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Abstract 
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capacities for utilizing the earmarked RTDI Cohesion funds and to 
improve local anchoring of research projects.  
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Lisbon Strategy’s goal was already ambitious – for the European Union to become “the 
most competitive, dynamic, knowledge-based economy by year 2010” – when it was 
proclaimed in 2000. The original challenge, re-crafted in 2005, was also enormous, to 
create more and better jobs by modernising the European economy.  

These overarching goals were refined into specific targets, 3% of Europe’s Gross Domestic 
Product (GDP) being invested in Research and Development (R&D), and an employment 
rate of 70% of the active population, which were to be achieved by the end of next year 
(2010). An additional element has now added itself to this matrix, the global economic 
recession with its negative impacts on employment, consumption and investment. EU 
support for, and facilitation of, Research, Technological Development and Innovation 
(RTDI) is one of the main policy approaches deployed to achieve these goals. 

This study for the Committee on Regional Development of the European Parliament 
examines this whole area against the background of “Moving towards a territorialisation of 
European RTDI policies”. It addresses this task through an extensive review of documents 
and published research, complemented by 23 case studies of innovation experiences across 
the EU. Appropriate case study examples are cited throughout the study. The complete 
sample of case study abstracts can be found in the Annex. 

Chapter 2 lays the foundations by tackling the vital, obvious, yet often under-addressed, 
question of what innovation actually is, and what elements lead to economically, 
technologically and socially successful innovation. This is no academic pursuit of knowledge 
for its own sake. An understanding of the realities of innovation and the elements which 
facilitate its flowering, has to be a sine qua non for evaluating existing innovation support 
policies and suggesting avenues for more effective future actions. 

Research shows that public investment in RTDI does have a positive impact on growth and 
employment. A positive impact that is, however, more visible in the long term. Public 
investment facilitates and boosts innovation, but is only one of the factors that does so. 
Achieving the correct blend of these factors is therefore one of the keys to achieving 
success. 

Having achieved a working definition of innovation, the next challenge was to define RTDI. 
The term actually describes a set of processes which are sometimes, though not always, 
interrelated. In larger firms or more high-tech industries innovation often follows a classical 
linear approach where R&D departments develop new products which then pass through 
testing into production within the firm. In less high-tech industries and many Small and 
Medium-sized Enterprises (SMEs) innovation inputs often come from other sources – 
informal networks, feedback from clients and suppliers, innovation institutions or 
personnel. Identifying the real economic make-up of a region will therefore influence the 
choice of innovation support measures. 

Innovation is born where interactions between the generation and diffusion of knowledge, 
and interactions between knowledge application and exploitation meet. These interactions 
happen on-site and in the region – where they are often called the “local buzz” – and 
should also form part of global information and innovation pipelines. SMEs are sometimes 
isolated from the former, and more often lack connections to the latter. Regional policy 
actors have major roles to play in facilitating “Regional Innovation Systems” where 
potential beneficiaries are identified, then integrated into ‘innovation positive’ 
environments. 
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Innovation is almost invariably labour intensive, and can often be capital intensive as well. 
Economies of scale and access to operational and capital financing therefore play a 
determining role in persuading firms to risk the necessary investments, and supporting 
them when they do so. Innovation thus comes to be seen as a ‘public good’. Public action is 
essential if market imperfections are to be counterbalanced. Otherwise innovation will 
continue to be concentrated in those regions, which already have an established innovation 
track record. 

Such support can cover a broad range of actions from infrastructure development through 
financial incentives to training, guidance material and many others. Organisational and 
societal support elements may prove to be as important as technological innovation in 
boosting a knowledge-based economy throughout the EU. 

Chapter 3 moves on to focus on the territorial dimension of current European RTDI 
policies. Here a variety of instruments deploy considerable resources to supporting the 
Lisbon goals for the current 2007-2013 programming period. The primary instruments are 
Structural Funds, the Framework Programme for Research (FP7), and the Competitiveness 
and Innovation Programme (CIP). 

60% of the Cohesion funds for Convergence and 75% of those for Competitiveness are now 
earmarked for Lisbon-related objectives. These ratios are obligatory for the older Member 
States (EU 15) and optional for the new Member States (EU 12). Structural Fund 
Operational Programmes devote around €26bn to RTDI measures. A figure that rises to 
€86bn if a wider set of innovation related measures are included. The 7th Framework 
Programme has a budget of €53.2bn, and the CIP adds a further €3.6bn. 

These instruments now share a common programming period, but the fact that they were 
designed with different innovation targets, and target audiences in mind still shapes their 
funding decisions.  

The Structural Funds tend to concentrate on innovation infrastructure, with most funding 
going to knowledge producers. Relatively little is available for what can be termed 
innovation governance. This concentration partly explains, and almost certainly 
perpetuates, a remarkable concentration of Structural Fund RDTI funding on the more 
successful innovation regions.  

FP7 focuses on research excellence, so those applying for FP funding tend to those with the 
highest potential for excellence in research. FP7 has, for the first time, a regional capacities 
element and coupled with the Regions of Knowledge initiative, this now includes 8.35% of 
FP7 funding. Applications under these headings have far outnumbered the (limited) 
resources available. 

The question of over-concentration on supply-side, as opposed to demand-led innovation, 
is posed. The RIS/RITTS 1994-2006 was a unique initiative embracing local stakeholders 
and helping them analyse their innovation needs and possibilities. 

The question of addressing a more “Triple-Helix” approach to innovation involving centres 
of knowledge production, centres of knowledge implementation and centres of local 
administration is frequently not posed, much less answered. 

The study concludes that significant, although inadequate, resources are available through 
different instruments. None of these instruments were designed to specifically target 
regional innovation as such, and they tend to focus on aspects of innovation, rather than 
innovation as a cohesive process. 

This leads naturally to the role of governance in innovation policies, which is the subject of 
Chapter 4. Governance plays a crucial role in knowledge-based economies. The trend in 



Moving Towards a Territorialisation of European R&D and Innovation Policies 
___________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 9

governance is increasingly one of governance through networks involving all the different 
stakeholders. 

There is an understandable tendency for national RTDI policies to concentrate on zones 
that are already successful, notably central urban areas. Less favoured regions therefore 
tend to look to European initiatives to help them redress this imbalance. This reinforces the 
need for multi-level governance networks in the innovation domain. Stakeholders need to 
work together locally (horizontally) and with the national and the European levels 
(vertically). 

Innovation policy demands an evolution from understanding the process of innovation to a 
policy learning governance model. This shift is neither homogenous nor universal as there 
is a degree of inertia in all governance structures. The real balance between the shift in 
innovation policy and the inertia of some stakeholders varies on almost a case-by-case 
basis. 

Successful regional innovation policies require organisational, institutional and financial 
capacities to facilitate and support the linking of the regional business sector into wider 
networks. Although this requirement is widely recognised, few resources are available for 
developing such regional human and material capacities when compared with those 
available for projects. 

The approaches and implementation of the different European policies and instruments 
tend to largely reserve a managerial/implementation/utilisation role for local and regional 
stakeholders. Development of an effective RTDI system of multi-level governance would 
require a greater role for local stakeholders in designing and defining many of the 
elements. 

The LEADER and EQUAL Community initiatives did support the emergence of new 
governance models particularly the active involvement of local stakeholders and supported 
innovation in a non-technological, but societal and governance context. LEADER+ was also 
instrumental in assisting the emergence of local/territorial projects. 

Experience suggests that the capacity of a regional body to reach out and build operational 
networks involving stakeholders such as local educational and economic actors plays at 
least as important a role as the formal status of the regional body in question. 

Chapter 5 seeks to pull all these different and diverse strands together into a relatively 
coherent set of conclusions and recommendations. 

Understanding and approaching innovation as a dynamic and complex process involving its 
stakeholders and influenced by its environment is sine qua non for modernising Europe’s 
economy. The Lisbon strategy therefore needs to reinforce the role of regional innovation 
as a driver of change and growth towards a more modern European economy.  

The regional realities, in particular their differences, need to be seen as development assets 
rather than as obstacles. This suggests that policy makers should avoid designing and 
advocating standard “one size fits all” innovation approaches. Policy research needs to be 
strengthened in terms of grasping the innovation needs and barriers in different industrial 
and regional settings. Local stakeholders should be offered clear, usable, advice. Advice 
materials may need to be produced in the national languages. 

Regions need to be involved in the whole process. While additional resources are certainly 
required, differentiated local and regional strategies would improve the return on current 
investment levels. The role of regions in designing and implementing such strategies should 
be enhanced. This is not so much a question of formal competences, more one of flexible 
resources and support for capacity building. 
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Innovation should be at the heart of cohesion policies and should reinforce innovation 
processes in regional settings. Innovation needs a broader focus – especially in weaker 
regions. New policy approaches involving relevant actors jointly developing strategies, 
implementing and evaluating them require support, backing and reinforcement from 
European policies. Extending the focus of innovation from a technological to a societal and 
organisational one, accepting the triple helix (public bodies-research-industry) basis, and 
linking to national and international actors and systems is an avenue of approach that 
requires more attention. Systematic efforts should be made to encourage and facilitate 
interregional communication and cooperation. Such efforts would be pointless if they did 
not include sufficient financial resources.  

Actions that strengthen development regional competencies should be supported. This 
could include incentives and resources for the development of regional innovation 
strategies. Efforts must be made to reduce or alleviate the barriers to regions and SMEs 
benefiting from innovation approaches under the various European sectoral policies. 

The effectiveness of earmarking funds for specific goals needs to be evaluated. Particular 
attention should be paid to measures to improve regional absorption capacities through 
capacity building. Greater capacities and an increased participation would probably lead to 
different approaches in different regions. Funding systems would then need sufficient 
flexibility to able to respond to these different approaches, including more venture capital 
and other funding mechanisms for enterprises. 

RIS/RITTS is the only European policy instrument supporting policy development based 
on an analysis of regional innovation systems, capacities and implementation – including 
networking and exchange of experience. A programme with a similar focus should be re-
established. Successful elements of the RIS/RITTS approach, especially cooperation 
between regional actors of different Member States and regions need to be reinforced in all 
programme strands. European policies play a very important role in giving guidance, 
directions and support for such approaches. Mainstreaming innovative policy approaches 
like RIS/RITTS, Leader and EQUAL runs the risk of eliminating these “niche approaches”, as 
they often do not fit well into mainstream policies. European policies are asked for 
stimulating innovation in policy making.  

Although the European Research policy should continue to support excellence, more 
attention needs to be paid to better embedding FP7 projects in the regions where they are 
carried out. Initiatives linking FP7 to regional actors and policy makers have stimulated 
many interesting projects. As demand outstripped available funding, more resources are 
urgently needed in this area.  

The essence of the different constraints and bottlenecks which this study has identified, and 
the recommendations it puts forward in terms of removing or at least alleviating them, is 
that the overall policy approach has to be more focused on the regions. A key element of 
this enhanced focus has to be a greater involvement of regional stakeholders in designing 
and implementing those vital policies. 

Given the scale of the challenges facing innovation in Europe, and the depth of the 
economic recession, greater resources will certainly be needed. These would be 
considerably more effective if the skills, insights and ideas of the end users formed an 
integral part of deciding on how those resources could best be used. 
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1. BACKGROUND AND SCOPE OF THE STUDY 

Background 

The “Lisbon Strategy”1 is an ambitious political initiative for the European Union (EU) to 
become “the most competitive, dynamic, knowledge-based economy by year 2010”. Set 
out in 2000 with a major re-launch in 2005 the focus lies on creating more and better jobs 
by modernising the European economy. The main emphasis is placed on knowledge, the 
strengthening of human capital and innovation as well as on the “greening of the 
economy”. Two specific targets underpin this strategy. By 2010, 3% of Europe’s GDP 
should be invested in R&D (up from 1,9%) and the employment rate should reach 70%2.  

