 

each other’s findings and, as such, produce knowledge that is unconnected. Bridging 

these unconnected knowledge resources makes it possible for researchers to position 

their PPI studies more effectively, and practitioners become aware of the many cross-

research contributions existing in the area of PPI. The overview is provided through a 

systematic review and content analysis of PPI literature, bringing together PPI 

knowledge from different research areas. Our findings point out that current research 

into PPI mainly is process-oriented, focusing on the early activities taking place in PPI 

projects (development activities), and especially interested in how to manage relation-

ships between public and private players. Also, current research mainly adopts a public 

sector perspective when investigating PPI. Further, our findings show that suggestions 

for future research keep this particular orientation. Only few researchers discuss PPI 

from the perspective of private firms, or consider those implementation and commer-

cialization challenges that may exist after solutions have been developed. 

Keywords - Commercialization, Development, Implementation, Innovation Process, 

Public Private Innovation, Systematic Literature Review 

INTRODUCTION 

In recent years, there has been increased focus on how private firms can be involved in 

solving public challenges by jointly developing new welfare solutions with public or-

ganizations through Public Private Innovation (PPI) (Weihe et al., 2011; Dittmer et al., 

2009; Nissen et al., 2014). A general argument for the value of PPI is that to be able to  
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develop new welfare solutions, there is a need to combine knowledge that cuts across 

the public and private sectors (Bland et al., 2010). 

Also in academia PPI is being explored more and more (Nissen et al., 2014). PPI re-

search is however characterized by being investigated from different research areas, 

seemingly with no connecting to each other. As a consequence, these research areas 

seem to be unaware of each other’s research, resulting in lack of cross-references and 

resulting in use of diverse terminologies, not just across different research areas but 

even in some cases within the same research area. For many reasons, accumulation of 

PPI knowledge is thus hampered. It is, therefore, important to bring together research 

conducted into PPI, across and within different research areas, to provide a systematic 

overview of these unconnected knowledge resources to provide better insight into the 

current and future research conducted on the phenomenon of PPI. 

In order to integrate and structure the extant knowledge on PPI, we answer the follow-

ing research question: What PPI research themes are currently being investigated and 

proposed to be investigated in the future, in and across different research areas, and 

what PPI themes seem to be neglected by current researchers, but may be evident in 

getting a holistic picture of challenges faced by public and private players participating 

in PPI? 

To be able to answer the research question, we structure the article as follows. First, the 

phenomenon of PPI is introduced by distinguishing it from related forms of public and 

private relationships. Second, the methodology is presented, clarifying the systematic 

cross-field literature review conducted and the content analysis developed by means of a 

computer-aided textual software program. Then we group PPI research, identified 

through the systematic cross-field literature review, into different research areas. Third, 

the findings are presented, starting by clarifying different terminologies used to cover 

the same phenomenon across and within the different research areas identified. Then, 

based on a content analysis developed by means of a computer-aided textual software 

program, we identify research themes being currently researched across different re-

search areas and being studied the most. More, based on the systematic cross-field liter-

ature review, we identify themes which, in and across the different research areas, are 

argued to be of future interest to PPI researchers. Lastly, we discuss which future re-

search themes seem neglected as they are only rarely touched upon in the literature: We 

identify neglected themes from a holistic process view, suggesting that an innovation 

process contains development activities, implementation activities, and commercializa-

tion activities (Rothwell, 1994). Thereby we provide a much needed overview and un-

derstanding of current research and future challenges in the fragmented research area of 

PPI. The paper ends with a conclusion summarizing our findings and discussing the 

limitations of the study. 

DISTINGUISHING THE PHENOMENON OF PUBLIC PRIVATE INNOVATION 

PPI is a rather new phenomenon being studied across different research areas, and as 

such it is valuable to know what typically characterizes PPI projects and what contrasts 

PPI to other related phenomena such as Public Private Partnerships and Triple Helix 
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Partnerships. This is done to be able to distinguish the phenomenon of PPI from other 

related phenomena. 

Concerning what typically characterizes PPI projects, the term Public Private Innova-

tion (PPI) often refers to a setting in which public and private players work together to 

develop innovative solutions targeted the public sector (Dittmer et al., 2009). The play-

ers are considered to be development partners and as such develop innovative solutions 

together through a continuous transfer of ideas and knowledge between the players in-

volved (Weihe et al., 2010). Mostly, PPI projects have no tender included in the project, 

creating a situation where the private players often are uncertain whether a tender will 

be offered after the development process. In some cases, PPI projects can also follow 

the procurement procedure, as formulated in the EU directives, called competitive dia-

logue. In 2004, this procedure was made in order to stimulate more focus on public de-

mand for innovative solutions. The procurement procedure opens for interaction be-

tween the public procurer and private developer through a dialogue process, where the 

contracting public authority and different tenders jointly define the means best suited 

for the authority’s needs, before the developer finally submit their tenders. 

When contrasting PPI to other related phenomena, it is valuable to mirror it in relation 

to Triple Helix Partnerships and Public Private Partnerships in general. Triple Helix 

Partnerships typically focus on university-industry-government relations (Etzkowitz & 

Leydesdorff 2000; Cantù 2010), and have for long been based on private firms and pub-

lic research institutions in relation to technology and product development (Lundvall, 

2002). PPI distinguishes itself from Triple Helix Partnerships since it does not neces-

sarily include universities. Instead, PPI often includes public municipal and regional 

organizations as representing the public players. 

As to Public Private Partnerships (PPPs), these can be characterized by being contractu-

al partnerships between public and private players. PPPs are more common as govern-

ments have had partnerships with the private sector for a long time (Hodge & Greve, 

2005, p. 3). PPPs typically extend over a few decades, and since the main incentive for 

establishing a partnership is risk-sharing (Hodge & Greve, 2005; Klijn & Teisman, 

2003; Roehrich & Caldwell, 2012), PPPs do not typically have an explicit focus on in-

novation. As such, PPPs can be distinguished from PPIs as the partners in PPIs, as a 

starting point, are considered as development partners and not customers and suppliers. 

Table 1 summarizes the contrasts between PPI, Triple Helix Partnerships and Public 

Private Partnerships. 
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Table 1: Core characteristics of PPI, PPP and Triple Helix 

PPI PPP Triple Helix 

Development relationships be-

tween public and private players 

with a particular focus on inno-

vation targeting the public sector 

(Dittmer et al., 2009; Weihe et 

al., 2010) 

Durable buyer-supplier relation-

ships between public and private 

players based on risk-sharing and 

development or delivery of 

products or services targeting the 

public sector (Roehrich & Cald-

well, 2012; Hodge & Greve, 

2005; Klijn & Teisman, 2003) 

Institutional university-industry-

government relationships sup-

porting technology and product 

development (Cantù, 2010; 

Leydesdorff, 2009; Etzkowitz & 

Leydesdorff, 2000) 

METHODOLOGY 

The findings of this paper are based on a systematic literature review and a systematic 

content analysis. The first investigation is based on cross-field literature, identified 

through traditional literature sources, and is performed by three researchers, while the 

latter is based on the number of PPI papers provided from the cross-field literature re-

view, laying the foundation for the computer-aided analysis conducted through the tex-

tual software program called Leximancer. The purpose in general with both investiga-

tions is to get an overview of existing PPI knowledge, and Leximancer is used as a veri-

fication of the researchers’ interpretations based on the systematic cross-field literature 

review. 

