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ABSTRACT 
 
This research explores the crucial role of bridge makers in 
fostering the success of open innovations within innovation 
ecosystems. Emphasizing governance structures, this study 
highlights the importance of creating synergies among 
participants through effective intermediaries. Bridge makers act 
as connectors, facilitators, and integrators, crucial for fostering 
collaboration among diverse stakeholders, aligning interests, and 
overcoming barriers to innovation. By integrating the bridge 
maker role into ecosystem strategies, stakeholders can ensure 
that the connections formed are not only numerous but also 
robust, inclusive, and capable of driving long-term innovation 
and collaboration. 
Given the fragmented nature of recent literature on the role of 
bridge makers, and the various terminologies used to describe 
similar roles, this research aims to provide a clear definition and 
comprehensive understanding of the bridge maker’s role. The 
objective is to analyze different aspects and names attributed to 
this role within the context of innovation ecosystems. 
This paper concludes by discussing future research avenues that 
can build on the developed role typology, shedding further light 
on the process of open innovation ecosystem genesis. By 
incorporating the bridge maker role into the various ecosystem 
models, this research suggests that enhanced connectivity and 
synergy can be achieved, benefiting the entire ecosystem. 
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Innovation ecosystems are dynamic and complex environments 
where various actors interact to foster innovation, economic 
growth, and competitiveness. These ecosystems comprise 
numerous entities, including startups, companies, academies, 
research institutions, government agencies, and intermediaries, 
all collaborating to drive technological advancements and market 
success [1], [2]. The role of intermediaries in these ecosystems is 
critical, as they facilitate collaboration, knowledge exchange, and 
resource sharing among diverse stakeholders [3], [4]. Among 
these intermediaries, the concept of a bridge maker has emerged 
as particularly important for creating sustainable and robust 
connections within the ecosystem. Despite its significance, the 
literature on bridge makers is fragmented, with various terms 

used to describe similar roles. This research aims to provide a 
clear definition of the bridge maker's role and analyze its impact 
on innovation ecosystems. 
Innovation ecosystems are characterized by high levels of 
interconnectivity and interdependence among actors [5], [6]. The 
complexity of these interactions necessitates effective 
intermediaries who can navigate and manage the diverse interests 
and resources of the ecosystem participants. Bridge makers play 
a pivotal role in this context by acting as connectors, facilitators, 
and integrators. They help to align the interests of various 
stakeholders, overcome barriers to collaboration, and ensure that 
the connections formed are not only numerous but also robust, 
inclusive, and capable of driving long-term innovation and 
collaboration [7], [1]. 
The importance of bridge makers in innovation ecosystems can 
be understood through several key dimensions. Firstly, they 
enhance connectivity by creating accessible and beneficial 
connections for all participants. This is crucial for fostering an 
environment where new partnerships can thrive and innovative 
ideas can be effectively developed and commercialized [8], [9]. 
Secondly, bridge makers increase synergies within the ecosystem 
through infrastructure development. By establishing platforms 
and frameworks that support continuous and evolving 
collaboration, they help to create a more integrated and 
supportive environment [10], [11]. Finally, bridge makers 
support long-term innovation and collaboration by addressing 
barriers and fostering continuous engagement. This involves not 
only connecting stakeholders but also creating the conditions 
necessary for sustained interaction and resource sharing [3], [12]. 
 
Research Question 
What is the role of bridge makers in fostering the success of open 
innovations within innovation ecosystems? 
 
Research Tasks 

• Conduct a literature review: The first task is to 
systematically review the existing literature utilizing 
the Scopus database on bridge makers and similar 
roles. This involves identifying the various terms used 
to describe these roles and analyzing the contexts in 
which they are used. By doing so, we aim to provide a 
comprehensive overview of the current state of 
knowledge on this topic. 

• Define the Bridge Maker's Role: Based on the 
literature review, we will develop a clear and concise 
definition of the bridge maker's role within the context 
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of innovation ecosystems. This definition will 
highlight the key characteristics and functions of 
bridge makers, distinguishing them from other similar 
roles. 