National Reform Programmes based on the Integrated Guidelines were presented in 2006 
and constitute the basis for the reform, where Member States deliver annual reports on the 
implementation. European policies are crucial to the implementation of the Lisbon strategy, 
especially in the fields of research, cohesion policy, internal market, competition, 
environment and employment. A significant amount of Cohesion funding has been 
earmarked for supporting the growth and jobs objectives (60% in regions under the 
convergence objective and 75% in regions under the competitive and employment 
objective). The European Commission works continuously with the Member States on the 
implementation and proposes concrete actions to drive the strategy forward.  

Fostering and promoting the knowledge economy has become a key issue in European 
policies – in terms of budget as well as in policy directions. Important policies like European 
Research policy and European Regional policies have integrated aspects of the knowledge 
economy and have gradually been converging to some degree. Interactions between them 
are becoming more and more visible: European RTDI3 policy and Cohesion policy. Multi-
level governance has gained importance in terms of policy implementation in both fields.  

European RTDI policy has shifted from a science and technology based approach towards 
a much broader targeted policy including territorial and – to some degree – even social 
objectives. The 7th Framework Programme (FP7) has introduced a regional dimension. 
Science and technology should impact in all policy fields. The European Research Area 
strategy is designed to create a unified area across Europe, where European national and 
regional research programmes should be connected and optimised, obstacles for 
researchers’ mobility should be removed and strong links with partners in the regions and 
around the world developed. An important mission of the ERA is to “Share, teach, value 
and use knowledge effectively for social, business and policy purposes”. Europe should 
contribute to global development and take a leading role in international initiatives to solve 
global issues. Only projects that contribute to the building of an ERA are supported. 

Although the EU and Member States have taken many initiatives, there are still strong 
national and institutional barriers which prevent ERA from becoming a reality. The 
European Commission Green Paper on ERA4 reviewed progress made, and progress yet to 
be achieved. Following the public consultation results, the Commission and Member States 
launched new initiatives to develop ERA5, including an enhanced political governance of 

                                          

 
1  COM (2005)24. 
2  http://ec.europa.eu/grwothandjobs 
3  Research, Technological Development and Innovation 
4  http://ec.europa.eu/research/era/consultation-era_en.html#greenpaper 
5  http://ec.europa.eu/research/era/specific-era-initiatives_en.html 
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ERA, called the "Ljubljana Process", and five initiatives on specific areas of the ERA Green 
Paper.  

The European policy focus is increasingly on governance – considering the complex 
interplay of vertical and horizontal interrelations and dynamics of interaction between the 
public sector, and – what is especially important for RTDI – between private, semi-public 
and public institutions. The importance of the local and regional levels has grown in terms 
of policy implementation and facilitation. This is especially true for RTDI issues. There are 
accordingly a wide set of projects, instruments and approaches developed to put individual 
regions on the “map” as centres of excellence, as hubs for innovation or as focal points for 
cluster development. Regional innovation systems, regional embedding of key RTDI 
players, and the role of regions in organising science, technology and innovation have 
become key points in a “territorialised RTDI policy”.  

RTDI has become one of the most researched fields in the recent past: a variety of 
conceptual, theoretical and practical studies have investigated mechanisms, patterns, best 
practices, and benchmarking of RTDI policies.  

Merging various policy fields, instruments and measures with objectives related to “Lisbon” 
and “social, economic and territorial cohesion” remains a challenge with more than its 
share of tensions, and contradictions.  

The study 

The purpose of this study is to identify such gaps, discrepancies and contradictions in policy 
settings that arise throughout the twin processes of the "Lisbonisation” of Regional policy 
and the “territorialisation” of RTDI policy.  

The main objectives of the study are to: 

a) explore the main features of the territorial dimension of European RTD-policy 
– especially related to the ERA-strategies realised within in the 7th Framework 
Programme, the Green Paper and the follow up process,  

b) identify the main changes within regional policy due to the “Strategic Guidelines” 
and the earmarking of funds towards Lisbon measures as realised in the current 
2007-2013 programming period, and 

c) investigate concepts and trends of new governance that are relevant for the 
territorialisation of RTDI policy. 

The study has been prepared by extensive research into RTDI policies and the major 
European instruments, drawing on a wide body of published studies and analyses. This 
documentary research was complemented by 23 case studies of different RTDI projects in 
15 Member States. These case studies are presented in Annex 4, and abstracts are used to 
illustrate different experiences and arguments throughout the study.  
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Case study overview 

No. PROJECT TITLE COUNTRY 

1 NetPort.Karlshamn Sweden 

2 
A Network of Regional Innovation Agents creates links between 
Technology providers and remote business 

Spain 

3 Opportunity Wales: boosting business growth through e-commerce United Kingdom

4 The Cluster Alpine Network Wood and Technologies Cluster Italy 

5 Competence Platform for Artists Germany 

6 
The Aviation Valley: a cluster building initiative in a peripheral 
region 

Poland 

7 Baltic Regions Knowledge Region Germany 

8 SUpporting Potential and Existing Research intensive SMEs  France 

9 NoAH: a European Network of Affined Honeypots Greece 

10 
Data, Information, and Process Integration with Semantic Web 
Services  

Ireland 

11 Smart High-Integration Flex Technologies Belgium 

12 Genome-Based Therapeutic Drugs for Depression United Kingdom

13 
Micro-NanOSystems EUROpean NETwork pursuing the integration of 
NMS and ACC in ERA 

Romania 

14 New tools to improve clusters key European Technology Transfer France 

15 Textile innovation environment in ACC - ENVITEX Czech Republic 

16 intercultural learning campus - iCAMP Austria 

17 Clusters Linked Over Europe Germany 

18 Boosting Regional Information Society Expertise Ireland 

19 
Competitive Alternatives for Sustainable Private Sector Investments 
in the Baltic Sea Region 

Germany 

20 
Warhol City: town marketing as tool promoting local development in 
disadvantaged regions 

Slovakia 

21 Barcelona Science Park Spain 

22 Venture capital financing Latvia 

23 Regional Competence Centres Italy 
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In Chapter 2 the study seeks to establish a base for reflection by analysing and describing 
the Nature of Innovation. Understanding the nature of the innovation process is an 
obvious prerequisite for any consideration of where and how it might be improved, 
accelerated or re-targeted. 

This chapter continues with an examination of innovation as one driving force for change 
and development. Specific consideration is given to the question of how innovation is, or 
may be, triggered. The crucial importance of the geographical and/or business settings is 
addressed in terms of the knowledge base being determinant in governing the nature, 
scope and pace of innovation. 

This leads to consideration of Regional Innovation Systems and to the rationale for policy 
interventions. The chapter concludes with an overview of the instruments of innovation 
policies. 

Working onwards from this basis Chapter 3 devotes itself to consideration of the 
Territorial Dimension of European RDTI policies. Although the focus is relatively 
narrow – on the territorial aspect – the subject is rather extensive covering a range of 
policies, instruments, programmes, initiatives and experiences. 

The chapter offers a review of the policy framework – both from the RTDI policy (ERA, 7th 
Framework Programme (FP7), and other EU RTDI policies) and Regional policy – targeted 
at the regional and local level. 

The main elements, the Structural Funds, FP7 and CIP, are dealt with first. The 
stakeholders in European RTDI policies are then reviewed, before attention passes to the 
under-exploited potential of Structural Funds to support RTDI. 

The experiences and lesson of the integrated approach pursued by the RIS/RITTS initiative 
are addressed, followed by consideration of the territorial dimension of FP7. These include 
the Regions of Knowledge, the European Research Area and ERA-NET for linking national 
and regional policies, and the territorial impacts of framework programmes. 

This analysis and reflection concludes with other European policies which impact on 
territorial innovation, in particular the policy agenda for clusters and European competition 
policy. 

Chapter 4 concerns the key question of Governance in Innovation Policies as the 
abilities, qualities and capacities of governance systems and structures play an important, 
though occasionally overlooked, role in developing and delivering innovation. This aspect is 
dealt with through consideration of governance as an essential dimension of innovation 
policies. 

The study then turns its attention to multi-level governance in regional innovation policies 
before proceeding to the subject of the roles and competencies of regional authorities in 
RDTI. This latter question is dealt with under two sub-headings, the role of regions, and 
competencies on the different levels of government. 

The chapter concludes with a brief consideration of “Governance as programmes”, looking 
in particular at the experiences with and lessons from the EQUAL and LEADER projects. 

Chapter 5 tackles the challenging task of drawing up a set of Conclusions and 
Recommendations from the sweep of analyses and experiences of the preceding 
chapters. 

These are divided into several zones, beginning with the assertion that innovation is a 
systemic process and one that is only partly driven by Research and Development (R&D). It 
is important to realise that innovation is not something which can be imposed from above, 
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and more particularly as it depends on, and is influenced by, a host of factors so no “one-
size” innovation policy can be suitable for all regions. 

Although resources are clearly a major question and Cohesion policy makes not 
inconsiderable resources available, the question of the capacities of regions to absorb 
funding in an effective manner is sometimes overlooked. Consideration needs to be given 
to measures to enhance such capacities. 

RIS/RITTS has succeeded in placing regional innovation systems firmly on regional 
agendas, but there may be a degree of over-emphasis on research excellence to the 
exclusion of regional implantation under FP7 funding. The need to move from an approach 
centred on technological innovation to one more concerned with policy innovation needs to 
be considered. 

Multi-level governance should be seen as a key to delivering successful innovation policies. 

The study concludes with its annexes, the main fields of European intervention (FP7, SF 
and CIP), the KnowREG 1 and 2 projects, the ceilings for research and innovation related 
subsidies, and the case studies carried out for this study. 
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2. THE NATURE OF INNOVATION – AN APPROXIMATION 

KEY FINDINGS 

• Innovation is an important factor in releasing the potential of the Lisbon agenda. 
Public investment in RTDI has a, largely long term, impact on growth and 
employment. But the relation between research and development and 
innovation is complex. Research and technological development activities are one 
of several innovation sources.  

• Some industries (biotechnology, large enterprises) operate in a linear setting, where 
research and development may lead to new products or processes. For less 
technology-intense industries the innovation process is more led by non-R&D 
related drivers: cooperative knowledge creation and diffusion, new machinery, 
informal networks, financial constraints, the adequacy of human resources and skills, 
demand factors and competition, innovation culture and the role of taxes and 
regulations in the innovation process.  

• Innovation results from the interaction between knowledge generation and diffusion 
and knowledge application and exploitation. These interactions create the “local buzz” 
(communication) and are embedded in global pipelines of information and knowledge 
flows. Known as “Regional Innovation Systems” this combined approach of both the 
local and international settings is extremely useful for better understanding the 
dynamics of innovation.  

• Regional policy actors can play powerful roles in shaping innovation processes.  

• Innovation support covers a very wide and comprehensive range of instruments – 
from infrastructure support to financial incentives. These instruments are well 
documented in guidance documents, handbooks and evaluation reports on the 
European and partly on the national level.  