The systematic cross-field literature review 

The systematic cross-field literature review is conducted in accordance with Tranfield et 

al. (2003) and follows three steps by planning, conducting and reporting the review 

(Tranfield et al., 2003). In the methodology section, the first two stages are discussed. 

The third stage is covered in the findings. 

During the process of the planning stage, the objective of the systematic cross-field lit-

erature review is set: 1) Identify different research areas currently conducting PPI re-

search to provide an overview of terminologies used across and within the different re-

search areas, covering a similar phenomenon. 2) Identify what future research themes 

are proposed in and across different research areas, and what PPI themes seem neglect-

ed by current researchers, but may be evident in getting a holistic picture of challenges 

faced by public and private actors participating in PPI. 

In order to provide knowledge about the above, we develop three criteria to the litera-

ture we review (Petticrew & Roberts, 2006), based on the core characteristics of PPI as 

presented in table 1. We only include literature that fulfills the following inclusion crite-

ria (Tranfield et al., 2003): 

 the phenomenon in focus has to consist of public and private players 

 the public and private players are engaged in some sort of development rela-

tionship 
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 the purpose of the relationship is concerned with innovation or developing 

something new. 

Beside the inclusion criteria, we also use a number of exclusion criteria when the inclu-

sion criteria are too broad and fail in excluding non-relevant literature. The exclusion 

criteria concern papers that deal with: 

 relationships exclusively based on Triple Helix 

 traditional contractual buyer-supplier relationships, such as PPP. 

During the process of the conducting stage, the EBSCO Host database (Academic 

Search Premier and Business Source Complete) is used. Table 2 shows an overview of 

search words, search results and number of papers selected for review. The conduction 

stage is iterated several times to make sure that all relevant literature is included. As 

such, the three inclusion criteria is only used as a starting point, followed by a snowball-

ing approach, as we pay attention to the terminologies used in the first papers we identi-

fied as relevant and include these as search words in the following search. Only those 

papers meeting the above criteria are included in the final research. 

Table 2: Overview of search words and number of papers 

 Search words and total number of papers  Number of papers 

selected for re-

view* 

First search* Public private (AND) network (AND) innovation 

Number of papers: 298 

28 

Public private (AND) inter-organizational network 

Number of papers: 30 

9 

Public private cooperation (AND) innovation  

Number of papers: 312 

29 

Public private collaboration (AND) innovation  

Number of papers: 40 

3 

Public private innovation (AND) partnership  

Number of papers: 102 

17 

Public private relationship (AND) innovation 

Number of papers: 22 

1 

Public private (AND) commercialization (AND) innovation 

Number of papers: 57 

0 

Public private innovation 

Number of papers: 509  

4 

Public private AND inter-organizational partnership (AND) 

innovation 

Number of papers: 1 

0 

Public private AND inter-organizational arrangement (AND) 

innovation 

1 



Reviewing Cross-Field Public Private Innovation Literature: Current Research Themes and Future Research Themes yet to be 

Explored 

 

 International Public Management Review  Vol. 15, Iss. 2, 2014 
 www.ipmr.net  37 IPMR

* Keywords and abstracts were read, and the potentially relevant papers were chosen for further review. 

During the search process, we discard duplicates already found in previous searches, 

making it possible to end up with articles presumingly dealing with PPI. However, to 

make sure this is the case, the 106 papers go through a content screening process, secur-

ing that they fulfill the inclusion criteria, by screening the abstract, introduction and 

conclusion of each paper. This content screening process is conducted by three re-

searchers. This process results in discarding further 43 papers, leaving us with 63 pa-

pers, which are then read again systematically from top to bottom by three researchers 

independently. Eventually, further 5 papers are discarded, leaving us with 58 papers 

dealing with PPI relevant issues. 

Table 3: Interpretation of the papers 

Number of papers: 1 

Public private AND collaborative arrangement (AND) innova-

tion 

Number of papers: 2 

0 

Public private AND commercialization partnerships (AND) 

innovation 

Number of papers: 8 

0 

Public private AND academic partnerships (AND) innovation 

Number of papers: 8 

0 

Public private AND cross-sector partnerships (AND) innova-

tion 

Number of papers: 6 

2 

Public private AND consortia (AND) innovation 

Number of papers: 29 

1 

Public private AND policy networks (AND) innovation 

Number of papers: 15 

0 

Number of papers 95 

Second search Additional papers found by going through the references of the 

91 papers from the first search 

11 

Number of papers 106 

Partial content 

screening 

Abstract, introduction and conclusion were read in all the 

selected 106 papers 

Those papers which did not fall under the key selection 

criteria were deselected, discarding 43 papers 

 

Number of papers 63 

Total content 

screening 

 

 

The 63 papers are read from top to bottom by 3 researchers, 

discarding further 5 papers 

 

                                                               Number of papers 58 

 Total number of papers selected for review 58 
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As the papers identified are published in different academic journals, we find it suitable 

to get an overview of PPI knowledge by clustering the journals into broad research are-

as. Journals concerned with PPI vary from journals like the Innovation Journal, Public 

Management Review, Journal of Management, Research Technology Management, and 

Journal of Business Research. Although several journals are in play, we find an over-

weight of journals concerned with the public sector, management and innovation. 

When examining the types of journals, we concretely look at which research areas and 

scopes each journal covers. The research areas can typically be identified via the online 

platforms where the journals are accessible. Based on this information, it is possible to 

cluster the different articles into broad research areas. We do this as many journals share 

the same interest in similar research areas. 

Table 4: Journals and authors grouped according to different research areas 

Journals Authors  Research areas 

International Journal of Public Sector Manage-

ment 

• Arlbjørn & Freytag (2012) Public Manage-

ment 

International Journal of Public Sector Manage-

ment 

• Erakovich & Anderson (2013) 

European Public Private Partnership Law Review • Dittmer et al. (2009) 

Public Management Review • Singh & Prakash (2010) 

Public Management Review • Saz-Carranza & Longo (2012)  

Administration & Society • Edelenbos & Klijn (2007) 

The Innovation Journal: The Public Sector Inno-

vation Journal 

• Bland et al. (2010) 

Public Money & Management • Schoeman (2012) 

Public Organization Review • Anderson et al. (2012) 

International Journal of Public Sector Manage-

ment 

• Schmidt (2008) 

Museum Management and Curatorship • Søndergaard & Veirum 

(2012) 

Public Management Review • Conteh (2012) 

Public Performance & Management Review • Getha-Taylor (2012) 

Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly • Babiak & Thibault (2009) 

Public Administration • Peters (1998) 

International Public Management Review • Bommert (2010) 

Natural Resource Forum • Forsyth (2005) 

European Procurement & Public Private Partner-

ship Law Review 

• Indén & Olesen (2012) 

Public Administration Review • Mcguire (2003) 

Journal of Health and Human Services Admin-

istration 

• van Sullivan (2012) 

International Review of Administrative • Brewer & Hayllar (2005) 
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Sciences 

European Journal of Housing Policy • Munk (2002) 

Construction Management and Economics • Bossink (2002) 

European Public Private Partnership Law Review • Burnett (2010) 

European Public Private Partnership Law Review • Olesen (2013) 

Government Information Quarterly • Raus et al. (2010) 

American Behavioral Scientist • Stiglitz & Wallsten (1999) 