• Explore Integration into Existing Innovation 
Ecosystem Role Models: Author will explore how the 
bridge maker role can be integrated into existing 
models of innovation ecosystems, such as the MIT TE-
SER Model [15]. This involves analyzing the 
compatibility of the bridge maker role with these 
models and identifying potential areas for 
improvement. 

• Identify Future Research Avenues: Finally, paper 
will identify future research avenues based on our 
findings. This includes suggesting areas where further 
research is needed to validate and expand on our role 
typology and to shed further light on the process of 
innovation ecosystem genesis. 

The concept of bridge makers extends beyond mere connectivity 
- it involves the strategic integration of diverse resources and 
capabilities to create a cohesive and dynamic ecosystem. Bridge 
makers act as intermediaries who facilitate the flow of 
knowledge, technology, and resources across organizational 
boundaries. They play a crucial role in reducing transaction costs, 
mitigating risks, and enhancing the overall efficiency of the 
innovation process [7], [4]. This is particularly important in 
networked markets, where the interdependencies between 
players can create significant barriers to innovation [13]. 
The role of bridge makers is also closely linked to the concept of 
open innovation, which emphasizes the importance of leveraging 
external knowledge and resources to drive internal innovation 
[1]. In open innovation ecosystems, bridge makers facilitate the 
integration of external ideas and technologies, thereby enhancing 
the innovation capacity of individual firms and the ecosystem as 
a whole. By creating and maintaining effective linkages between 
diverse stakeholders, bridge makers help to align interests, foster 
trust, and promote collaborative problem-solving [14], [12]. 
Despite the critical importance of bridge makers, the existing 
literature provides only a fragmented understanding of their role 
and impact. Various terms, such as agent, broker, facilitator, and 
intermediary, are used to describe similar functions, leading to 
confusion and ambiguity [3], [4]. This research aims to address 
this gap by providing a comprehensive analysis of the bridge 
maker's role within innovation ecosystems. By synthesizing 
insights from multiple sources, this study seeks to offer a clear 
definition and understanding of the bridge maker's functions, 
highlighting their significance in fostering open innovation and 
sustainable ecosystem growth. 
The findings of this research will contribute to the ongoing 
discourse on innovation intermediaries and ecosystem dynamics. 
By integrating the bridge maker role into existing models, such 
as the MIT TE-SER Model, stakeholders can develop more 
effective strategies for enhancing connectivity, synergy, and 
long-term sustainability in innovation ecosystems [15]. This 
research also underscores the need for adaptive governance and 
innovative system design frameworks to support the evolving 
role of bridge makers [1], [6]. 
The role of bridge makers in innovation ecosystems is 
multifaceted and crucial for fostering collaboration, enhancing 
connectivity, and driving long-term innovation. This research 
aims to provide a clear definition and comprehensive 
understanding of the bridge maker's role, addressing the 
fragmented nature of the existing literature and offering 
actionable insights for stakeholders. By exploring how bridge 
makers can be integrated into ecosystem strategies and models, 

this study contributes to the development of more robust and 
resilient innovation ecosystems. 

 

The methodology outlines the systematic approach taken to 
conduct this research, ensuring that the findings are reliable, 
valid, and replicable in future studies. This section includes the 
research design, data collection methods, and data analysis 
techniques employed in the study. 

Research Design 

This research adopts a qualitative approach to explore the role of 
bridge makers within innovation ecosystems. The study utilizes 
a systematic literature review methodology to gather and analyze 
existing research on bridge makers and similar roles. This 
approach is chosen due to the fragmented nature of the research 
insights in the literature on this topic, which necessitates a 
comprehensive synthesis of existing knowledge. 

Literature Review 

The primary data collection method involves a systematic review 
of academic literature. The Scopus database is used to identify 
relevant publications. The following steps were taken to ensure a 
thorough and unbiased literature review: 

1. Search Strategy: A comprehensive search was 
conducted using keywords such as "bridge maker", " 
intermediary", "connector", "facilitator", "integrator", 
“linker” and "innovation ecosystem." Boolean 
operators were used to refine the search results. 

2. Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria: Publications were 
included if they: 

o Discussed the role of intermediaries in 
innovation ecosystems. 

o Were published in peer-reviewed journals. 
o Were written in English. 
o Provided empirical or theoretical insights 

relevant to the bridge maker role [1], [3],[4]. 
o The timespan of reviewed articles is limited 

to 4 recent years (from 2005 through 2024). 
Publications were excluded if they: 

o Focused solely on technical aspects without 
addressing intermediary roles.  

3. Screening and Selection: Titles and abstracts of the 
identified publications were screened to assess their 
relevance. Full texts of the selected publications were 
then reviewed to confirm their inclusion in the study. 

4. Data Extraction: Key information from the selected 
publications was extracted, including descriptions and 
definitions of intermediary roles, descriptions of their 
functions, contexts in which they operate, and their 
impact on innovation ecosystems. 

Data Analysis 

The extracted data were analyzed using qualitative content 
analysis to identify common themes and patterns related to the 
role of bridge makers. The following steps were taken during the 
data analysis process: 

2.  METHODOLOGY 
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1. Coding: The extracted data were coded to categorize 
different intermediary roles, their functions, and the 
contexts in which they operate, as well as aspects to the 
bridge maker role. Codes were assigned to text 
segments that described similar concepts or functions 
[16]. 

2. Thematic Analysis: The coded data were then analyzed 
to identify recurring themes and patterns. Themes were 
developed to capture the key aspects of the bridge 
maker role and its impact on innovation ecosystems 
[16]. 

3. Synthesis: The identified themes were synthesized to 
provide a comprehensive understanding of the bridge 
maker role. This synthesis involved integrating 
insights from multiple sources to develop a clear 
definition and conceptual framework for the bridge 
maker's functions, similarities, and differentiation. 

3.  RESULTS 
 
Resulted publication count for reviewing: 177 articles, which 
were then screened for relevance based on their titles and 
abstracts.  
 
Keyword Mapping in VOSviewer  
 
VOSviewer was applied to identify keyword density among 
downselected 177 articles. A total number of 1097 keywords 
were identified and a minimum of 2 occurrences of keywords 
were selected, which led to 200 keywords at the end, see Chart 1. 
A total of 8 biggest clusters were categorized based on VOS 
Viewer analysis: 1) innovation; 2) innovation ecosystem; 3) 
innovation intermediaries; 4) open innovation; 5 ) ecosystem; 6) 
intermediaries; 7) entrepreneur; 8) technology transfer. 
 
Chart 1. VOSviewer visualization author created. 
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Qualitative content analysis  
 
Following this analysis, the full texts of 48 articles were reviewed 
to confirm their inclusion. The final selection comprised 25 
articles that met all criteria and 15 more were added from selected 
article references as relevant. These 40 articles then were as the 
base for qualitative content analysis to identify common themes 
and patterns related to the role of bridge makers. 
13 different terms were selected as a result of qualitative content 
analysis and coding: agent, broker, bridger, champion, 
connector/linker, dominator, enabler, facilitator, innovation 
intermediary, knowledge broker, network catalyst, sponsor, 
technology transfer agent. 

 

