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Preface 
 
When I had finished my master thesis, I was overcome by a feeling of 
disappointment, a sense of “is this it?”. It wasn’t the onset of a quarter-life 
crisis, but the feeling that there was still so much to learn and study. I 
particularly wanted to know more about knowledge sharing between two or 
more parties collaborating to innovate. This had been the subject of my 
master thesis, but I felt like I had just scratched the surface of this 
complicated issue and I was very keen to explore it further. To me, doing a 
PhD meant the freedom to study different aspects of knowledge sharing 
between and within innovative teams. I got to know social network analysis 
as a tool to analyze knowledge flows between actors, and as the research 
progressed I saw more and more possibilities of social network analysis. Not 
only for scientific research, but in practical settings in particular I see added 
value in analyzing and finding solutions for management issues. 
Unfortunately, I have discovered that the tool remains as yet unknown. I 
will make it my goal to change this, convincing others of the added value of 
social network analysis for practice by demonstrating its strengths.  

Furthermore, I feel very privileged that I have been given the 
opportunity to carry out my research as part of two highly innovative 
consortia. I enjoyed the empirical part of my study. One of the best parts of 
my study were my discussions with the professionals in the consortia, 
learning about the instruments they were developing, and their way of 
organizing. I am very impressed with the instruments they develop and the 
passion these professionals have for their work. 

Doing a PhD is not easy and I think that many people fail to realize 
this. When I started my research I had no idea what to expect. Looking 
back, writing my thesis has probably been one of the most challenging 
periods in my life. Persons close to me know it has also been an eventful 
period for me personally. At times I wondered whether I would reach the 
finish line. But a good friend of mine cheered me up by saying: “You will get 
there … the only question is what state you will be in when you get there”. 
And yes, I made it to the end! Now that I get to look back, I realize just 
how much this period has taught me and how it has broadened my 
horizons. I would like to take this opportunity to express my gratitude to the 
people who have played such important roles in my journey.   

First of all I would like to thank Jacques Boersma and Jan Waalkens 
for pointing out the option of doing a PhD. Without their encouragement I 
simply would have overlooked this professional option. I would also like to 
show my gratitude to my promotores: Jo van Engelen, Roger Leenders and 
Jan Kratzer. Jo, thank you for seeing the potential in me and for recruiting 
me as a PhD student. I very much enjoyed the discussions and review 
sessions in your backyard, thank you for your support. Roger, thank you for 
your guidance, your patience in explaining statistics to me and for keeping 
me sharp on the details. Under your supervision I learned to be a better 
researcher, a better writer and to be more precise in my wording. Jan, 
thank you for teaching me how to conduct social network analysis and 
introducing me to the instrument consortia. You always took the time to 
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discuss methodological options, explain things or just drop by to encourage 
Johanna and me.  

The outcomes of my empirical research were largely dependent on 
the cooperation of the people in the two consortia I studied. I am very 
grateful to Thijs de Graauw, Frank Helmich, Marco de Vos and Mark Bentum 
who facilitated the empirical study in the consortia. Thank you for helping 
me understand the way of work in the field of space science, for reviewing 
the process and, most of all, for making it possible for me to conduct 
empirical research in your field of business. Also, I would like to take this 
opportunity to thank everyone in the consortia who filled out the 
questionnaire and for participating in the interviews.  

Writing a thesis is a quite individualistic job. I was very happy to find 
that it didn’t have to be a lonely job since I had a wonderful group of 
colleagues to support me. I want to thank my colleagues for making my 
time as a PhD student so enjoyable. Special thanks go to Frank and Niels, I 
enjoyed our discussions, conversations and laughs. My thanks also go to my 
(former) colleagues René, Kristian, Joost, Laura, Thijs, Marian, Ruben, 
Johanna, Nurul, Marjolein, Derk-Jan, Larissa, Sonja and Martin for their 
support and for making my work environment and lunches such a pleasure.  

Despite my physical or mental absence at many social events during 
the final stages of my PhD project, my friends and family have always been 
there for me. I wish to thank all of my friends for standing by me and for 
taking my mind of things when I tended to lose myself in my work. I would 
like to take this opportunity to say a special thanks to my paranimphs 
Marjan and Nanda, first my colleagues, now my close friends. Marjan, you 
were there from the day I became a PhD student. You have become a dear 
friend and you got me through hard times. Thank you for being there for 
me, for our long telephone conversations and for taking me out for high 
teas or spa treatments when I needed to relax. Nanda, we (literally) 
travelled through the last two years of my PhD. Thank you for bringing 
laughter to my project and for becoming my close friend. You have a very 
positive outlook on life and I still learn from you in many ways.  

My family members are a solid basis in my life and have supported 
me along the way even during the busy periods of writing. Mum, dad, 
Jorien, Henk, Wiep, Gerben and Willemijn thank you for your support, your 
concerns, your empathy and of course for baby-sitting Linde while I was 
writing my thesis. I hope I have made you all proud. Anyone who knows me 
well, knows I always save the best for last. So finally I want to show my 
gratitude to my husband Egbert. Egbert, thank you for standing by me, for 
putting up with me in my anti-social writing periods, for motivating me, for 
bringing me tea when I was working on my PhD in evenings or at 
weekends. It is amazing how you put my worries into perspective, 
encourage me, support me and love me.  
 
 
Marloes Smit-Bakker 
Leusden, 2009
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