Policy Studies Joumal • Dudley & Rood, (1989) 

Journal of Business Ethics • Murphy & Arenas (2010) Business and 

firms 

 

 

 

 

 

Journal of Business Ethics • Le Ber & Branzei (2010) 

Journal of Business Research • Gallego et al. (2012) 

The Journal of Applied Business Research • Cancar & Petkovšek (2013) 

Journal of Small Business and Entrepreneurship • Hansen & Klewitz (2012) 

Journal of Business Ethics • Clarke & Fuller (2010) 

Journal of Knowledge Management, Economics 

and Information Technology 

• Coto-millán et al. (2011) 

Academy of Management Journal • Stevens et al. (1986) 

Academy of Management Journal • Dowling & Schaefer (1982) 

Journal of Management • Selsky & Parker (2005) 

Academy of Management Journal • Huxham & Hibbert (2005) 

Journal of Service Science and Management • Jalonen & Pekka (2011) 

Contemporary Management Quarterly • Bogacz-Wojtanowska (2011) 

Journal of Management • Provan et al. (2007) 

The Service Industries Journal • Koschatzky & Stahlecker 

(2010) 

Innovation Journal • Grudinschi et al. (2013) 

Industrial Marketing Management • Nissen et al. (2014) 

European Planning Studies • Visser & Atzema (2008) Innovation sys-

tems 
Papers in Regional Science • Frenken et al. (2010) 

Science and Public Policy • Fogelberg & Thorpenberg 

(2012) 

Journal of Urban Regeneration and Renewal • Johnston & Diamond (2011) 

Our Economy  • Znanstveni, članek (2010) 

Journal of Economic Geography • Siemiatycki (2011) 

Nature Biotechnology • Harvey & McMeekin (2004) 

Agribusiness • Hartwich & Negro (2010) 

Journal of Innovation and Entrepreneurship  • Nordin & Svensson (2007) 

Journal of Organisational Transformation and 

Social Change 

• Peón-Escalante et al. (2008) 

Construction Innovation • Eaton et al. (2005) Technology inno-
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Technovation • Drejer & Jørgensen (2005) vation  

 
Research-Technology Management • Micheli et al. (2012) 

Content analysis developed by means of Leximancer 

In order to identify current research themes and most studied research themes across 

and within different research areas, a computer-aided textual software program called 

Leximancer was used. The Leximancer content analysis provides an overview of re-

search themes dealt with across all research areas interested in PPI. The program has 

previously been used by researchers conducting a literature review (Erichsen & Chris-

tensen, 2013), and it is valuable to use as it, in a non-biased way, produces an overview 

of a large amount of literature. Furthermore, it provides a stronger ground for qualitative 

interpretation. 

Concretely, Leximancer is used to identify frequencies of the research themes (e.g. main 

concepts) used the most in all the reviewed literature, and also used to identify their co-

occurrence. Once all the literature is registered in the program, it automatically conducts 

a content analysis by identifying the most frequently appearing concepts. Concepts are 

to be understood as collections of words that generally travel and occur together 

throughout all the literature (Leximancer, 2011). As such, a table can be produced that 

shows a ranked overview of dominant concepts based on all 58 papers (see table 5 be-

low). 

Table 5: Leximancer results 

Concept Count Relative count 

public  2053 100% 

innovation  1593 78% 

collaboration  1263 62% 

network  1528 55% 

organizations  1096 53%  

government  1095 53%  

In order to examine the concepts in more detail, the concepts’ thesaurus is surveyed. 

The components of each concept are placed in a thesaurus that contains the words’ rela-

tive importance in the concept generation. The thesaurus shows a ranked list of rele-

vant words that lie behind a concept, and thereby is associated to and describes a con-

cept. Together with the most frequently occurring concepts and their thesaurus, the most 

relevant words that co-occur with each concept are also displayed in the list. The con-

cepts included contain all concepts with a relative count higher than 50 %, which in-

cludes relevant concepts. In appendix 1, a full overview of the research themes is in-

cluded, also including concepts which appear the least in the papers. 
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FINDINGS 

In the following section, a logical sequence of findings is offered and discussed to be 

able to answer the research question. 

Different PPI terminologies 

As a consequence of numerous authors publishing research in the young research field 

of PPI in diverse academic journals, various PPI terminologies also exist. Thus, the first 

objective of this paper is to provide an overview of the various terminologies used to 

cover PPI. These terminologies describe relationships between public and private play-

ers, where the aim is to develop new solutions. The table below provides an overview of 

the different terminologies found across different research areas. As the table shows, 

different and similar terminologies are used both within and across research areas. 

Table 6: Overview of different terminologies related to PPI 

Terminologies Authors  Research areas 

• Public Private Innovation/PPI  • Arlbjørn & Freytag (2012) Public Manage-

ment 
• Cross-sector collaboration • Erakovich & Anderson 

(2013) 

• Public Private Partnership for Innovation • Dittmer et al. (2009) 

• Inter-organizational networks • Singh & Prakash (2010) 

• Inter-organizational partnerships/cooperation • Saz-Carranza & Longo 

(2012)  

• Inter-organizational networks • Edelenbos & Klijn (2007) 

• Collaborative arrangements • Bland et al. (2010) 

• Commercialization partnerships • Schoeman (2012) 

• Public-private academic partnerships • Anderson et al. (2012) 

• Public-private cooperation • Schmidt (2008) 

• Public-private consortia • Søndergaard & Veirum 

(2012) 

• Inter-organizational collaboration • Conteh (2012) 

• Cross-sector partnerships • Getha-Taylor (2012) 

• Cross-sector partnerships • Babiak & Thibault (2009) 

• Networks between government and non-

government organizations 

• Peters (1998) 

• Collaborative innovation • Bommert (2010) 

• Public-private cooperation • Forsyth (2005) 

• Public Private Innovation/PPI projects • Indén & Olesen (2012) 

• Collaborative public management • Mcguire (2003) 

• Inter-organizational relationships • van Sullivan (2012) 

• Public private partnerships/coopeative partner-

ships 

• Brewer & Hayllar (2005) 
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• Social partnership • Munk (2002) 

• Public private arrangement • Bossink (2002) 

• Partnerships in Competitive 

Dialogue 

• Burnett (2010) 

• Public Private Innovation Partnership • Olesen (2013) 

• Business-to-government • Raus et al. (2010) 

• Public-Private Technology Partnerships • Stiglitz & Wallsten (1999) 

• Multi-organizational partnerships • Dudley & Rood, (1989) 

• Cross-sector and multi-sector partnerships • Murphy & Arenas (2010) Business and 

firms 

 

 

 

 

 

• Cross-sector partnerships • Le Ber & Branzei (2010) 

• Public–private cooperation arrangements. • Gallego et al. (2012) 

• Public private technology partnerships • Cancar & Petkovšek (2013) 

• Inter-organizational networks • Hansen & Klewitz (2012) 

•Multi-organizational 

cross-sector social partnerships 

• Clarke & Fuller (2010) 

• Collaborative relationships • Coto-millán et al. (2011) 

• Business-Government Relations • Stevens et al. (1986) 

• Business-government relationship • Dowling & Schaefer (1982) 

• Cross-sector partnerships • Selsky & Parker (2005) 

• Inter-organizational arrangements • Huxham & Hibbert (2005) 

• Cooperation between the public and private sec-

tors 

• Jalonen & Pekka (2011) 