 
Initial analysis from VOSviewer confirmed author opinion that 
in the current literature, there is very fragmented information on 
the innovation intermediaries’ roles, and definitions, and even 
less information and common alignment on the selected research 
scope – bridge makers. Therefore to answer this research 
question  - what is the role of bridge maker in the innovation 
ecosystem, author further focused on qualitative content analysis 
and insights. 
Upon reviewing the literature on innovation ecosystems, it 
becomes evident that various authors describe different roles and 
their definitions, each complementing the functions of a bridge 
maker in unique ways. The analysis reveals a diverse array of 
intermediary roles, highlighting the multifaceted nature of bridge 
makers. This diversity is due to the different perspectives authors 
have on designing innovation ecosystem players, leading to a 
range of names and functions for these intermediaries. 
Some authors adopt generalized standards [17], categorizing 
universities as knowledge transfers, corporations as sponsors, 
incubators as enablers, and NGOs as community builders. These 
categorizations are often aligned with models such as the triple, 
quadruple, and even the six-helix model discussed by Nikitin 
Iurii, which incorporates universities, industries, government, 
civil society, environment, and media as critical components of 
the innovation ecosystem [65]. These models offer a structural 
perspective, emphasizing sectorial roles rather than the specific 
functions within the ecosystem [66]. 
In contrast, other authors delve deeper, analyzing the specific 
functions and contributions of various participants [67]. This 
functional approach reveals the complexity and dynamic nature 
of innovation ecosystems, where roles are not rigidly assigned 
but evolve based on the ecosystem's needs. For example, studies 
by Howells [3] and Klerkx & Leeuwis [4 ] illustrate the critical 
roles intermediaries play in facilitating innovation through 
functions such as brokering, knowledge transfer, and network 
building. 
Based on qualitative content analysis author created an overview 
of intermediaries’ roles and definitions associated with bridge 
makers, see Table 1. This table reveals that the dominant theories 
include Agency Theory, Social Network Theory, Innovation 
Systems Theory, and Open Innovation Theory, reflecting the 
varied functions and strategic importance of bridge makers 
within innovation ecosystems [2], [3], [18], [23]. 
Research highlights that bridge makers go beyond traditional 

intermediary roles by proactively facilitating market dynamics 
and promoting sustained growth. They act sometimes even 
simultaneously as connectors, dominators, enablers, facilitators, 
innovation intermediaries, knowledge brokers, network catalysts, 
and technology transfer agents. Each role contributes uniquely to 
the ecosystem's functionality, efficiency, and innovation capacity 
[23], [45]. 
Author concludes that the roles and definitions associated with 
bridge makers are diverse and very context-dependent. The 
understanding of these roles within the framework of different 
innovation models highlights the critical function of bridge  
makers in driving innovation and ecosystem development. Their 
ability to adapt and strategically intervene ensures that 
innovation ecosystems remain dynamic, resilient, and capable of 
sustained growth. 
The literature highlights that bridge makers go beyond traditional 
intermediary roles by proactively facilitating market dynamics 
and promoting sustained growth. They act as connectors, 
dominators, enablers, facilitators, innovation intermediaries, 
knowledge brokers, network catalysts, sponsors, and technology 
transfer agents. Each role contributes uniquely to the ecosystem's 
functionality, efficiency, and innovation capacity [23], [45]. 
This comprehensive approach underscores the 
interconnectedness and complexity of modern innovation 
ecosystems, where collaboration and resource integration across 
multiple dimensions are essential for success [65]. 
Summarising all these insights analyses revealed three primary 
functions of bridge makers: connectors, facilitators, and 
integrators. 
Connectors function: Bridge makers enhance connectivity 
within the ecosystem by creating accessible and beneficial 
connections for all participants. They identify potential 
collaborations and foster partnerships that drive innovation and 
commercialization [8], [9]. 
Facilitators function: Bridge makers increase synergies within 
the ecosystem by developing infrastructures that support 
continuous and evolving collaboration. They establish platforms 
and frameworks that integrate diverse stakeholders, promoting a 
supportive environment for innovation [10], [11]. 
Integrators function: Bridge makers address barriers to 
collaboration and ensure sustained interaction and resource 
sharing. They act as integrators by aligning the interests of 
various stakeholders, mitigating risks, and enhancing the 
efficiency of the innovation process [3], [12]. 
These functions are crucial for fostering an environment where 
new partnerships can thrive, and innovative ideas can be 
effectively developed and commercialized. The study 
underscores the importance of bridge makers in enhancing 
overall ecosystem efficiency.  
In more complex innovation ecosystems, bridge makers are 
increasingly “making bridges” and engaging in more complex 
configurations such as ‘many-to-one-to-one,’ ‘one-to-one-to-
many,’ ‘many-to-one-to-many,’ and even ‘many-to-many-to-
many’ collaborations [3]. These configurations form both 
vertical and horizontal relationships within widely distributed 
innovation networks. The context of these multiple relationships 
and linkage networks is becoming more significant, highlighting 
the growing importance of bridge makers in facilitating and 
maintaining these intricate connections. 
 