• Technological innovation is usually the most emphasised form of innovation. However, 
organisational and societal innovation may be equally important in making 
Europe’s economy more competitive and knowledge based, and in enhancing the 
quality of life. 

2.1. Innovation as driver of change and development 

Innovation is essential for realising the Lisbon agenda. Rarely has a subject been so 
intensely investigated in economic literature. It is now widely accepted that economic 
performance is not just a matter of access to sufficient resources and markets, but much of 
the achievement in terms of economic growth and social progress relates to innovation6. 
New processes have created mass markets for products that were scarce and less generally 
affordable (e.g. cars, electronic devices), new and cheaper products allowed people to 
achieve higher living standards. The continuous development of information technology has 
dramatically changed production processes and consumer behaviour. New technologies like 
biotechnology may well have broad applications in health, agriculture and environment in 
the future.  

                                          

 
6  Lengrand et al (2006). 



Policy Department B: Structural and Cohesion Policies 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 18

Innovation is directly related with knowledge and learning – and is highly significant for the 
competitiveness of firms and the development of national and regional economies. 
However, “innovation” is a very broad concept describing a dynamic and interactive 
process. For the purposes of our study we will focus on innovation at the level of 
enterprises, while bearing in mind that it also has societal and institutional dimensions. 

The scope of innovation  

Innovation is generally understood as the successful introduction of a new solution or 
method. Innovation in economic terms is the embodiment, combination, or synthesis of 
knowledge in original, relevant, valued new products, processes, or services7. 

A distinction is typically made between invention, an idea made manifest, and 
innovation describing the successful application8. Something new must be substantially 
different to be innovative. In economic terms innovation is supposed to increase either 
customer or producer value. The goal of innovation is positive change and improvement. 
Innovation leading to increased productivity is the fundamental source of increasing 
wealth in an economy.  

Technological innovation is mainly related to industry and may take the form of 
product innovation (the creation or new or improved goods and services) or process 
innovation (new ways of producing goods and services). Organisational innovations are 
sometimes differentiated from technological ones (although they often go hand in hand). 
These may refer to incremental or radical, changes. Incremental changes (modifications 
to products or processes) often emerge out of the production process, whereas radical 
innovation usually requires research and development.  

When talking about innovation most people tend to refer to technological innovation: 
focusing on transferring RTDI into commercial and market relevant products. However, 
innovation may refer to other spheres as well: 

• Societal innovation: targeted at overcoming key issues in society (demographic 
change, integration of migrants, etc.) is developed by scientists, NGO, social partners, 
policy programmes (such as EQUAL) 

• Organisational innovation: its origin and applications are much less visible - the 
creation or adoption of an idea or behaviour new to the organisation, whether public 
or private - an issue that can be seen in a wider framework  

• Institutional innovation: Institutions incorporate the rules of a society or of 
organisations that facilitate coordination among people and economic actors. In order 
to perform the essential role of forming reasonable expectations, institutions must be 
stable for an extended time period. But institutions, like technology, must also change 
if development is to occur9. Thus institutions need to operate along the delicate 
frontier between guaranteeing stability and facilitating change. Factor endowments, 
cultural endowments, and technology represent powerful inducements to institutional 
innovation 

                                          

 
7  Luecke et al (2003). 
8  McKeown (2008). 
9  Özcan (2004). 
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2.2. Processes triggering innovation 

The positive impact of public expenditures in R&D and innovation on growth and jobs is 
founded in theory10 and backed by empirical evidence. Investment in R&D correlates with 
growth at a cross-country level11. At regional level this relation becomes complex because 
of general externality problems: The smaller the territorial unit, the larger the spill over 
effects on other units. On the other hand, there are specific sources for creation and 
transmission of knowledge at regional level that may contribute to growth, although 
perhaps not in a linear fashion12.  

Investments in public research have a positive impact on growth, but only in a long-term 
perspective13. These investments increase the quality of human capital by raising skill 
levels, which then improve labour productivity. But social returns on investment in 
education often have lead times of over a decade. Such investments are often followed by 
complementary investments by enterprises that benefit from this public investment. Public 
investment also may flow directly to firms in form of subsidies, service contracts or tax 
credits for undertaking research and development work.  

How are research and development results transformed into innovation? The 
understanding of this process has greatly developed over the last fifteen years and moved 
from a linear to a systemic model.  

In the linear model innovation is seen as a well-identified sequence of actions starting 
with research activities performed by research institutions. This leads to the invention of 
products or processes. Applied research and development activities then turn these 
inventions into products or processes with market value. The resulting innovation is sold, 
adopted and eventually applied by other firms.14 A simplified model of this process is given 
in Figure 1. According to this model some actors “demand” and others “supply” innovation. 
Demand is created by firms trying to succeed on the market, where research departments, 
technology centres and universities produce innovation. Considered from a territorial 
perspective such R&D institutions are often located in large agglomerations. Technology 
diffusion to peripheral regions and lower levels of the city hierarchy then follows.15 

Figure 1: Linear innovation model 

Source: Maier et al (1996). 

The perception of innovation has become much more systemic in the last 20 years.16 
Innovation need not necessarily be exclusively based on R&D results. Clients, technology 
users and cooperation partners may also provide important impulses for innovation. 
Furthermore there are linkages/feed-back loops, where information and knowledge can flow 
from later to earlier stages and strong interdependencies shape the innovation process 
(e.g. by learning by doing and learning by using). The group of relevant actors cannot be 
                                          

 
10  Neoclassical growth theories argue for a positive relation between innovation expenditures and GDP, while 

endogenous growth theories rather assume a positive relation with the growth rate. 
11  although in some cases this relation is distorted and not overly strong 
12  Bonaccorsi (2009). 
13  Bonaccorsi (2009) 
14  Seravalli (2009). 
15  Maier et al (2006). 
16  Kline and Rosenberg (1986). 
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identified ex-ante, but may comprise suppliers, clients, cooperation partners, transfer 
institutions and many more. Innovation comes above all from the quality of interactions 
between producers, users and mediators of knowledge in the regions: local authorities, 
companies, centres of production or of transfer of knowledge, local coordination 
institutions, and bodies providing financing for SMEs or research, collective foresight 
systems, etc. Thus innovation cannot simply be stimulated by providing a competitive 
environment and providing R&D resources, but the whole process is much less predictable 
and subject to the entire social, institutional and economic context – and embedded in a 
specific local or regional environment.  

The main difference between the two approaches is that the systematic approach 
emphasises that innovation is to be seen as a process instead of an outcome, and 
that innovation takes place in systems of market and non-market institutions (hence 
a "systemic approach"). 

Figure 2: The non-linear model for innovation 

Source: Tödtling (1996) based on Kline and Rosenberg (1986). 

A large number of factors drive or trigger innovation, factors that differ between 
sectors – and between national and regional economies. Some of the most important are 
knowledge creation and diffusion, cooperation between firms and informal networks, 
financial constraints and human resources and skills. Other factors (like demand and 
competition, innovation culture and the role of taxes and regulations in the innovation 
process) also matter, but to varying degrees between different industries17. Thus many 
factors driving innovation are not directly related to R&D.  

Knowledge creation takes many forms. In many lower-tech industries non-R&D related 
activities are important innovation drivers. Knowledge is often acquired through external 
sources, like cooperation, licenses, mergers and acquisitions, buying new machinery and 
equipment, informal exchanges with suppliers or competitors. Personnel training and 
activities related to market introduction also are part of innovation related costs. However, 
Reinstaller et al (2008) conclude from their research, that R&D investment remains the 
most important factor for innovation success.  

Market and technological opportunities differ widely between national economies. For firms 
in countries distant from the technological front line, technology transfer and non-R&D 
related innovation activities are very important in promoting innovation, whereas intense 
innovation is necessary for firms in technologically advanced countries in order to stay 

                                          

 
17  This sections largly refers to a recent study by Reinstaller et al (2008) on drivers and challenges for innovation 
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competitive. Thus competition is considered a driver for innovation. But the 
interdependence is not linear: too much competition will discourage R&D investments 
because of the likelihood that firms will not reap the benefits.  

One very interesting result of this study is that public R&D investment and subsidies 
have diverse effects depending on the sectors: for some technology producing 
industries (ICT, aerospace and energy) these subsidies have a positive impact, whereas 
R&D spending by the government seems to crowd out R&D investment in technology using 
industries (textiles, chemicals). Consequently the authors suggest adapting national and 
regional innovation policy mixes to specific sectoral realities.  

Human capital, encompassing the level and composition of skills, plays an important role 
in fostering – or impeding – innovation. Engineering and science skills contribute directly to 
international competitiveness and productivity as they facilitate the capacities of firms to 
innovate and integrate new technologies and ideas. The most important returns are reaped 
if the skill level is adapted to the state-of-art technological level of an economy. This makes 
a case for life-long-learning and a reasonable mix of skills.18  

Financial resources are the “classic” innovation bottleneck. Generally speaking, a firm 
invests in innovation if the expected returns outweigh the risks of an investment. The 
problem with innovation projects is that many of these earnings and costs show an 
unfavourable ratio and banks are reluctant to finance such projects due to the lack of 
collateral. Especially with intangible assets (creation of new knowledge) external funding is 
hard to obtain. These financing issues constitute a particular challenge for SMEs and 
industries with high R&D intensities.  

Thus any innovation related policy needs to take non-RTD related factors into account – 
where the same instrument might show different results depending on the sector.  

The linear or non-linear relation for processes leading to innovation is an important 
question for policy makers. According to the linear model innovation is mainly generated by 
investment in research and a smooth process of transferring research to product and 
process development, then to production and finally to dissemination follows. Under the 
non-linear model, there are a variety of origins and sources, among them contact with 
clients, technological relations to suppliers etc. that support – or hamper – innovation. 
Neither model can be said to be pre-eminent since the mechanisms for the generation, 
diffusion and application of knowledge differ between industries.  

2.3. Sectoral differences in the knowledge base shaping innovation 

Knowledge has become a key source of competitiveness for advanced regions and nations, 
indicating the transformation towards a “knowledge economy”. Innovation differs widely 
between sectors. In particular knowledge intensive sectors differ in their knowledge 
sources, the role of codified and tacit knowledge and the types of knowledge links and 
clustering. In order to move one step closer to understanding innovation it is useful to 
understand the differences between various types of industries derived from their 
knowledge base. The knowledge base characterises the nature of “critical knowledge” which 
the innovation activity cannot do without19.  

                                          

 
18  Reinstaller et al (2008). 
19  Tödtling et al. (2006) 
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Industries with a synthetic knowledge base are dominant in traditional industries (like 
machinery, engineering, textile) and rely on combining existing knowledge in new ways. 
Innovation is characterised by low levels of R&D and a strong orientation on solving specific 
problems articulated by customers. Learning by doing, practical skills and tacit knowledge20 
are highly important and lead to incremental innovation pattern.  

The innovation process in industries with an analytical knowledge base (like 
biotechnology, ICT, pharmaceutical industries) relies on scientific input and codified 
knowledge21. Knowledge generation is often formally organised (e.g. in R&D departments). 
In sectors where an analytical knowledge base prevails, there is much more systematic 
basic and applied research than in traditional industries. The rate of product and process 
innovations is much higher. R&D efforts are focused on generating radical innovations. 
Academic spin-offs and new firm formation are important mechanism to the economic 
exploitation of new knowledge. Innovation is done in-house, but also external research 
institutions and universities play a crucial role. Of course, such industries concentrate in 
specific regions.  