• Cooperation between non-government and public 

organizations 

• Bogacz-Wojtanowska 

(2011) 

• Inter-organizational networks • Provan et al. (2007) 

• Strategic partnership • Koschatzky & Stahlecker 

(2010) 

• Cross-sector collaboration • Grudinschi et al. (2013)  

• Public Private Innovation/PPI • Nissen et al. (2014)  

• Combined network approach • Visser & Atzema (2008) Innovation sys-

tems 
• Institutional affiliations • Frenken et al. (2010) 

• Public private partnerships engaging in develop-

ment processes 

• Fogelberg & Thorpenberg 

(2012) 

• Policy networks • Johnston & Diamond (2011) 

• Public private innovation networks • Znanstveni, članek (2010) 

• Private Finance Initiative/PFI • Siemiatycki (2011) 

• Public private collaborations • Harvey & McMeekin 

(2004) 

• Collaborative partnerships • Hartwich & Negro (2010) 

• Public–private relationships • Nordin & Svensson (2007) 
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• Inter-institutional network • Peón-Escalante et al. (2008) 

• Private Finance Initiative/PFI • Eaton et al. (2005) Technology inno-

vation  

 
• Public private collaborations • Drejer & Jørgensen (2005) 

• Commercialization partnerships • Micheli et al. (2012) 

Overall, terms such as ‘inter-organizational’, ‘cross-sector’ and, not surprisingly, ‘pub-

lic private’ are frequently used in the literature – both within the same research area and 

across research areas. These terms capture the composition of PPI, which consists of 

players from different sectors and organizations. That may also be the reason why the 

term ‘partnerships’ seems to be the most common term used, as PPI often is associated 

with collaboration/cooperation between different players. In fact, the term ‘partnerships’ 

appears to be used across all different research areas, but is typically combined with 

different terms. 

Besides variation in terminology across different research areas, variation inside single 

research areas also exists. For instance, in the literature concerned with public manage-

ment, terms such as ‘inter-organizational networks’, ‘inter-organizational partnerships’, 

‘inter-organizational collaborations’, ‘inter-organizational arrangements’ are used. The 

inconsistent use of terminology in the same research areas may be due to the fact that 

the research subject PPI is still in its formative years. 

The use of different terminologies across different research areas may at first glance 

make the research into PPI seem fragmented. However, in spite of different terminolo-

gies in and across different research areas, many authors link PPI to similar core charac-

teristics. In particular, PPI is often linked to the purpose of developing new solutions, 

targeted the public sector, to solve societal problems through close collaboration be-

tween public and private players (Arlbjørn & Freytag, 2012; Saz-Carranza & Longo, 

2012; Jalonen & Pekka, 2011; Nordin & Svensson, 2007). Also, PPI is recognized as a 

particular partnership mode that supports the development of innovations in a broader 

context, such as to foster the development of clusters and new technological innovations 

in national, regional or sectorial innovation systems (Coto-millán et al., 2011; Harvey & 

Stahlecker, 2010; Hartwich & Negro, 2010; Drejer & Jørgensen, 2005). 

Thus, across and within different research areas, there seems to be agreement about 

what characterizes PPI. Fortunately, the use of different terminologies seems to be rela-

tively superficial, as the disagreement only is related to what to call the phenomenon of 

PPI. The opportunity of comparing and linking research findings across different re-

search areas thus is promising, as getting insight into other PPI research may bridge the 

otherwise fragmented PPI research, and support accumulation of PPI knowledge. 

Current themes in cross-field PPI research 

The current research themes, found through the Leximancer content analysis, support 

the interpretations established through the systematic literature review. The Leximancer 

analysis serves as a verification of the screening process conducted by the 3 researchers 

(see table 3 for an overview). Thereby we have examined the consistency between the 

results from Leximancer and our own interpretation of the themes gained from the pa-

pers. In the following section, an overall detailed analysis of dominant research themes 
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appearing across all the 58 papers is provided. Next, an overview of dominant research 

themes within each research area is also identified. 

Those research themes being the most investigated in PPI research across different re-

search areas are, in the following, presented as dominant concepts, which are high-

frequency words appearing in all 58 papers. 

Table 7: Research themes (concepts) appearing in PPI research 

Concept Thesaurus Co-occurence 

(Related word like) 

public  ideal type, purchasing, academia, 

budget driven, cooperators 

private, sector, services, cooperation, govern-

ment 

innovation  dairy, innovate, countries, 

knowledge-based, innovativeness, 

socio-political 

regional, external, knowledge, context, indus-

try 

collaboration  collaborators, activation, socio-

political, cross-sector, cross-cultural 

stakeholders, relationships, research, commu-

nity, industry 

network  dyadic, nodes, intra, sub-networks, 

constellations, project-oriented 

structure, relationship, members, analysis, 

organizations 

organizations  organized, organic, organization-

level, bounding, community-based 

individual, health, network, organizational, 

members 

government  governance, governing, business-

government, basic law, control 

agencies, local, business, policy, national 

Looking more closely at the data extracted from Leximancer, our findings reveal that 

current PPI research is mainly focused on the public sector, e.g. on public services, pub-

lic procurement and stimulation of innovation from a societal point of view. Second, 

current PPI research is predominantly process-oriented, e.g. on how to manage joint 

processes in projects or relationships/networks where public and private players partici-

pate. Especially, there seems to be focus on how differences between the public and 

private sector are coped with when collaboration across the two sectors takes place. 

Current themes being researched the most across research areas are related to the public 

sector. This may be historically conditioned as public governance through partnerships 

or networks became a novel phenomenon to research along with the New Public Man-

agement (NPM) reforms in many Western countries during the 1970’s and 1980’s (Pe-

tersen, 2011). Until then partnerships or networks mostly was considered to take place 

in the private sector (Rhodes, 1997). More, it may not be surprising, since one of the 

search words in the EBSCO Host searches was the word ‘public’. However, the word 

‘private’ was also part of the search words, but focus on the private sector seems to be 

neglected since it does not appear until the twelfth concept (see appendix1). Areas such 

as ‘innovation’, ‘network’, ‘collaboration’, ‘organizations’ and ‘government’ are domi-

nating in the 58 papers to a much higher degree than a direct focus on private players. 

The concept ‘government’ (ranked as the sixth concept) is, together with the first con-

cept ‘public’, related to a public sector perspective, and their high rank in the concept 

list manifests them as dominating throughout all the reviewed papers, to a much higher 

degree than a private sector perspective. Also, the concepts mainly refer to the collabo-
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ration process taking place among public and private players rather than to the outcome 

of the collaboration, such as successful implementation and commercialization. The 

word ‘process’ additionally appears as a concept itself (ninth concept, see appendix1). 

Examining the thesaurus of the most dominating concept ‘public’ more closely, we find 

that it is related to research themes concerned with public services, procurement and 

dealing with the differences between the public and private sector. The concept contains 

a focus on the public sector as an ideal type, focusing on the description of the public 

sector as a whole in relation to state bureaucracy. Purchasing is furthermore a relevant 

topic that lies behind the concept in the thesaurus, which indicates that public procure-

ment also seems to be mentioned often in the papers. This also reveals a focus on the 

attainment of specific products or services which the public sector can gain from partic-

ipating in relationships with private players. Looking at the most relevant words that co-

occur with the concept ‘public’, one can see it is related to the private sector. However, 

in the reviewed papers, the focus on the private sector is basically related to the differ-

ences that exist between the public and private sector: Researchers pay much attention 

to the sectorial cultural differences between the two sectors. Furthermore, the word 

‘services’, which is also associated with the word ‘public’, indicates that creation of 

public services, through collaboration between public and private players, tends to be in 

focus. 