  
  
 
 

4.  FINDINGS 
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Table 1. Intermediaries Roles and Definitions Associated with Bridge Makers (Created by Authors) 

Term Definition Aspect of Bridge Maker Source 
Agent Acts on behalf of another party to represent 

their interests and facilitate transactions or 
interactions. 

Represents the interests of one party and 
connects them with others, facilitating 
collaboration and innovation. Helps navigate 
complex relationships within an ecosystem. 

[18], [19], 
[20], [26]  

Broker An intermediary that arranges or negotiates 
deals between different parties ensuring 
both sides benefit from the transaction. 

Acts as a mediator to bridge gaps and align 
interests between different innovation 
ecosystem participants. 

[1], [21], 
[23], [24], 
[25] 

Bridger Connects previously unconnected or 
loosely connected groups within an 
ecosystem facilitating the exchange of 
information and resources. 

Creates new linkages within the ecosystem. 
Helps integrate different parts of the 
ecosystem fostering innovation through 
increased connectivity. 

[2], [5], [7], 
[9] 

Champion An individual who supports and drives a 
project from its inception to completion 
often overcoming obstacles and rallying 
support. 

Builds connections, interacts between 
partners, and provides access to markets, thus 
facilitating ecosystem construction. 

[18], [27], 
[28], [29], 
[30] 

Connector/Linker An individual or entity that actively 
facilitates the establishment and 
strengthening of relationships between 
diverse stakeholders within an ecosystem. 

Identifies common goals, aligns interests, and 
fosters collaborations to create synergies, 
ensuring effective communication and 
resource sharing. 

[2], [10], 
[11], [15], 
[22], [24], 
[31] 

Dominator An entity that leads an ecosystem by 
orchestrating interactions and ensuring all 
actors contribute towards a common goal. 

Ensures cohesive functioning of the 
ecosystem by integrating and managing 
resources and activities. 

[18], [32], 
[33], [34], 
[35] 

Enabler Provides the necessary conditions, 
resources, or support to facilitate the 
success of initiatives, projects, or 
collaborations. 

Facilitates the ecosystem by providing 
essential support and resources to other 
stakeholders. 

[1], [2], 
[15], [36], 
[37], [38] 

Facilitator An entity that aids the process of 
collaboration by ensuring effective 
communication and coordination among 
participants. 

Similar to a bridge maker but focuses more 
on process facilitation rather than direct 
connections. 

[22], [39], 
[40], [41], 
[42], [43] 

Innovation Intermediary Entities or individuals that facilitate the 
innovation process by bridging gaps 
between stakeholders providing services 
like knowledge transfer and brokerage. 

Links diverse stakeholders, facilitates 
knowledge exchange, and supports 
collaborative innovation efforts. 

[1], [3], [4], 
[7], [44], 
[45] 

Knowledge Broker Facilitates the transfer and sharing of 
knowledge between different parties, 
connecting knowledge creators with 
knowledge users. 

Ensures that valuable knowledge flows 
between various actors within the ecosystem, 
promoting innovation and collaboration. 

[1], [2], 
[21], [53], 
[54], [55] 

Network Catalyst Stimulates and accelerates the formation 
and growth of networks within an 
innovation ecosystem, focusing on 
relationship-building. 

Actively creates and nurtures connections 
within the ecosystem, enhancing its overall 
functionality and innovation capacity. 

[1], [6], 
[24], [56], 
[57], [58] 

Sponsor Provides resources, support, and advocacy 
for projects or initiatives, often within an 
organizational or ecosystem context. 

Supports new ventures by giving resources, 
financing, and linking entrepreneurs to other 
ecosystem actors. 

[18,] [20], 
[24], [29], 
[59], [60] 

Technology Transfer 
Agent 

Assists in moving technology from the 
development stage to commercialization, 
negotiating licenses, forming partnerships, 
and supporting technology adoption. 

Links developers of new technologies with 
potential users and commercial partners, 
facilitating the diffusion of innovations. 