There is a third upcoming type of industries (and services) with a symbolic (or artistic) 
knowledge base, where innovation is derived from creative processes, cultural knowledge 
and has a high attachment to place. Creative industries, like art, media and culture belong 
to this type.  

Of course, these types rarely occur in pure form, but firms and industries might rely on a 
mixture of knowledge basis and knowledge types. More and more combinations of different 
knowledge types (e.g. codified or tacit) and synthetic, analytical and symbolic knowledge 
basis occur. Firms face the challenge to combine their internal knowledge base with 
external ones – within their local and international networks. Table 1 provides an overview 
of the nature of the different knowledge models.  

This understanding of the dynamics of innovation related to the type of knowledge base is 
very important for analysing needs of firms and industries in a region and for designing the 
appropriate policy strategies to support innovation. It is clear that competitive research and 
innovation is linked to industries with an analytical knowledge base that only occurs in 
strong regions.  

Recent research has shown that innovation amongst technology producers is much higher 
(in terms of investment and number of active firms) than in the group of technology 
producers. The type of industry, and the structure of the national economy also matter. 
Countries with a higher share of technology intense sectors (like Finland or Sweden) have a 
higher share of innovating firms compared to countries with medium or low technology 
intensity (like France and Austria). This means, that firms in economically less advanced 
Member States are less likely to be innovators22. This leads to the conclusion that countries 
with a high share of lower-tech industries could find it more difficult to increase the 
aggregated share of R&D spending because of their lower innovation capacities. 

Often innovation policies have been geared towards these industries and neglected the 
other types. Therefore the next section explores the concept of innovation that also works 
outside R&D intensive industries and outside high performing regions.  

                                          

 
20  Background information, context oriented knowledge – know-how and know-who 
21  Fact-based, defined by standards, by mathematical, chemical or physical formulae etc – know-what and know-

why 
22  Reinstaller et al (2008). 
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Table 1: A typology of different knowledge bases 

CHARACTERISTICS 
OF KNOWLEDGE 

BASE 

ANALYTICAL 
(SCIENCE BASED) 

SYNTHETIC 
(ENGINEERING BASED) 

SYMBOLIC 
(ARTISTIC BASED)

Key concept 

Developing new 
knowledge about 
natural systems by 
applying scientific 
laws; know why 

Applying or combining 
existing knowledge in 
new ways; know how 

Creating meaning, 
aesthetic qualities, 
affect, symbols, 
images; know who 

Knowledge process 
Scientific knowledge, 
models, deductive 

Problem-solving, 
custom production, 
inductive 

Creative process 

Interactions 
Collaboration within 
and between 
research units 

Interactive learning 
with customers and 
suppliers 

Learning-by-doing, 
in studio, project 
teams 

Type of knowledge 

Strong codified 
knowledge content, 
highly abstract, 
universal  

Partially codified 
knowledge, strong tacit 
component, more 
context-specific  

Importance of 
interpretation, 
creativity, cultural 
knowledge, implies 
very strong 
context specificity 

Common frames 
Meaning relatively 
constant between 
places 

Meaning varies 
substantially between 
places 

Meaning highly 
variable between 
place, class, 
gender  

Examples for 
industries 

Drug development Mechanical engineering Cultural production

Source: own adjustments based on Asheim (2008). 

2.4. Regional Innovation Systems  

The regional level is particularly appropriate for analysing the systemic approach to 
innovation. Sharing a territory, culture, values and common references facilitates 
exchanges and joint projects and allows the development of clusters. Regions are best 
placed to understand needs and to develop policies by encouraging relevant actors to focus 
on shared interests. Depending on the degree of institutional and social development and 
organisation of the region, and on its political competences, history and culture, this 
mobilisation requires more, or less, intervention by the public authorities. The regions of 
the European Union are in very different situations with regard to innovation. These 
divergences have increased with enlargement. The competences, infrastructure and capital 
necessary for innovation are found in the most advanced regions, which also have the 
greatest variety of actors and strongest interactions. Thus the issue of innovation cannot be 
tackled only as an economic or industry specific issue, but also needs to be placed in a 
regional framework.  
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The regional innovation system (RIS) approach has provided an alternative view of the 
innovation process and related policies. It draws attention to the firms, clusters, knowledge 
organisations and institutions of a region, as well as to the innovation interdependencies 
within the region and beyond. The RIS concept builds on the interactive innovation model23, 
as well as on other schools of interactive innovation such as the milieu concept24 and the 
studies on knowledge interdependencies in high-tech regions.25 

Initially the concept was applied at the national level (National innovation systems – NIS), 
where the focus was on economic structures and sectoral differences (see also chapter 
2.3). The concept illustrates the appropriate system for innovation - understood as a set of 
interacting private and public entities, formal institutions, and other organisations that 
interact according to organisational and institutional arrangements and relationships 
conducive to the generation, use, and dissemination of knowledge26. For the schematic 
outline of the typology of players and actions and interactions in a regional innovation 
system see figure 3. 

Figure 3: A Regional Innovation System – schematic typology of players and 
interactions 

Source: Tödtling et al (2009) based on Autio et al (1998). 

A RIS is made up of the system of knowledge application and exploitation and the system 
for knowledge generation and diffusion, both embedded in the specific socio-economic and 
cultural settings. The knowledge application and exploitation subsystem comprises the 
companies (both knowledge-intensive SMEs and large companies), their clients, suppliers, 
competitors as well as their industrial cooperation partners. Ideally, these firms are linked 
by horizontal and vertical networking. The knowledge generation and diffusion subsystem 

                                          

 
23  Kline et al (1986). 
24  Camagni (1991). 
25  Saxenian (1994), Keeble et al (2000), all quoted in Tödtling et al (2009). 
26  Doloreux et al (2005). 
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consists of institutions that are engaged in the production and diffusion of knowledge and 
skills: public research institutions, technology mediating organisations (technology licensing 
offices, innovation centres, etc.) as well as educational institutions (universities, 
polytechnics, vocational training institutions, etc.) and mediating organisations. This sub-
division within this block is important: it shows that the link between the “production” of 
knowledge and its targeted diffusion or distribution flow is a key success factor for any RIS.  

Regional innovation systems are linked to other regional, national and international actors. 
In the European RTDI context public intervention on national (NIS) and supra-national 
(European/international) level - as shown in a third block on the right side of the figure - 
shape the development and dynamics of regional innovation systems (multi-level 
governance). More specifically, it is the interplay between the global level (for getting 
expertise, know how and market access not available in the region) and the regional level 
that is vital for the innovation process. It is the “local buzz” (the thick web of information, 
knowledge and inspiration as well as opportunities for meeting and learning from 
innovation partners) and the “global pipeline” (knowledge acquisition from distant sources), 
that helps to understand the dynamics of the interrelations between the local and the 
global level.27 

The RIS approach provides a differentiated approach regarding specific strengths and 
weaknesses of regions in terms of their research and educational institutions, their 
industries, innovation potential and problems. Tödtling and Trippl (2005) differentiate 
between three types of regions according to their motives, position and competence in 
innovation: the central (metropolitan), the peripheral (rural) and the old-industrial regions. 
As innovation policies have to be more differentiated in order to deal with specific 
innovation barriers in different types of regions, the use of such a differentiated approach 
seems to be necessary.  

• In peripheral regions the main barriers to innovation are a high proportion of 
SMEs in traditional industries, few knowledge providers and a weak endowment of 
innovation support. The key challenges are to strengthen and upgrade the regional 
economy by fostering “catching up learning”. Adequate policy measures targeted at 
strengthening and transforming the industrial base, the qualification of the labour 
force and linking the economy to national and European systems are required.  

• Regions with an industrial base in need of restructuring are endowed with 
innovation support institutions, but they are often too strongly oriented towards old 
industries. There innovation policy needs a different orientation: The renewal of old 
sectors and the support of innovation in these and related industries as well as the 
upgrading of the knowledge base are the main challenges. Policies need to support 
the diversification of industries and the reorganisation of existing firms, institutions 
and networks.  

• Fragmented metropolitan regions may lack specialised and visible industrial 
clusters and innovation networks. Innovation policies should encourage the growth 
of knowledge intensive clusters and foster science based and radical innovation. 
Regions at the technological cutting edge need strategic visions to compete in future 
on the global market, develop niches for development, adapt their knowledge base 
to future needs and enable more and more firms to link into international 
networks28.  

                                          

 
27  Tödtling et al (2009). 
28  Technopolis (2006). 
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The following table summarises the different problems these types of regions face 
concerning innovation and the respective desired approaches to solve these problems. 

Table 2: Regional innovation strategies 

REGION TYPE INNOVATION PROBLEMS REQUIRED POLICY APPROACHES 

Metropolitan 
Scattered industries, lack of visible 
cluster and innovation networks, 
fragmentation. 

Encourage growth of 
internationally linked knowledge 
intensive clusters; foster radical 
innovations. 

Peripheral 

Low level of R&D and innovation, 
weakly developed firm clusters; 
few knowledge providers and weak 
endowment with innovation 
support institutions. 

Foster “catching-up” learning, link 
the region to external knowledge 
providers. Attract external 
companies and embed them into 
the region. 

Old-
industrial 
regions 

Many firms, dominant clusters and 
relevant organisations, but they 
are often too strongly oriented on 
old industries and technological 
trajectories; too strong and locked 
networks. 

Support the reorganisation of 
existing companies, institutions 
and networks; industrial and 
technological diversification. 

Source: Tödtling, Trippl (2005). 

There is no “ideal”, horizontal model for regional innovation policy. Preconditions for 
innovation, innovation activities and processes, and networks differ strongly between 
central, peripheral and old industrial regions. The prevailing linear innovation model 
focusing on R&D and technology diffusion and distribution of the best practice models of 
interactive innovation derived from high-tech areas and well-performing regions being 
rolled out in a similar way across many types of regions is not the most appropriate 
approach. The potential role of the regions here is to identify their own category, to prepare 
or advocate for the proper policy response and coordinate instruments aimed at supporting 
these policy responses. 

However, even if regional innovations strategies are designed to fit a certain type of region, 
they often fall short of meeting the specific challenges of a particular region. The “One size 
does not fit all” approach implies that any regionally based innovation strategy needs to 
seek answers to the specific obstacles derived from cultural, political or institutional 
settings. The focus of most of the EU programmes addressing RTDI is on the technological 
side of innovation, whereas in order to achieve cohesion regions depend on all the different 
aspects of innovation. The systemic approach to innovation has also to completely pervade 
the design of the RTDI policy and programmes. This constraint is especially visible and 
problematic when addressing more complex innovation networks and regional innovation 
systems. But the one-dimensional approach also hinders the development of the absorption 
capacities of the less high-tech regions. 
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2.5. The rationale for policy intervention 

Today’s knowledge-driven economy organisations face increased challenges such as 
scrutiny, tighter budgets, stricter deadlines, and high regulatory demands. Technology 
leaders are under pressure to deliver a return on investments, defend their budgets, and 
deliver greater transparency to their enterprises. These organisations are constantly finding 
faster, more efficient, and more cost-effective ways to develop products, manage assets, 
and provide better services to their customers. Due to the shortening product cycles and 
radical changes in technology, RDTI became a key success element for companies, regions 
and countries alike. The ability to harness innovation is today’s priority for benchmark 
corporations and public sector agencies. However, innovations often include a significant 
number of challenges, such as: 

• lengthy development times and limited resources;  

• lack of communication and coordination within actors in the innovation process; 

• lack of a successful track record of innovation, creating a risk-averse culture and a 
“bunker mentality” within firms, institutions and regions;  

• inadequate measurement tools to isolate problems and evaluate successes. 