As for the second most dominating concept, ‘innovation’, the words ‘dairy’, ‘innovate’, 

‘countries’ and ‘socio-political’ appear in the thesaurus, which indicates the existence of 

a societal focus, looked at from a macro level in relation to generate innovation through 

collaboration. This societal focus is especially related to countries and specific sectors 

such as the dairy sector. The most dominant word that co-occurs with the concept is 

related to ‘regional’. This indicates that the theme regarding innovation is much related 

to innovation in regions. As such, the thesaurus and co-occurrence of words reveal that 

focus areas in the papers are much related to overall innovation systems including the 

national level, regional level and the sector level. 

When it comes to the third concept ‘collaboration’, the thesaurus specifically reveals the 

words ‘collaborators’ and ‘activated’, which indicate a focus on a process where collab-

orators are activated to collaborate. Also, the words ‘cross-sector’ and ‘cross-cultural’ 

indicate a focus on the sectorial and cultural differences that exist between public and 

private players when they collaborate. The words that co-occur with the concept are also 

much related to the different players that are in a relationship, as is indicated by the 

words ‘stakeholders’ and ‘relationship’. The focus on differences between public and 

private players who collaborate includes emphasis on how to manage these sectorial 

differences during an innovation process in order to support interaction between the 

players. This suggests to a great deal that the papers tend to focus on mechanisms with-

in relationships and between its stakeholders/members. 

As for the fourth most dominating concept ‘network’, the arrangement of the network is 

highlighted in the thesaurus, which is indicated by the words that appear, such as ‘dyad-

ic’, ‘sub-networks’ and ‘constellations’. The words that co-occur with this concept are 

also related to the arrangement of a network, which the words ‘structure’ and ‘relation-

ship’ seem to suggest. Further, the fifth concept ‘organizations’ seems to share similar 
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characteristics with the concepts ‘collaboration’ and ‘network’ as its thesaurus and co-

occurrence of words contain words characterizing the arrangement of relationships, 

which is indicated by the word ‘organized’, appearing first in the thesaurus. Thus, the 

focus seems to be on framing the overall setting of a relationship between public and 

private players. 

Finally, the sixth concept ‘government’ is related to the concept ‘public’ including 

words related to the public sector, such as ‘governance’, ‘governing’ and ‘policy’. The 

first two of these mentioned words appearing in the thesaurus and co-occurrence col-

umn are especially related to how the public sector is managed or governed. As such, 

the word ‘governance’ seems to capture that the public sector governs through relation-

ships or networks with e.g. businesses. 

In order to support the findings, a Leximancer analysis was additionally made by con-

ducting a separate analysis for the papers within each research area. The reason for this 

is to make sure that the overall impression of the previous analysis is interpreted cor-

rectly when the single papers are clustered into the identified research areas. The data 

extracted from Leximancer, within each of the research areas, shows that the main con-

cepts are similar to the ones appearing when all the 58 papers were analyzed as a whole 

(see appendix 2 for an illustration of the most dominating research themes within each 

research area), providing evidence for the validation of the above findings. 

Suggestions for future research in the cross-field PPI literature 

A distinctive dominating research trend found in the papers is that the literature mainly 

takes a public sector and a societal perspective on PPI, and also mainly focuses on de-

velopment activities conducted by the collaborating parties from the public and private 

sector. This is confirmed by the results extracted from the computer-aided textual analy-

sis in Leximancer, where the most dominating concept within all the reviewed papers 

was the word ‘public’. Furthermore, when investigating the types of journals where the 

58 papers have been published, a majority of them are published in journals concerned 

with the public sector, e.g. public management. 

Table 8 shows the identified themes and suggestions for further research divided be-

tween the different research areas. The suggestions for further research have been iden-

tified by the team of 3 researchers while screening all the papers identified (see table 3 

for an overview). A dominating research theme for future research found in the papers 

is how to manage joint processes or projects where public and private players partici-

pate, seen from the perspective of the public sector. Not all the reviewed papers sug-

gested themes for future research. 
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Table 8: Suggestions for future PPI research across different research areas 

Research areas  Suggested themes for future PPI research 

Public Manage-

ment 

 

 

More understanding of cooperation limits between public and the private sectors 

(Arlbjørn & Freytag, 2012). 

Development of trust as an important mechanism in managing processes (Dittmer et 

al., 2009; Singh & Prakash, 2010). 

Focus on the skills to facilitate and manage the entire innovation process, within 

networks (Bland et al., 2010). 

Focus on development of trust as an important mechanism in managing processes 

(Edelenbos & Klijn, 2007). 

Focus on how to create a synergistic environment in the innovation process in 

which the individual weaknesses of each partner are compensated by creating mutu-

al dependency and accountability to one another (Anderson et al., 2012). 

Focus on competing institutional logics in collaborations in public private joint 

ventures with other objectives than economic development/policy objectives (Saz-

Carranza & Longo, 2012). 

Focus on features of management of cooperation processes across countries (Søn-

dergaard & Veirum, 2012). 

Focus on collaborative innovation compared with bureaucratic innovation as a way 

for the public sector to tackle complex social and economic challenges (Bommert, 

2010). 

Focus on collaborative public management (Mchguire, 2003). 

Focus on value assessment for both private and public stakeholders (Raus et al., 

2010). 

Focus on public-sector organizations' capacity and willingness to engage in a pro-

cess with private partners and on private-sector partners' ability to engage in a pro-

cess with a variety of stakeholders, and be open to sharing skills and expertise 

(Schoeman et al., 2012).  

Businesses and 

firms 

Focus on issues around third-party facilitators processes in cross-sector collabora-

tions (Murphy & Arenas, 2010). 

Focus on differences between public and private external sources of knowledge 

when they engage in a joint process (Gallego et al., 2012). 

Focus on understanding the functioning of networks as a unique form of governance 

(Provan et al., 2007). 

Innovation sys-

tems  

Focus on the complex form in which innovations are generated within innovation 

systems when bringing different players together (Hartwich & Negro, 2010). 

Technology inno-

vation 

Further evaluation of completed projects to investigate potential stimulants and 

impediments to creative behavior in construction to improve innovation processes 

(Eaton et al., 2005). 

Future challenges neglected in the cross-field PPI literature 

The current literature on PPI seems to have an overweight of research themes related to 

relationships where public and private players interact with each other during a joint 

innovation process. However, focus is mainly on the early stages of the innovation pro-

cess, focusing almost only on development activities. Also, current PPI literature tends 

to have an overweight of themes related to a broader context regarding innovation sys-

tems and public policy-related themes for the purpose of fostering economic develop-

ment at regional and national level. The systematic identification of these themes, 

through the Leximancer content analysis, supports the finding of potential gaps still to 
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be investigated in the current literature on PPI to get a more holistic picture of PPI. 

More knowledge is needed for establishing a better understanding of how firms from 

the private sector cope with PPI, and how the implementation and commercialization 

activities that private players also have to conduct, when participating in innovation 

processes with public players, are handled. More knowledge about these aspects of PPI 

is necessary as innovation processes involve both development activities, implementa-

tion activities, and commercialization activities (Rothwell, 1994). 