[1], [6], 
[28], [61], 
[62], [63], 
[67] 
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The MIT TE-SER framework [15] outlines various roles within 
an economic ecosystem, emphasizing the importance of strategic 
interventions to foster development. The concept of bridge 
makers proposed by author extends the capabilities of traditional 
linkers by not only connecting stakeholders but also strategically 
influencing market dynamics and fostering innovation. This 
extension is crucial for understanding the broader implications of  
 
intermediary roles in innovation ecosystems. 
 
 
Comparison with MIT TE-SER Concept 
 
The MIT TE-SER framework [15] and the concept of bridge 
makers both underscore the importance of intermediaries in 
facilitating ecosystem growth and innovation. However, bridge 
makers add an additional layer of strategic intervention, making 
them more proactive in shaping market dynamics compared to 
traditional linkers presented by Tedesco [15]. While linkers 
focus primarily on creating connections and facilitating 
communication, bridge makers take a more active role in driving 
collaboration and aligning the interests of diverse stakeholders. 
This proactive approach aligns with the broader goals of 
innovation ecosystems and open innovation concepts, which 
require dynamic and adaptable roles to navigate complex 
environments inside out and outside in. 
Bridge Makers also address some of the limitations identified in 
the TE-SER framework. For instance, traditional models often 
focus on sectorial roles, such as universities as knowledge 
transfers and corporations as sponsors [66]. In contrast, bridge 
makers adopt a functional approach, emphasizing the need for 
flexibility and adaptation based on the specific needs of the 
ecosystem [3]. By analyzing the specific functions and 
contributions of various participants, bridge makers ensure that 
the innovation process is more tailored and responsive to 
changing conditions keeping a united goal. 
 
Scenarios for bridge maker role to enhance MIT TE-SER 
framework approach 
 
Extension of linker capabilities: In scenarios where simple 
connections are insufficient, bridge makers can step in to provide 
strategic direction and influence market behavior, ensuring more 
effective adoption of innovations. For example, in highly 
dynamic sectors such as technology or deeptech, where rapid 
advancements and market shifts are common, bridge makers can 
help align diverse stakeholders and navigate regulatory 
challenges to accelerate innovation [23]. 
Separate role: Reviewing the literature, it becomes evident that 
various intermediary roles, such as agents, brokers, and 
facilitators, overlap with the responsibilities of bridge makers. 
However, bridge makers offer unique advantages, especially 
when integrated into models like the MIT TE-SER framework. 
There are specific scenarios where having bridge makers as a 
separate role from Linkers is advantageous: 

Complex Ecosystems: In ecosystems with high 
interdependence and multiple stakeholders, the role of bridge 
makers becomes critical. They ensure the integration of diverse 
capabilities and resources, fostering a cohesive environment for 
innovation [4], [45]. 

Long-term Projects: For projects requiring sustained 
collaboration and continuous innovation, bridge makers provide 
the necessary infrastructure and strategic oversight [18], [23]. 

Adaptive Governance: In rapidly changing 
environments, bridge makers help adapt strategies and align 
stakeholder interests, ensuring resilience and adaptability [2]. 
 
Benefits to MIT Framework 
 
The inclusion of bridge makers in the MIT framework brings 
several benefits. They enhance the framework's ability to adapt 
to changing market conditions, promote sustained open 
innovation, and ensure effective knowledge transfer and 
collaboration. This proactive approach ensures that the 
ecosystem remains dynamic and resilient, capable of navigating 
challenges and seizing opportunities for growth also after initial 
kickoff. By incorporating bridge makers, the MIT framework can 
better support the creation of robust, flexible, and scalable 
innovation ecosystems [65], that last longer. 
 
   

6.  CONCLUSION 
 
This research has answered the central question. The role of 
bridge makers in innovation ecosystems is pivotal, serving as 
connectors, facilitators, and integrators who enhance the 
dynamics and success of open innovation processes. Through a 
comprehensive analysis, it addresses the fragmented literature 
and provides a clear bridge maker definition: 
 
“An intermediary focused on developing infrastructure and 
frameworks that support continuous collaboration, ensuring 
effective resource sharing and the efficient flow of knowledge 
within innovation ecosystems, to drive sustained innovation 
and ecosystem resilience.” 
 
and understanding of their functions and significance, 
highlighting their essential contributions to fostering 
connectivity, synergy, and long-term sustainability in innovation 
environments. 
 