Due to these challenges, most of today’s innovations have a low rate of success. A recent 
article from the Harvard Business Review reported that 40% to 90% of new products fail29. 
This failure rate and the fact that RTDI activity is not compensated for or not immediately 
recognised by the market are the main reasons this activity is so resource intensive. 

Market failures provide a strong rationale for public intervention. There are different 
market shortcomings across different sectors. It can nevertheless be generally stated that 
the tendency towards shorter innovation cycles, the fact that RTDI activities are not 
immediately compensated for by the market, that there are serious barriers in the 
economies during the adoption and absorption of innovation and as a result there is lack of 
efficiency and productivity, all argue in favour of intervention. A socially sub-optimal level 
of innovation provides an important argument for policy intervention to foster innovation 
activities by provision of basic R&D or increasing incentives via subsidies. 

From a systemic innovation perspective, system failures raise the need for intervention. 
In the regional context there are failures in the RIS that block the functioning of 
information, knowledge and technology flows. Such failures may have their origin in a weak 
organisational and institutional set-up leading to a curtailing of innovation capacity. This 
may be caused by over-specialisation in traditional industries or a too strong orientation of 
existing knowledge and training institutions towards outdated technological or economic 
structures. Missing interactions between different actors, institutions and organisations may 
be another contributory issue.  

In this framework the role of the public sector is not limited to providing sufficient research 
infrastructures and funding basic research, but must include support for the formation of 
local and non-local networks, establishment of new or expanded institutions and 
organisations (like transfer offices, incubators, technology parks). However, there is no 
“one-size fits all” approach, but innovation policy needs to be tailor-made to the 
specificities of the region.  

                                          

 
29  Plainview (2005). 
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2.6. Instruments of innovation policies 

The rationale for policy intervention leads to the question of what policies have actually 
been designed to foster and support innovation policies. Innovation policy actions are as 
numerous as innovation research. Instruments have been created to stimulate research, 
transfer research into development and innovation, infrastructures for supporting 
innovating firms, subsidies for supporting innovation in firms. Innovation policies comprise 
– broadly speaking - public actor’s activities to: 

• facilitate the innovation process through a coordinated use of a number of different 
“soft” public tools ( “command and control” impossible) 

• develop or improve the national / regional innovation system 

• promote interactions between the innovation players (university-enterprise links, 
business networks) and entrepreneurial spirit 

This should combine: 

• supply side (research infrastructures, research programmes etc)  

• with demand side measures (targeted at the demand of firms for innovation like 
financial schemes, transfer services.) and 

• be based on the analysis of the innovation potential and gaps in the region and an 
assessment how to improve and adjust.30 

From the variety of classifications of instruments the overview of RTDI policies made in a 
“Strategic Evaluation on Innovation and the knowledge based economy in relation to the 
Structural and Cohesion Funds, for the programming period 2007-2013”31 is very useful for 
understanding the nature of the instruments. Measures are categorised with respect to a 
set of six innovation and knowledge policy areas as shown in table 3. 

                                          

 
30  Licciardello (2008). 
31  Technopolis (2006). 
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Table 3: Types of innovation policies 

RTDI POLICY 
AREA 

SHORT DESCRIPTION 

Improving 
governance 
capacities for 
innovation and 
knowledge 
policies 

Technical assistance type funding used by public authorities, regional 
agencies and public-private partnerships in developing and improving 
policies and strategies in support of innovation and knowledge. This 
could include past ERDF innovative action programmes as well as 
support for instance for regional foresight, etc. 

Innovation 
friendly 
environment 

This category covers a range of actions which seek to improve the 
overall environment in which enterprises innovate, and notably three 
sub groups: 
• innovation financing (in terms of establishing financial engineering 

schemes, etc.); 
• regulatory improvements and innovative approaches to public 

services and procurement (this category could notably capture 
certain e-government investments related to provision of services  
to enterprises); 

• developing human capital for the knowledge economy. This  
category covers projects in higher education aimed at developing 
industry orientated courses and post-graduate courses; training of 
researchers in enterprises or research centres. 

Knowledge 
transfer and 
technology 
diffusion to 
enterprises 

Direct or indirect support for knowledge and technology transfer: 
• direct support: aid scheme for utilising technology-related services 

or for implementing technology transfer projects, notably 
environmentally friendly technologies and ITC; 

• indirect support: delivered through funding of infrastructure and 
services of technology parks, innovation centres, university liaison 
and transfer offices, etc. 

Innovation poles 
and clusters 

Direct or indirect support for creation of poles (involving public and 
non-profit organisations as well as enterprises) and clusters of 
companies: 
• direct support: funding for enterprise level cluster activities, etc. 
• indirect support through funding for regrouping R&D infrastructure  

in poles, infrastructure for clusters, etc. 

Support to 
creation and 
growth of 
innovative 
enterprises 

Direct or indirect support for creation and growth of innovative firms: 
• direct support: specific financial schemes for spin-offs and  

innovative start-ups, grants to SMEs related to improving  
innovation management, marketing, industrial design, etc.; 

• indirect support through funding of incubators, training related  
to entrepreneurship, etc. 

Boosting applied 
research and 
product 
development 

Funding of “Pre-competitive development” and “Industrial research” 
projects and related infrastructure. Policy instruments include: 
• aid schemes for single beneficiary or groups of beneficiaries 

(including IPR protection and exploitation); 
• research infrastructures for non-profit/public organisations and 

higher education sector directly related to universities. 
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3. THE TERRITORIAL DIMENSION OF EUROPEAN RTDI 
POLICIES 

KEY FINDINGS 

• Lisbon has set an ambitious target for R&D expenditures – with an increase of 
spending from about 1,8% to 3% of GDP by 2010.  

• FP7, the CIP and the Structural funds are among the main instruments supporting 
these targets. Although to a certain degree convergent, the three programmes have 
very distinct approaches. Whereas FP7 strives to support excellence, the CIP 
fosters competitiveness and structural funds are devoted to cohesion, competitiveness 
and cooperation in the European regions.  

• Structural funds have reached a significant scale in RTDI: OP’s devote app. 26bn 
Euro to RTDI and up to 86bn Euro if wider innovation related measures are included, 
where national and regional co-finance still is leveraged. FP7 allocates 50bn Euro and 
the CIP 3,6bn Euro.  

• Most structural funds programmes lack a strategic approach towards innovation 
and fail to provide sufficient capacity building measures to improve capabilities in 
the regions for the design, funding and implementing of innovation policies. The 
potential of structural funds for integrative policy design, partnership and strategic 
approaches has not been satisfactorily utilised up until now.  

• FP7 projects lead to the production of knowledge, and successful projects offer 
potential for commercial exploitation. Territorial cohesion cannot be considered to be 
the primary objective of European RTDI policies. Still, RTDI policies help to broaden 
the technological absorption and creative capacity of Objective 1 regions, but only 
a small number of regions are eligible.  

• While the stakeholder type is similar in CIP, FP7 and Cohesion policy, the sectoral 
elements differ substantially. Synergies with structural funds lie in linking regional 
actors to cooperation networks, joint project funding and capacity building, 
but remain largely unexploited at the regional level.  

• The RIS/RITTS initiative (1994-2006) was a unique policy action supporting the 
development of regional innovation systems, involving relevant actors and 
linking them to national and international systems. It a remarkable shift from supply 
side interventions. The results seem to have achieved a sufficiently high profile and 
Cohesion policy is not further capitalising on the methodologies and capacities 
developed.  

• With the “Regions of Knowledge” initiative FP 7 places emphasis on projects 
supporting knowledge creation for the future of regions. ERA-Net projects support 
the cooperation of managers of national and regional RTDI programmes. Both the FPs 
and the RIS/RITTS initiatives were relatively successful, but the budget is too small to 
be significant on a European level. 

• In the fields of cluster policies the EC has taken the initiative to provide relevant 
information, to ensure better coherence of European policies, a better link to national 
policies, and to facilitate transnational cooperation. There is still however, a lack of 
precise actions to follow.  
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3.1. European policies supporting regionalised RTDI 

The Lisbon EU goals in Research and Development are to achieve 3% of GDP R&D 
expenditure by 2010 (up from the current 1.8%) with two thirds of R&D expenditure 
financed by businesses. In the EU27 countries only about 9% of the funding comes from 
international sources, about one third from public sources and more than half from the 
business sector, mainly large industries. Since the mid-1980s R&D policy in the European 
Union has become a multi-level policy area in terms of contents, budgets and institutions. 
Regional innovation policies and supranational programmes, partly EU initiatives, 
supplement national policies. The major instruments available at Community level dealing 
with issues linked to the knowledge-based economy are: 

• cohesion policy with the Regional Development (ERDF), the Cohesion and the Social 
funds (ESF),  

• the 7th Research Framework Programme (FP7), with its specific “Regions of 
Knowledge” and the European Research Area (ERA) focus 

• the Competitiveness and Innovation Programme (CIP) supporting entrepreneurship, 
innovation, ICT policies and intelligent energies32. 

These three instruments show some convergence tendencies through introducing a regional 
dimension in the RTDI-programmes and by emphasising RTDI in Cohesion policies.  

In Cohesion policy encouraging innovation, entrepreneurship and the growth of the 
knowledge economy is one of the three major priorities33. Member States and regions were 
asked to focus to a greater extent on knowledge, research and innovation and human 
capital – for all three objectives – convergence, competitiveness and growth, and territorial 
cooperation. As a result in the current programming period (2007-13), 60% of the funds 
dedicated for Convergence and 75% of those for Competitiveness have been earmarked for 
Lisbon related measures34 (for promoting competitiveness and creating jobs35) in order to 
ensure complementarities between Cohesion policy and the Lisbon Strategy. These 
thresholds are compulsory for EU 15 and optional for EU 10+2.  

The Strategic Guidelines for Cohesion Policy 2007-2013 supplement the regulatory 
framework for Structural Funds and emphasise the importance of making regional RTD, 
innovation and education supply more efficient and accessible to firms, in particular SMEs, 
by establishing poles of excellence, bringing together high-tech SMEs with research and 
technology institutions and creating regional clusters around large companies. They 
highlight the importance of business support services for creating synergies (technology 
transfer, science parks, ICT communication centres, incubators, cluster services) and 
propose eco-innovation as a focus. Promoting entrepreneurship and supporting the creation 
of new firms as spin offs from research institutions or larger firms is another field of 
activity36. Thus the major approach of structural funds is to create a critical mass in 

                                          

 
32  For a more detailed description see Annex 1 
33 The other two priorities are improving attractiveness by accessibility, service level and environment preservation 

and creating more and better jobs. COM (2006)702. 
34  Article 9 of Regulation 1083/2006 
35  This targets, based on categories of expenditures in Annex IV of regulation 1083/2006, shall apply as an 

average over the entire programming period – with a flexibility clause.  
36  COM (2006)702. 
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regions by supporting RTDI-related infrastructure, networks of stakeholders 
(triple-helix – see below) and SMEs and enhance innovation in existing firms. 