Based on the systematic cross-field literature review and the systematic content analy-

sis, we can identify that a discussion of the value which private firms gain by participat-

ing in PPI seems to be neglected in the current PPI research, as only very few research-

ers consider those implementation and commercialization challenges that may exist in 

relation to PPI when new solutions are being developed. This may be a perspective that 

is valuable to research further as private firms experience challenges when the solutions 

are to be implemented into public sector organizations. Also, they may experience chal-

lenges when commercializing new solutions which they have developed together with 

public players in PPI. These challenges are connected to inhibited implementation and 

commercialization in the public market of innovative solutions developed during PPI 

processes. To sum up our findings, the below figure can be used to illustrate gaps of PPI 

knowledge which still need to be researched. 

Figure 1: Overview of current PPI research and lack of PPI research 

 

The idea behind the figure is based on traditional innovation literature suggesting that 

any innovation process, and as such also PPI processes, consists of a variety of activities 

involving development activities, implementation activities and commercialization ac-

tivities: All these different activities can be looked at as constituting different stages or 

central activities of an innovation process (Rothwell, 1994). 
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CONCLUSIONS 

Our findings point out that current research on PPI is very much directed by a public 

sector perspective, and that the themes most often researched are rarely examined from 

a private sector perspective. As for themes being currently researched, different research 

areas are mostly process-oriented, as most PPI research tends to focus on how public 

and private players collaborate in a joint process. This is of course due to the papers 

mainly being published in journals with a public sector view: Highlighting development 

of services in the public sector and stimulation of clusters in innovation systems (e.g. 

regional) to gain growth. As such, a dominating research trend is how to manage pro-

cesses and PPI projects for the benefit of the public sector. 

Suggestions for future research seem rather affected by current research, as an overall 

suggestion for future research themes is that most researchers find it necessary to in-

crease focus on public and private players’ engagement in and management of PPI pro-

cesses. Only few authors deal with the outcome or value that private firms can gain by 

participating in PPI processes with public organizations. This is notable as PPI consists 

of players from public and private organizations that work closely together in a joint 

process, and as such should be treated as equal partners, but apparently there is an 

overweight of literature that examines such processes from a public sector perspective. 

More, what seem to be lacking, in general, are considerations of implementation and 

commercialization of new solutions, after development activities have ended, and the 

public and private players no longer interact with each other through a single PPI pro-

ject. This focus is important to research if private firms also in the future should be able 

to see the value in being involved in solving public challenges by jointly developing 

new solutions with public organizations through Public Private Innovation. 

We therefore suggest that there is a need to pursue research on how solutions for the 

public sector are being implemented and commercialized by private players after a joint 

development process has ended between public and private players. Also, policy makers 

should consider targeting funding programs on commercialization and implementation. 

Pursuing research with this focus will contribute to achieve a more holistic picture of 

PPI, by going beyond the examination of joint processes between public and private 

players and by increasing the current scant focus on the private sector. 

Our study has its recognized limitations. The focus on relationships, where the public 

and private players are considered to be development partners and not just customers or 
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suppliers, may have left out some research within the literature field of public procure-

ment. 

REFERENCES 

Anderson, T.S., Michael, E.K. and J.J. Peirce (2012). Innovative Approaches for Man-

aging Public-Private Academic Partnerships in Big Science and Engineering. Pub-

lic Organization Review, 12 (1), pp 1-22. 

Arlbjørn, J.S., Freytag, P.V. (2012). Public procurement vs private purchasing: Is there 

any foundation for comparing and learning across the sectors? International Jour-

nal of Public Sector Management, 2012, 25 (3), pp. 203-220. 

Babiak, K. and Thibault, L. (2009). Challenges in Multiple Cross-Sector Partnerships. 

Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 38 pp. 117. 

Bland, T., Bruk, B, Dongshin, K, Lee, K.T. (2010). Enhancing Public Sector Innova-

tion: Examining the Network-Innovation Relationship. Innovation Journal, 15 (3), 

pp. 1-17. 

Bommert, B. (2010). Collaborative innovation in the public sector. International Public 

Management Review, 11 (1). 

Brewer, B.B. and M.R. Hayllar (2005). Building public trust through public–private 

partnerships. International Review of Administrative Sciences, 71, pp. 475. 

Cantù, C. (2010). Exploring the role of spatial relationships to transform knowledge in a 

business idea — Beyond a geographic proximity. Industrial Marketing Manage-

ment, 39 (6), pp. 887–897. 

Clarke, A. and Fuller, M. (2010). Collaborative Strategic Management: Strategy Formu-

lation and Implementation by Multi-Organizational Cross-Sector Social Partner-

ships. Journal of Business Ethics, 94, pp. 85–101 

Conteh, C. (2012). Strategic Inter-Organizational Cooperation in Complex Environ-

ments. Public Management Review, 15 (4), pp. 501-521. 

Coto-millán, P., Pesquera, M., Carares-Hontañón, P., Castro, P. (2011). Serempathy: A 

New Approach To Innovation. An Application To Forty-Six Regions Of Atlantic 

Arc Countries. Journal of Knowledge Management, Economics & Information 

Technology, 1 (6), pp. 214-239. 

Cronin, P., Ryan, F. and Coughlan, M. (2008). Undertaking a literature review: a step-

by-step approach. British Journal of Nursing, 17 (1), pp. 38-43. 

Dittmer, Martin A., Christiansen, C. & Kierkegaard, Gorrissen F. (2008). Public Private 

Partnership for Innovation (PPPI) in Denmark. European Public Private Partner-

ship Law Review, 4 (4), pp. 240-242. 

Drejer, I. & Jørgensen, B.H. (2005). The dynamic creation of knowledge: Analysing 

public–private collaborations. Technovation, 25 (2), pp. 83-94. 



Reviewing Cross-Field Public Private Innovation Literature: Current Research Themes and Future Research Themes yet to be 

Explored 

 

 International Public Management Review  Vol. 15, Iss. 2, 2014 
 www.ipmr.net  51 IPMR

Dudley, L.S. & Rood, S.A. (1989). Technology commercialization: combining public 

and private. Policy Studies Journal, 18 (1), pp.188-202. 

Edelenbos, J. & Klijn, E. (2007). Trust in Complex Decision-Making Networks: A The-

oretical and Empirical Exploration. Administration & Society, 39 (1), pp. 25-50. 

Erichsen, P. and Christensen, P.R. (2013). The Evolution of the Design Management 

Field: A Journal Perspective. Creativity and Innovation Management, 22 (2), pp. 

107–120. 

Erakovich, R. and Anderson, T. (2013). Cross-sector collaboration: management deci-

sion and change model. International Journal of Public Sector Management, 26 

(2), pp. 163-173. 

Etzkowitz, H. and Leydesdorff, L. (2000). The dynamics of innovation: from National 

Systems and ‘‘Mode2’’ to a Triple Helix of university–industry–government rela-

tions. Research Policy, 29, pp. 109–123. 

Fogelberg, H. & Thorpenberg, S. (2012). Regional innovation policy and public-private 

partnership: The case of Triple Helix Arenas in Western Sweden. Science and 

Public Policy, 39 (3), pp. 347-356. 