Key conclusions 
 
Enhanced Connectivity: Bridge makers play a crucial role in 
enhancing connectivity within innovation ecosystems by 
creating accessible and beneficial connections for all 
participants. They identify potential collaborations and foster 
partnerships that drive innovation and commercialization. This 
connectivity is vital for fostering an environment where new 
partnerships can thrive and innovative ideas can be effectively 
developed and commercialized not only short term on a project 
basis but also much longer. 
Increased Synergies: Through infrastructure development, 
bridge makers increase synergies within the ecosystem. They 
establish platforms and frameworks that support continuous and 
evolving collaboration, integrating diverse stakeholders and 
promoting a supportive environment for innovation. This 
function is essential for creating a more integrated and supportive 
innovation ecosystem. 
Sustained Interaction and Resource Sharing: Bridge makers 
address barriers to collaboration and ensure sustained interaction 
and resource sharing. They act as integrators by aligning the 
interests of various stakeholders, mitigating risks, and enhancing 
the efficiency of the innovation process . This role is crucial for 

5.  DISCUSSION 

supporting long-term innovation and collaboration. 
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Strategic Interventions: The proactive nature of bridge makers 
extends beyond traditional intermediary roles. They strategically 
facilitate market dynamics and promote sustained growth, acting 
as connectors, dominators, enablers, facilitators, innovation 
intermediaries, knowledge brokers, network catalysts, and 
technology transfer agents. This multifaceted approach ensures 
that innovation ecosystems remain dynamic, resilient, and 
capable of sustained growth. 
Adaptation and Flexibility: Understanding of bridge makers 
within different innovation ecosystem models highlights the 
need for flexibility and adaptation based on the ecosystem's 
specific needs. Bridge makers ensure that the innovation process 
is tailored and responsive to changing conditions, thereby 
enhancing the overall ecosystem efficiency. 
 
Integration into Existing Models: Integrating bridge makers 
role and functions into existing models, such as the MIT TE-SER 
framework, enhances the framework's ability to adapt to 
changing market conditions, promote sustained open innovation, 
and ensure effective knowledge transfer and collaboration. This 
integration supports the creation of more robust, flexible, and 
scalable innovation ecosystems. 
 
Recommendations for Future Research 
 
Empirical Studies on Effectiveness: Future research should 
empirically investigate the effectiveness of the bridge maker role 
in enhancing the overall innovation ecosystem. Studies could 
focus on comparing ecosystems with established bridge maker 
roles to those without, assessing the impact on innovation 
outcomes, collaboration efficiency, and market success [13]. 
Context-Specific Analysis: Further research should explore the 
bridge maker role in different contexts and industries to 
understand how their functions and effectiveness vary across 
various innovation ecosystems. This context-specific analysis 
can provide deeper insights into the strategic interventions 
required for different ecosystems [5], [6], [15]. 
Longitudinal Studies: Conducting longitudinal studies can shed 
light on the long-term impact of bridge makers on innovation 
ecosystems. Such studies would help in understanding how 
bridge makers evolve over time and how their strategic 
interventions influence the sustained growth and adaptability of 
the ecosystem [28]. 
Integration with Emerging Technologies: Investigating how 
bridge makers can leverage emerging technologies, such as 
artificial intelligence, blockchain and solutions like digital twins 
of ecosystems, to enhance their connectivity and facilitation 
functions would be valuable. This research could provide 
insights into how technology can support bridge makers in 
creating more dynamic and responsive open innovation 
ecosystems [14], [67]. 
Policy and Governance Implications: Future research should 
also examine the policy and governance implications of 
integrating bridge makers into innovation ecosystems. 
Understanding how policy frameworks can support or hinder the 
role of bridge makers can inform strategies for developing 
supportive governance structures [22], [48]. 
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