The main policy instrument for boosting research, technological development and 
innovation within the Union is the 7th Framework Programme (FP7). FP7 is the result of 
years of consultation with the scientific community, research and policy making institutions, 
and other interested parties and designed for financing cooperation projects with the 
purpose of gaining leadership in key scientific and technology areas by supporting 
cooperation of universities, research centres and public authorities across the EU. “Frontier 
research” in all scientific and technology fields – carried out by individual teams and the 
training, mobility and careers of European researchers are also supported. The territorial 
dimension is mostly covered under the “Capacities” strand, where large scale research 
infrastructures, regional (Regions of Knowledge) and cross border cooperation are 
supported. FP7 is both larger and more comprehensive than earlier Framework 
Programmes. Running from 2007 to 2013, the programme has a budget of 53.2 billion 
Euros over its seven-year lifespan, the largest funding allocation yet. 

The Competitiveness and Innovation Programme (CIP) shares the objective of 
strengthening Europe's competitiveness and innovative capacities, but focuses primarily on 
innovation as a business process. This programme brings together relevant parts of specific 
Community support programmes in areas critical for fostering productivity, innovation 
capacity and sustainable growth. Despite the convergence and a partial overlap, there are 
significant differences between the main instruments as shown in Table 4. 

EU research policy (FP7) and the CIP focus primarily on innovation excellence with the 
perspective of global competitiveness, while EU Cohesion policy aims at ensuring that less 
developed regions and regions confronted with serious structural changes improve their 
infrastructures, capacities, knowledge and economic base and contribute to European 
competitiveness. The different policies therefore also tend to address different beneficiary 
groups: FP applicants are usually actors with the highest potential for excellence in 
research and belong to regions which normally make limited use of SF. Regions receiving 
assistance for convergence objectives participate less than the other regions in the FP. 
Certain specific actions of FP7 and the CIP are explicitly or implicitly focused on certain 
types of regions. Due to the objectives and procedures of these instruments, the favoured 
regions are often the most developed ones.  

Whereas CIP and FP7 are managed by the EC, Cohesion policies are implemented by 
operational programmes, managed by national or regional authorities with co-financing 
coming from ERDF, CF and ESF as well as national and regional sources. These 
programmes are based on national or regional SWOT analysis; define priorities and 
measures including the financial allocations. Thus Cohesion policy is more demand oriented 
than the CIP, and the FP follows a supply-oriented conception of RTDI policy and focuses on 
the science and research aspect of RTDI.  
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Table 4: Characteristics of FP7, SF and CIP for 2007 to 2013 

 FP 7 CIP Structural Funds 

Focus 
Competitiveness 
through research 
and innovation  

Competitiveness 
and innovation 
oriented 

Improving cohesion and 
competitiveness by ensuring 
accessibility, encouraging 
innovation and creating more 
and better jobs in the regions 

Approach 

• Excellence-driven 
• Competitiveness 

approach 
• Project-based 

financing 

• Competitive 
approach 

• Innovation and 
research 
processes 
oriented 

• Project based 
financing 

• Programme-related 
financing 

• Mainly territorial (national 
or regional) 

• Integrated approach 

Budget 50.5 €bn 3.6 €bn 
307.6 €bn, from that  
26 €bn for RTD 

Source / 
financing 

EU Budget EU budget 

Cofinanced by EU funds 
(ERDF, ESF, CF) + national + 
regional funds, private 
contributions possible 

Programme 
management 

EC EC 
National or regional 
authorities 

Regional 
aspect 

• Optimise research 
infrastructures 

• Development of 
“research-driven 
clusters” 

• Unlock and 
develop scientific 
and technical 
potential 

Promotes regions 
to take part in 
exchanges and 
networking 
activities to be able 
to take account of 
their specific 
situations when 
identifying good 
practices 

• Support lagging regions to 
catch up with innovation 
and entrepreneurship 

• Support regions to further 
increase competitiveness 

• Stimulate entre-preneurial 
initiative, innovation and 
technology transfer 

Source: European Parliament (2007). 
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The policy framework for 2007-2013 provides opportunities for synergies – as a result of 
the renewed Lisbon Strategy. First of all, the programming periods are now aligned for the 
SF, FP7 and the CIP. Structural funds may be used for financing the development phase of 
successful research projects. Further instruments (like the risk-sharing facility from EIB, 
the JEREMIE initiative by EIF etc) facilitate RTDI throughout Europe.  

However, it should be emphasised that this improvement of the ‘ex ante’ coherence 
between the various EU policies does not guarantee that such coherence will necessarily 
materialise at the regional and local level. Effective coherence will mainly depend on how 
the ‘grassroots’ actors at local and regional level make efforts to combine the different 
programmes in their own projects and initiatives, i.e. the innovation absorption capacities. 
This would require efforts in improving innovation governance.37  

Table 4 shows the general characteristics of FP7, SF and CIP for 2007-2013 in more detail. 
These differences are clearer at the project level.  

In case study sample No. 1, empirical differences between these main financial 
instruments for regionalised RTDI become visible, while focussing on the different 
purposes of the projects which are funded by these programmes. As the CIP and FP7 
periods have just started, case study evidence about finalised projects from these 
programmes can only be presented for FP6 and projects that were funded by SF during the 
previous period. Case studies 5 and 19 are projects co-financed by SF; their objectives 
focus on application of technology. Case studies 10 and 13 are projects financed by FP6 
and focus on research and co-operation for research, and the development of technology. 
Case study 8 has its focus somewhere in between, while aiming at raising the research 
activities of SMEs; it is an example for FP6 pilot action 2 concerning “Regions of 
Knowledge” which will be described in detail later.  

Case study sample No. 1: Framework Programmes vs. Structural Funds 

Case study Main features 

Case study 5: 
Competence 
Platform for 
Artists / 
Germany 
(SF) 

The purpose of this project was to develop and to implement a set of 
digital learning tools and new online-services – the ‘Competence 
Platform for Artists’. The activities comprised the design, development 
and implementation of the Competence Platform consisting of three: 1) 
InfoPark; 2) 'blended learning' workshops and training; 3) e-portfolio 
named the “Competence Portfolio”. The InfoPark is a comprehensive 
collection of documents, web-links and manuals on a multitude of issues 
relevant to the artist’s career and qualification. The blended learning 
workshops and training combine learning in the classroom with e-
learning modules provided through the online Competence Platform. 
The “Competence Portfolio” consists of an e-portfolio which contains 
electronic artefacts such as texts, sound files, images, etc. each 
representing a work completed, the results of a project, or other 
achievements. The Competence Portfolio tool developed in this project 
offers the infrastructure to collect and present competencies and work 
completed to prospective employers, sponsors, agencies etc.  

                                          

 
37  European Parliament (2007); Technopolis (2006). 
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Case study Main features 

Case study 8: 
Supporting 
Potential and 
Existing 
Research 
intensive SMEs 
(SUPER-SME) / 
France 
(FP 6 - Regions 
of Knowledge) 

The SUPER-SME project aims to contribute to the objective of raising 
the intensity of research expenditure and activity of enterprises in the 
participating regions through a mix of activities. This has been done in 
two main phases of activities using a range of tools: Phase 1 started 
from the existing baseline situation in terms of regional RTD 
performance, the project mapped and appraised the relative 
contribution and success of the existing S&T intermediaries in each 
region; this mapping was contrasted with and debated by a panel of 
leading 'research intensive' SMEs in the region in order to identify the 
main gaps and establish a prioritisation of needs; a first inter-regional 
workshop then allowed an exchange of views and discussions on the 
outcome of the mapping exercise and prepared the second phase of the 
project. Phase 2 was based on a series of peer-review and mentoring 
actions between the seven regions, including study trips. 

Case study 10: 
Data, 
Information, 
and Process 
Integration 
with Semantic 
Web Services 
(DIP) / Ireland 
(FP 6) 

DIP’s objective has been to develop and extend Semantic Web and Web 
Service technologies in order to produce a new technology infrastructure 
for Semantic Web Services - an environment in which different web 
services can discover and cooperate with each other automatically. 
DIP's mission is to deliver the enormous potential benefits of Semantic 
Web Services to e-Work and e-Commerce. DIP was implemented in 
three coordinated layers of activities: management activities; Research 
and Technological Development (RTD) activities; dissemination and 
exploitation activities. Management activities constitute the inner-most 
layer of the organisation. The middle layer, RTD activities, is the actual 
knowledge-and-results producing layer. It consists of four components: 
Semantic Web, Semantic Web Services, Interoperability, and 
Deployment. Dissemination and Exploitation activities, the outer layer, 
are the visible face of DIP. These activities extend the knowledge and 
results through dissemination of knowledge outside of the consortium, 
through training activities, and exploitation of results via take-up 
activities related to the pilot applications. 

Case study 13: 
Micro-
NanOSystems 
EUROpean 
NETwork 
pursuing the 
integration of 
NMS and ACC 
in ERA (MINOS 
– EURONET) / 
Romania 
(FP 6) 

MINOS-EURONET is devoted to stimulating, encouraging and facilitating 
the participation of New Member States (NMS) and the Associated 
Candidate Countries (ACC) in the activities of IST. The project has a 
pan-European focus on one strategic objective in IST, namely micro- 
and nanosystems. The project addresses the following objectives: (1) 
Revealing and promoting the research competences from NMS and ACC, 
namely competences which are relevant for the development of the field 
of micro-nanosystems at the European scale; (2) Facilitating the 
participation of NMS and ACC organisations to EU programmes and 
other activities in the field of micro-nanosystems; (3) Performing 
extensive networking at the pan-European scale in the field of micro-
nanosystems. The activities have been devoted to: extensive 
networking, using an integrated communication platform; creation, 
maintenance, promotion and linking of databases of researchers, 
research and industrial organisations, enhancing the visibility of 
potential partners from NMS and ACC and promoting participation to EU 
programmes; organisation, with the same purpose of brokerage events 
and seminars, primarily in NMS and ACC; organisation of three annual 
editions of a new European research conference devoted to 
“Microsystems as a platform for integrating technologies”. 
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Case study Main features 

Case study 19: 
Competitive 
Alternatives for 
Sustainable 
Private Sector 
Investments in 
the Baltic Sea 
Region 
(COMPASS) / 
Germany 
(SF) 

COMPASS is a joint initiative of economic and business development 
agencies developing hands-on knowledge and supporting IT tools for 
inward investment promotion. The objective of the project was to 
increase the competitiveness of the Baltic Sea regions by attracting 
sustainable private sector investment. The project’s activities have 
been: Cluster analysis – development of an easy-to-use process and a 
supporting IT tool to carry out cluster analysis on a regional level; site 
selection – development of an industry-specific database showing which 
site selection factors are valued most by investors; cost comparison – 
development of a process and IT tool to automatically create cost 
comparisons across various regions; InvestTracker – development of a 
database and IT tool which enables the marketing manager to keep 
track of potential investors; FactBook – development of a common 
database for the needs of the business development agency. 

The complete case studies are in the Annex including indication of source. 

3.2. RTDI stakeholders in European programmes 

In chapter 2.6 we argued that the Regional Innovation System approach takes stakeholders 
– the firms, clusters, knowledge organisations and institutions of a region – into account. 
This section is devoted to the closer analysis of the types of stakeholders involved in RTDI-
policies. For this purpose it is useful to group the involved institutions and organisations.  

There are several approaches that can be used to group these institutions. Their 
involvement in the different relevant programmes (the three main instruments CIP, FP and 
the Structural Funds are described and analysed later in this chapter) is one such criteria. 
The stakeholders occupy different levels within the multi-level governance system of the 
EU: they operate on local/regional, national or European level. They also differ according to 
their position within the policy hierarchy, and they can be public or private. The table 
below, taken from a recent study, shows the RTDI stakeholders grouped according to the 
above criteria. 