Frenken, K., Ponds, R. and van Oort, F. (2010). The citation impact of research collabo-

ration in science-based industries: A spatial-institutional analysis. Papers in Regi-

onal Science, 89 (2). 

Grudinschi, D., Kaljunen, L., Hokkanen, T., Hallikas, J., Sintonen, S., Puustinen,A. 

(2013). Management Challenges in Cross-Sector Collaboration: Elderly Care 

Case Study. Innovation Journal. 2013, 18 (2), pp. 1-23. 

Hansen, E.G. & Klewitz, J. (2012). The role of an SME’s green strategy in public-

private eco-innovation initiatives: the case of Ecoprofit. Journal of Small Business 

and Entrepreneurship, 25.04.2012. 

Hartwich, F. & Negro, C. (2010). The role of collaborative partnerships in industry in-

novation: lessons from New Zealand's dairy sector. Agribusiness, 26 (3), pp. 425-

449. 

Harvey, M. & McMeeking, A. (2004). Public-private collaborations and the race to se-

quence Agrobacterium tumefaciens. Nature Biotechnology, 22 (7), pp. 807-810. 

Hibbert, P. & Huxham, C. (2005). A little about the mystery: process learning as col-

laboration evolves. European Management Review, 2 (1), pp. 59–69. 

Hodge, G. & Greve, C. (2005). The Challenge of Public–Private Partnerships: Learning 

From International Experience. Edward Elgar Publishing. 

Inden, T. and Olesen, K.N. (2012). Legal Aspects of Public Private Innovation. Europe-

an Public Private Partnership Law Review, 7 (4), pp. 258-267. 

Jalonen, H. & Pekka, J. (2011). Enabling Innovation in Complex Welfare Service Sys-

tems. Journal of Service Science and Management, 4 (4), pp. 401-418. 



Majbritt Rostgaard Evald, Helle Aarøe Nissen, Ann Højbjerg Clarke and Kristin Balslev Munksgaard 

 

 International Public Management Review  Vol. 15, Iss. 2, 2014 
 www.ipmr.net  52 IPMR

Klijn, E.-H. & Teisman, G. R. (2003). Institutional and Strategic Barriers to Public—

Private Partnership: An Analysis of Dutch Cases. Public Money & Management, 

23 (3), pp. 137-46. 

Le Ber, M. & Branzei, O. (2011). Value Frame Fusion in Cross Sector Interactions. 

Journal of Business Ethics. 94, pp. 163-195. 

Leximancer (2011). Leximancer Manual - version 4. www.leximancer.com. 

Leydesdorff, L. (2009). The Triple Helix Model and the study of Knowledge Based 

Inovation Systems. International Journal of Contemporary Sociology, 42 (1). 

Lundvall, Bengt-Åke (2002), Innovation, Growth and Social Coehesion, Edward Elgar. 

McGuire, M. (2006). Collaborative Public Management: Assessing What We Know and 

How We Know It. Public administration review, 66 (1), pp. 33-43. 

Micheli, P., Schoeman, M., Baxter, D. and Keith, G. (2012). New Business Models for 

Public-Sector Innovation: Successful Technological Innovation for Government. 

Research-Technology Management, 55 (5), pp. 51-57. 

Munk, A. (2002). Social partnerships in distressed neighbourhoods: the Danish case. 

European Journal of Housing Policy, 2 (3), pp. 223–244. 

Murphy, M and Arenas, D. (2010). Through Indigenous Lenses: Cross-Sector Collabo-

rations with Fringe Stakeholders. Journal of Business Ethics, 94, pp. 103–12. 

Nissen, H.A., Evald, M.R., Clarke, A.H. (2014). Knowledge sharing in heterogeneous 

teams through collaboration and cooperation: Exemplified through Public-Private-

Innovation partnerships. Industrial Marketing Management, 43 (3), pp. 473–482. 

Nordin, S. & Svensson, B. (2007). Innovative destination governance: The Swedish ski 

resort of Åre. International Journal of Entrepreneurship & Innovation, 8 (1), pp. 

53-66. 

Olesen, K.N. (2013). Model Contracts for Public-Private Innovation Partnerships, a 

Danish Initiative. European Procurement & Public Private Partnership Law Re-

view, 8 (3), pp. 248-256. 

Peters, G. B. (1998). Managing horizontal government: the politics of co-ordination. 

Public Administration, 76 (2), pp. 295-311. 

Petersen, O.H. (2011). Public-Private Partnerships: Policy and Regulation – With Com-

parative and Multi-level Case Studies from Denmark and Ireland. PhD-

dissertation, Department of Business and Politics, Copenhagen Business School, 

March 2011 

Petticrew, M., Roberts, H. (2006). Systematic Reviews in the Social Sciences. A Practi-

cal guide. BLACKWELL PUBLISHING. 

Rhodes, R.A.W. (1997). Understanding Governance. Policy Networks, Governance, 

Reflexivity and Accountability. Open University Press 



Reviewing Cross-Field Public Private Innovation Literature: Current Research Themes and Future Research Themes yet to be 

Explored 

 

 International Public Management Review  Vol. 15, Iss. 2, 2014 
 www.ipmr.net  53 IPMR

Roehrich, K. J. & Caldwell, D. N. (2012). Delivering integrated solutions in the public 

sector: The unbundling paradox. Industrial Marketing Management, January 

2012, 10.1016 .01.016. 

Rothwell, R. (1994). Towards the Fifth-generation Innovation Process. International 

Marketing Review, 11 (1), pp.7–31. 

Saz-Carranza, A., Longo, F. (2012). Managing Competing Institutional Logics in Pub-

lic–Private Joint Ventures. Public Management Review, 14 (3), pp. 331-357. 

Schoeman, M., Baxter, D., Goffin, K., Micheli, P. (2012). Commercialization partner-

ships as an enabler of UK public sector innovation: the perfect match? Public 

Money & Management, 32 (6), pp. 425-432. 

Selsky, J.W., Parker, B. (2005). Cross-Sector Partnerships to Address Social Issues: 

Challenges to Theory and Practice. Journal of Management, 31(6), pp.849-873. 

Siemiatycki, S. (2011). Public-Private Partnership Networks: Exploring Business-

Government Relationships in United Kingdom Transportation Projects. Economic 

Geography, 87 (3), pp. 309–334. 

Singh, A., Prakash, G. (2005). Public-Private Partnerships in Health Services Delivery. 

Public Management Review, 12 (6), pp. 829-856. 

Søndergaard, M. and Veirum, N.E. (2012). Museums and culture-driven innovation in 

public–private consortia. Museum Management and Curatorship, 27 (4), pp. 341-

356. 

Stiglitz, j. and Wallsten, s. (1999). Public-Private Technology Partnerships: Promises 

and Pitfalls. American Behavioral Scientist, 43, pp. 52. 

Tranfield, D., Denyer, D. and Smart, P. (2003). Towards a Methodology for Developing 

Evidence-Informed Management Knowledge by Means of Systematic Review. 

British Journal of Management, 14, pp. 207-222. 

Visser, E. & Atzema, O. (2008). With or Without Clusters: Facilitating Innovation 

through a Differentiated and Combined Network Approach. European Planning 

Studies, 16 (9), pp.1169-1188 

Weihe, Guri; Højlund, Steven; Theresa Bouwhof Holljen, Eline, Helby Petersen, Ole; 

Vrangbæk, Karsten; Ladenburg, Jaocb (2011). Strategic use of public-private co-

operation in the Nordic region. TemaNord 2011, p. 510, Nordic Council of Minis-

ters, Copenhagen 2011. 