The regional level is the weakest in programme implementation in the framework 
programmes (FP7 and CIP). It is also evident that the vast majority of the stakeholders are 
public institutions. Public or semi-public institutions are responsible for the programming 
and/or the implementation. SMEs, as beneficiaries of all three programmes, constitute the 
largest beneficiary stakeholder group. Larger companies, despite their role in innovation, 
are somewhat underrepresented. The role of innovation as a tool to improve productivity 
and thus profit may need to be further emphasised.  

RDTI stakeholder come from three groups: Knowledge organisations and infrastructures, 
business and industry and the public and semi-public sectors (governance actors). This 
triade is often referred to as “Triple Helix”, a concept that highlights the dynamics within 
a knowledge-based economy by focusing on stakeholders and by distinguishing the areas of 
the knowledge-creation and dissemination process.  
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Table 5: RTDI stakeholders in European Policy Instruments 

Level FP7 CIP SF 

Programme design 

EU 

EU Council, European 
Parliament, European 
Commission: 
• DG Research 
• DG Information Society 
• JRC 

EU Council, European 
Parliament, European 
Commission: 
• DG Enterprise 
• DG INFSO 
• DG TREN 

EU Council, European 
Parliament, European 
Commission: 
• DG Regional Policy 
• DG Employment 
• DG Agriculture 

National 
Business and Research 
organisations 

Business federations and 
innovation agencies, etc. 
(consultation) 

National Governments  
(NSRFs, Sectoral OPs) 

Regional As above As above 
Regional Authorities 
(Regional OPs) 

Programme implementation 

EU 

European Commission: 
• DG Research 
• DG Information Society 
• JRC 

European Commission: 
• DG Enterprise 
• DG INFSO 
• DG TREN 

European Commission: 
• DG Regional Policy 
• DG Employment 
• DG Agriculture 
• EIB, EIF 

National 
National Contact Points / 
Public Institutions 

- 

• National Governments 
• Ministries 
• National Agencies 
• Banks 

Regional - • Innovation Relay 
Centres, EICs, etc. 

• Regional Authorities 
• Specialised Regional 

Bodies 
• Regional Development 

Agencies 

Beneficiaries 

Target 
group 

• R&D Institutes 
• Higher Education 

Institutes 
• Knowledge intensive 

SMEs 
• Business Support 

Organisations 
(technology and 
workforce mediators) 

• SMEs 
• Large enterprises 
• Business support 

organisations 
(intermediaries) 

• Regional and Local 
Authorities 

• R&D Institutes 
• Higher Education 

Institutes 
• SMEs 
• Business Support 

Organisations 
(technology and 
workforce mediators) 

Source: European Parliament (2007); own modification.  
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The role of knowledge creators and of knowledge users has already been mentioned within 
the discussion of the RIS. The new dimension introduced by the Triple Helix is governance 
and the function of local, regional and national authorities. The governance actors can 
identify, encourage and support knowledge-driven activities of the two other groups, 
especially during the initial, crucial phase of commercial undertakings. It is impossible to 
sustain a knowledge-driven company without novel intellectual property, and equally 
difficult to profit from groundbreaking ideas outside a focused corporate environment. It is 
even more difficult to initiate and sustain innovation efforts without the committed and 
enthusiastic involvement of regional government, which can efficiently act as a mediator for 
collaboration, and a facilitator of access to support and services. 

Different approaches towards governance are visible on the project level in case study 
sample No. 2. The case studies illustrate the distinct features of governance in SF and FP6. 
Case studies 1 and 21 exhibit two different triple helix constructions of projects co-financed 
by SF. Case studies 9, 11 and 15 are projects financed by FP6, each of them presenting a 
consortium which is largely composed of public research institutions, higher education 
institutes, SMEs and other partners without the participation of a government body. By way 
of contrast with SF, only two parts of the triple helix are usually involved in the framework 
of FP6.  

Case study sample No. 2: RTDI actors and interaction 

Case study Main features 

Case study 1: 
NetPort. 
Karlshamn / 
Sweden 

The NetPort.Karlshamn board represents the three parts of the triple 
helix, with the Karlshamn municipal director, the head of department 
of the university and business representatives. The municipality is the 
primary source of funding, the local businesses contribute input on the 
most promising ideas for new business ventures, and the technology 
institute is the largest contributor of formal knowledge. They jointly 
carry the responsibility for bringing new developments to the region 
and for supporting each other’s efforts. In planning for and working 
towards a sustainable regional growth, the parties of this triple helix 
partnership are on an equal footing. 

Case study 9: 
NoAH: a European 
Network of Affined 
Honeypots / 
Greece 

Following the leadership principle, the consortium of public research 
institutions, higher education institutes, a technology mediator, and 
knowledge intensive SMEs is coordinated by the Foundation for 
Research and Technology, which is a public research institution. Local 
and regional authorities are not involved in the consortium. 

Case study 11: 
Smart High- 
Integration Flex 
Technologies 
(SHIFT) / Belgium 

To tackle the challenges of the project a founding consortium has been 
formed, consisting of initially three, now four R&D institutes, two 
industrial flex manufacturers, two large end-users and a technology 
support agency for financial and administrative management. The 
coordinator of SHIFT is Interuniversitair Micro-Electronica Centrum 
VZW – a Belgium public research institution. 

Case study 15: 
Textile innovation 
environment in 
ACC (ENVITEX) / 
Czech Republic 

The consortium of the project consists of public research institutions, a 
non-profit organisation and a SME is led and coordinated by the Czech 
Research Institute of Textile Machines (VÚTS). VÚTS is the regional 
contact point for FP6 as well as the contact point for the textile sector. 
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Case study Main features 

Case study 21: 
Barcelona Science 
Park / Spain 

The Barcelona Science Park (Parc Científic de Barcelona - PCB) 
Foundation, a private legal entity initially made up mainly of public 
institutions, was created to oversee the implementation of the PCB. 
The board of the foundation works closely with a scientific committee, 
which offers advice and evaluates and monitors the research 
conducted in the park. The board elects the executive director of the 
PCB, a position that has always been held by a researcher. The PCB 
Foundation is made up of five institutions: University of Barcelona: the 
director and leader of the project since the beginning; Bosch i Gimpera 
Foundation: an entity created by the University of Barcelona to 
promote technology transfer to the business world for the use, 
diffusion and commercialisation of this technology; the Catalan 
savings bank Caixa Catalunya; the Autonomous Government of 
Catalonia's Education and Universities Department; the Spanish 
Council for Scientific Research (CSIC): the prestigious Institute of 
Molecular Biology of the CSIC is located in the PCB, providing critical 
mass of researchers and evident added value to the park. The Ministry 
of Education participated in the project from 2007 in a similar way to 
the Autonomous Government of Catalonia, but on a national level. The 
public-private cooperation context of the PCB has made it possible to 
develop a new form of technology transfer consisting of mixed 
research laboratories where costs are shared by PCB and companies. 

Case study sample No. 3 (below) reveals typical problems occurring in the framework of 
territorial concepts in RTDI policies on a project level. Factors such as distrust among 
stakeholders (case study 2), grant culture within local SMEs (case study 3), backgrounds of 
stakeholders and not properly defined interfaces (case study 23) must also be taken into 
account in order to ensure the success of a territorial RTDI project. Difficulties to be 
overcome by the projects mostly occur at the interface between RTDI actors. 

Case study sample No. 3: Constraints and problems in regional RTDI 

Case study Main features 

Case study 2:  
A Network of 
Regional 
Innovation 
Agents creates 
links between 
Technology 
providers and 
remote 
business / 
Spain 

The biggest challenge in this project was the natural distrust of 
traditional, remote businesses towards innovation. The success of the 
project therefore depended on a good interface with the Innovation 
Agents. This required both investment in time and human relations but 
the effort was compensated by a considerable number of favourable 
responses, in turn leading to an increased level of transfer of innovation 
towards SMEs. A second obstacle for the implementation was the 
complexity of procedures: signing agreements, contracting experts, 
etc.). One consequence was the need for a 9-month extension to carry 
out the activities. Finally, as regards the continuity of the network, after 
an additional period in which the Regional Development Agency (ADE) 
financed the continuation at 100%, the network is currently down while 
awaiting new budgetary approval (fewer resources in the future as result 
of the loss of Objective 1 status). 
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Case study Main features 

Case study 3: 
Opportunity 
Wales boosting 
business 
growth through 
e-commerce / 
United 
Kingdom 

One of the initial challenges faced by the Opportunity Wales initiative 
was overcoming the grant culture common within local SMEs. Prior to 
Opportunity Wales, business support in the public sector was free of 
charge, so changing the mindset of businesses proved difficult. Offering 
a free e-commerce review helped gain access and encourage 
participation, but it took time to convince clients of the benefits and 
persuade them to pay for implementation support, even at a heavily 
subsidised rate. Capturing the attention of SMEs was also a difficult task, 
as many of these companies harboured a level of scepticism of e-
commerce and considered that it was not applicable to their operations. 
This was overcome through a targeted and relevant marketing campaign 
using local design and public relations companies and avoiding the larger 
more generic marketing houses based in Cardiff or London. 

Case study 7:  
Baltic Regions 
Knowledge 
Region (BSKR) 
/ Germany 

Obstacles might be attributed to differing expectations of stakeholders, 
as a certain tension existed between the desire to move to specific and 
focussed action encompassing deeper institutional collaboration versus 
more general networking type activities. Due to the fact the project did 
not have a specific goal it was difficult to predict early on the true 
differences in how the goals of the project should be interpreted. 
Meeting the expectations of the stakeholders was made more 
challenging by the fact that the participating organisations have different 
roles in their regions. The BSKR contract was suspended after 18 
months, largely due to misunderstandings that could and should have 
been picked up either during contract negotiation or in the first months 
of the project. BSKR was a pilot action and pilot actions require 
flexibility, but the form of the Commission agreement did not seem to 
allow for this. The effectiveness of the contract preparation was not 
matched by the diligence of the Commission during the first twelve 
months of the project during which no feedback was provided on the 
content of the quarterly management reports nor on the deliverables. All 
this contributed to an unfortunate divergence between expectations of 
the Commission and those of the partners. 

Case study 23: 
Regional 
Competence 
Centres / Italy 

In terms of obstacles, the market positioning of the Regional 
Competence Centres (Centri Regionali di Competenza: CRCs) was a 
major project issue. The partners are mainly research organisations and 
are not very accustomed to dealing with financial sustainability, 
information dissemination and promotion of results. On the other hand, 
the private firms need to see the market potential of applied research 
activities and are reluctant to take on large risks connected with 
research programmes. Therefore, it was of critical importance that the 
CRCs could succeed in finding their niche in order to provide real added 
value for partners and build a bridge to the industrial environment. A 
weakness of the CRCs is that the equipment of the laboratories, which 
can be used jointly by the project partners, has remained the property 
of the partners. This means that the CRCs find it administratively 
difficult to upgrade equipment that is owned by another organisation. 
Project partners are now trying to transfer the ownership of the 
equipment to the CRCs. A second bottleneck is not having considered 
maintenance costs in the project planning. These are relevant from the 
early stage of the project lifecycle and may represent about 50% of the 
total equipment costs. 
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3.3. Structural funds supporting RTDI – an underexploited 
potential 

During the previous programming period structural funds became an instrument providing 
a significant contribution to RTDI investments. About 10.2bn Euro (5,5% of structural 
funds) were allocated to RTDI – in a total of 166 programmes38.  