 

 

 

  



Majbritt Rostgaard Evald, Helle Aarøe Nissen, Ann Højbjerg Clarke and Kristin Balslev Munksgaard 

 

 International Public Management Review  Vol. 15, Iss. 2, 2014 
 www.ipmr.net  54 IPMR

APPENDIX 1: 

The table displays an extended overview of the findings deduced from Leximancer. 

Concept Count Relative 

count 

Thesaurus Co-occurence  

(Related word like) 

public  2053 100% ideal type, purchasing, aca-

demia, budget driven, cooper-

ators 

private, sector, services, co-

operation, government 

innovation  1593 78% dairy, innovate, countries, 

knowledge-based, innova-

tiveness, socio-political 

regional, external, knowledge, 

context, industry 

collaboration  1263 62% collaborators, activation, 

socio-political, cross-sector, 

cross-cultural 

stakeholders, relationships, 

research, community, indus-

try 

network  1528 55% dyadic, nodes, intra, sub-

networks, constellations, 

project-oriented 

structure, relationship, mem-

bers, analysis, organizations 

organizations  1096 53%  organized, organic, organiza-

tion-level, bounding, commu-

nity-based 

individual, health, network, 

organizational, members 

government  1095 53%  governance, governing, busi-

ness-government, basic law, 

control 

agencies, local, business, 

policy, national 

sector  1091 53%  cross, deficiencies, organiza-

tion-specific, relationally, 

buyer 

private, creation, public, val-

ue, services 

partnerships 1086 53%  public-private, clashing, mul-

ti-sector, political, unfolded, 

asymmetrical, decoupled, 

formalize, interchangeably, 

modernization, neo-liberal, 

co-development 

creation, partners, sector, 

private, community, health, 

relationships, trust, organiza-

tional, role, terms, costs, 

development, social, collabo-

ration, local 

process  995 48%  processing, eco-efficiency, 

iterative, linear, adaptive 

systems, capacity, creation, 

learning, strategy 

partners  983 48%  fusion, dyad, elasticity, sec-

tor-specific, levels, conversa-

tions, cross, incidents, jour-

ney 

creation, partnerships, value, 

social, understanding, com-

mon, sector, work, organiza-

tional, relationships, joint, 

organizations, terms, project 

research  989 48%  professors, non-university, 

organization-level, accuracy, 

application-oriented 

institutional, industry, analy-

sis, collaboration, technology 

private  907 44%  sectors, privatization, tech-

nology-push, adjustments, 

market pull 

public, sector, companies, 

market, cooperation, actors 

management  840 41%  managers, manage, institu-

tionalization, style, re-think, 

activate, ideal-type, readiness 

joint, stakeholders, policy, 

context, structure, activities, 

role, collaboration, under-

standing, strategy, members, 

institutional, control, public, 
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research, relationships, gov-

ernment 

development  780 38%  summit, attached, delayed, 

inter-institutional, neo-liberal, 

reconstruction, originate, 

agenda setting, demonstrators 

economic, local, industry, 

actors, regional, community, 

joint, support, technology, 

national, groups, process, 

companies, systems, policy, 

environmental, change, re-

search 

services  762 37%  non-government, admissions, 

charging, constructing, diver-

sified, piloted 

health, public, sector, activi-

ties, key, private, costs, inno-

vation, business, cooperation, 

agencies, social, resources, 

role, large, market 

project  747 36%  design-build, sheet, project-

delivery, sponsors, co-funded, 

successive, sector-led, 

timeframe 

agencies, involved, key, sup-

port, costs, large, market, 

industry, companies, national, 

partners, private, develop-

ment, partnerships, joint, 

collaboration, work 

knowledge  659 32%  assimilation, tacit, absorb, 

mediators, unstructured, as-

similated, inter-

organizational, attainment 

capacity, external, learning, 

strategy, creation, infor-

mation, tecknology, role, 

local, activities, innovation, 

industry, cooperation, pro-

cess, context, market 

value  626 30%  re-design, business to gov-

ernment, beliefs, communal, 

stakeholder-specific, clashing, 

trade-offs, quantify 

creation, stakeholders, social, 

context, sector, partners, 

understanding, economic, 

costs, private, terms, business, 

partnerships, political, public, 

relations 
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APPENDIX 2: 

Concept Count Relative 

count 

Thesaurus Co-occurence  

(Related word like) 

Public Management 

Public   1240 100% Sector, ideal type, allocating, 

budget-driven 

Procurement, sector, private, 

services 

Sector  1089 88% Persistent, innovating, com-

bining, relationships 

Private, public, procurement, 

services 

Government  638 51% Governance, accountable, 

top-down, governed 

Agencies, policy, economic, 

strategic 

Business and firms 

Public  387 100% Non-government, suppliers, 

innovations, organizations 

Organizations, private, ser-

vices, cooperation 

Innovation  383 99% Countries, novelty, bureau-

cratic, competitors  

Approach, external, private, 

cooperation 

Network  305 79% Egocentric, nodes, bounding, 

accomplish 

Level, organization, studies, 

individual 

Partners  278 72% Complementarities, clashing, 

transitions, align 

Frame, value, partnership, 

sector 

Sector  275 71% Cross, drivers, healthcare, 

bureaucracy 

Private, value, public, frame 

Organizations  266 69% Non-government, diversified, 

districts, synergy 

Individual, network, relation-

ships, partner 

Innovation systems 

Innovation  392 100% Stimulating, cluster-based, 

high-tech, settings 

Learning, clusters, policy, 

innovative, system 

Public  261 67% Provision, start-up, sectors, 

boundary 

Private, sector, services, part-

ners 

Private  211 54% Boundary, secured, unem-

ployed, complementarities 

Public, sector, companies, 

government 

Collaboration  210 54% University-industry, spatial-

institutional, communications, 

hierarchical 

International, collaborations, 

organizations, national 

Knowledge  198 51% Tacit, exploit, marketplace, 

knowhow 

Global, learning, manage-

ment, innovative 

Development  197 50% Efficient, inter-institutional, 

agenda-setting, communica-

tions 

Growth, developed, actors, 

organizational 

Technology innovation 

Innovation  201 100% Incorporation, evaluating, 

improving, practitioners 

Construction, impediments, 

innovative, organizations 

Public  130 65% Agencies, types, private, 

high-tech 

Private, institutions, sector, 

government 

Project  100 50% Co-funded, stakeholders, 

teambuilding, contracts 

Team, level, developing, risk 
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Note: The table illustrates the most dominating research themes within each research 

area. The word ‘public’ appears to a very high degree within each of the research areas, 

while some of the other themes appear in a different order. Besides the public sector and 

innovation, the main focus seems to be related to collaboration in networks or projects. 

The word ‘private’ appears as a dominating concept within the research area concerned 

with innovation systems. The focus on the private sector within this research area seems 

to be related to stimulating clusters of firms. This is revealed when examining the first 

concept within this research area where the words ‘cluster-based’ and ‘clusters’ appear 

in the thesaurus and co-occurrence column. Also, the cluster-based view seems to be 

related to processes of collaboration and knowledge sharing because clusters serve as a 

frame to gather different organizations together so the proximity is heightened and in-

teraction and learning may occur more easily. 
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