In terms of policy instruments the structural funds have mainly been used to boost applied 
research, for knowledge transfer and diffusion, for supporting an innovation friendly 
environment and innovative enterprises (see figure 4). Measures in favour of boosting 
applied research, which includes investment in R&D infrastructure in universities as well as 
direct subsidies to enterprises, account for close to 30% of total SF RTDI allocations. The 
second most important type of action – knowledge transfer and technology diffusion - 
includes a mix of the ‘knowledge supply side’ (investment in technology centres, etc.) and 
demand side measures (support for integrating new technologies in enterprises, etc.). It is 
worth mentioning, that only 8% of the resources are spent on improving innovation 
governance (technical assistance type funding used by public authorities, regional agencies 
and public-private partnerships in developing and improving policies and strategies in 
support of innovation and knowledge), although these are softer measures requiring less 
resources than infrastructure oriented initiatives.  

Figure 4: RTDI spending from SF on the different policy instruments between 
2000-2006 in EU 15 

Source: Technopolis 2006. 

The regional distribution of the 10.2bn Euro is remarkable: 77% of the funds were allocated 
in Objective 1 programmes. However, the funds have been concentrated in a limited 
number of programmes: 10 out of the 166 programmes accounted for 50% of the funds. 
This leads to the conclusion that there is strong link with national strategies. SF funding 
devoted to RTDI strongly correlates to national intensity of investment as measured by 
gross expenditure on R&D (GERD)39. This, in turn, leads us to conclude that Structural 
Funds are successful in countries with a higher level of national RTDI expenditures, but find 
it difficult to provide a boost in the absence of national policies.  

                                          

 
38  82 Objective 1 and 84 Objective 2 programmes 
39  Technopolis (2006). 
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Several evaluations of RTDI expenditures in Structural Funds have reached similar 
conclusions - some initiatives have been successful, but the majority fell short in terms of 
reaching their aim of boosting RTDI in the regions40. According to the evaluators, this was 
primarily related to a strategic incoherence of the RTDI investment and regional 
development strategies. Too often, the RTDI investment was guided by a 'technology 
push' conception of technological change. The primary beneficiary was the public research 
capacity (knowledge producers) while critical capabilities of technology transfer and 
business research activities were not considered in an appropriate way. Efforts to 
improve policymaking, strategic development and coordination between various 
stakeholders remain limited.  

However, structural funds have reached about 5% to 18% of the gross expenditures on 
R&D (GERD) in these regions. If national co-financing is included this goes up to 40% to 
50% of the GERD. 

So the overall assessment is mixed: although SF-expenditures follow national policies they 
cover significant amounts of R&D spending in Objective 1 regions and thus may lead to 
catching-up processes in these regions.41 

Most of the programmes were multi-regional and involved few regional level capacities 
to implement regional RTDI policies. In Objective 2 regions nearly 10% of structural funds 
(2.4bn Euro) was devoted to RTDI, with the main emphasis on supporting knowledge 
transfer and innovation support in enterprises as a complement to national policies. EU 10 
programmes mainly focused on innovative enterprises and boosting applied research. 
Technopolis (2006) reports on two approaches that were different from most of the other 
programmes: A Finnish Objective 2 model used structural funds to complement the existing 
national policy measures and provide a financial instrument for those regions that have 
fewer capabilities to make use of national funding. The Netherlands – on the contrary – 
introduced an orientation towards RTDI policy labelled ‘peaks in the delta’, or strengthening 
the ‘hotspots’ of research and innovation.  

Still, at the project level, quite a few interesting examples for innovation support have been 
developed, as has been shown in over 40 detailed case studies on “innovative actions” 
published on the DG REGIO Website.42 Case study sample No. 4 provides examples for 
projects co-financed by SF that focus on networking activities and formal or informal 
institution building. Case study 4 shows networking activities of a cluster and the 
development of the internal and external communication mechanisms of that cluster. Case 
study 12 focuses on interregional networking and institution building. 

                                          

 
40  ADE et al (1999); Circa et al (1999). 
41  Technopolis (2006). 
42  http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/cooperation/interregional/ecochange/studies_en.cfm?nmenu=5 
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Case study sample No. 4: Structural funds projects supporting RTDI 

Case study Main features 

Case study 6:  
The Aviation 
Valley: a cluster 
building initiative 
in peripheral 
region / Poland 

The project has supported an initial phase of cluster development with 
a specific focus on improving internal and external cluster 
communication mechanisms as well as promotion both at national and 
international levels, most notably to potential investors (cluster 
marketing).The main activities of the project included the following: 
developing a specialised aviation internet portal with intranet 
containing profiles of companies as well as internal and external 
business offers and partner search; encouraging cooperation between 
SMEs and R&D and educational organisations (including, on the one 
hand, information on SME needs in relation to R&D and professional 
training and, on the other hand, access of Rzeszow Technical 
University to the cluster's intranet where technology requests are 
displayed);·cluster promotional activities such as organising 
conferences and participation in international events; knowledge 
sharing and implementing good practice from partner regions in 
various fields of cluster development.  

Case study 17: 
Clusters Linked 
Over Europe 
(CLOE) 
/Germany 

The operation has permanently and successfully developed further and 
has since Kick-Off achieved broad publicity on Europe's cluster scene. 
Several milestones were reached: Development of a good, informative 
website, the platform has moved from a 'pure' information source to an 
interactive forum with search engine on 480 cluster contacts of CLOE's 
database; creation of the Cluster Management Guide (CMG), a 
reference book for setting-up/managing clusters; industry specific 
workshops; 21 staff exchanges; development of 13 cluster actions; 
plans, distribution of several thousand CLOE brochures, participations 
in innovation/ cluster events. 

3.4. Integrated innovation strategies by the RIS/RITTS initiative 

Researchers made the first links between innovation and territory43 in the early 80s when 
analysing the foundations and the success factors of industrial and technology districts. In 
1994 the EC launched an initiative integrating RTDI and regional development – with joint 
financing from the European Regional Development Fund (the Innovative Actions 
Programme 1994-2006) and FP5 – the RIS/RITTS/RISI44 initiative. The projects 
supported were to stimulate innovation (RIS/RITTS) and the information society (RISI) in 
the regions and create a more favourable environment for innovation. Projects were 
devoted to strategy development45, interregional best-practice demonstration and pilot 
actions (RIS+, RISI+). The Innovation Actions Programme46 started in 1994. From 2001 
                                          

 
43  Komninos (2005). 
44  Regional Innovation Strategies / Regional Innovation and Technology Transfer Strategies/Regional Invormation 

Society Initiatives 
45  with an average project budget of 500.000 Euro, where 50% were provided by the EU 
46  In the period 1994 to 1999 the regional innovation strategies had a budget of appr. 21m Euro, from which 15 

Mio Euro were allocated by ERDF, the regional information strategies amounted to 20m Euro with 15m Euro 
from ERDF and 5m Euro from ERDF. In 2000-06, approximately 400 millions Euros (0.4% of the ERDF budget) 
has been set aside for these programmes in 156 eligible regions (in objective 1 and objective 2 regions) 
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onwards RIS projects in Central and Eastern Europe were launched47. In 2005, each region 
was partnered with at least one other region that had already undertaken a Regional 
Innovation Strategy project, which allowed them to take full advantage of previous 
experiences.  

The novelty was that this pilot action tackled the governance mechanism in the regional 
innovation system. Each project needed to undertake three activities: first a consensus 
building and awareness phase with key regional actors, where project partners and the 
project content were defined; second an analysis phase with identification of the innovation 
needs and the available supply, as well as international and national trends and 
developments. Only in the third phase was the regional innovation strategy elaborated on 
the basis of a profound analysis of the stakeholder and the environment.  

Accompanying knowledge and experience generation, dissemination and networking 
activities have substantially supported the RIS/RITTS initiative. The regions that took part 
in these actions have become members of a network: the Innovative Regions in Europe 
(IRE) network. This network and its operative bodies – the secretariat and the working 
groups – still deliver a range of services that provide member regions with new tools, 
schemes and inter-regional learning opportunities on innovation promotion.  

The main impacts of the RIS/RITTS and similar projects were that they contributed to 
enlarging the scope of innovation from pure technology transfer to the idea of 
“profitable change” and “successful economic exploitation of ideas” including financing, 
training, design, marketing. They brought innovation into the agenda of regions and led to 
a change in how innovation was perceived in the regions.  

Further results of the evaluation of RIS and RITTS projects were that these projects48: 

• Improved the institutional capacity of regional administrations in charge of 
innovation and contributed to coherent strategy development. 

• Increased the amount and quality of projects funded by structural funds or other 
instruments. 

• Improved the wider understanding of the regional innovation system and clearly 
identified innovation supply and demand from firms. 

• Rationalised innovation services as they could be based on a better understanding of 
the needs of firms and enhanced knowledge flows. 

• Put innovation on the map for regional profiling. 

• The added value was higher in less developed regions, as it leveraged the effects 
from a very low base. In 90% of the regions’ 1994-1999 innovative action the EU 
policy was seen as a better method to introduce innovation as a mainstream concept 
than national or regional programmes.49 

The programme was, in general, effective in mobilising the private sector. Most of the 
strategies were demand-led and involved business in their development. The programme 

                                          

 
47 Sixteen RIS-NAC (Regional Innovation Strategies in Newly Associated Countries) projects, financed by DG 

Enterprise, were carried out and finalised in 2004. 33 new RIS projects were launched in regions in the new 
Member States and Associated Countries. The projects, which are funded by DG Enterprise and Industry, cover 
regions in Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Estonia, Hungary, Israel, Lithuania, Malta, Norway, Poland, Romania, 
Slovakia, Switzerland and Turkey. 

48  Landabaso et al (2002); Socintec et al (2005). 
49  Socintec et al (2005). 
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was less effective in generating funds from the private sector to support the strategy 
development process or its implementation. There is considerable evidence of the 
programme’s effectiveness in influencing regional funding priorities but less evidence of the 
“upwards” influence on national or European funding or policy development. In other 
words, the influence seems to be horizontal, rather than vertical. 

Looking at the impact of the projects, the networks have proved to be useful for enhancing 
the transparency of the innovation system and limited the duplication of efforts by 
establishing communication links between demand and supply. The regional innovation 
strategies have achieved a ripple effect in innovation in the regions. The initial minimal 
investment of 250,000 Euro succeeded in placing innovation on the regional policy agenda 
and that success is still apparent 5 to 15 years later. The ultimate success of the RIS/RITTS 
initiative is partly reflected in its ability to build competence in the regional innovation 
agents, both public and private, access a stock of qualified human resources that can 
contribute to the development and creation of further knowledge, and the availability of 
financial resources to leverage residual value. The Programme appears to have been 
successful in providing an opportunity for ongoing co-operation, although the concept of 
public-private partnerships, as such, does not seem to have been widespread.  

In relation to European added value, the programme provided an impulse for regions to 
tackle the issue of innovation. The extent to which the regions would have done so 
anyway, without EU support, varies. While for some regions it has been crucial, for others it 
has merely enabled them to focus more on innovation or has resulted in a quicker, more 
efficient process. On the whole, regions do not appear to have taken advantage of the 
simultaneous development of strategies in other regions. The pilot actions were particularly 
successful in uniting regional actors under a common banner, probably more so than purely 
national or regional initiatives would have been. There is some evidence, however, that this 
added value is limited to less innovation-mature regions. 

All in all, the RIS/RITTS actions have demonstrated the importance of innovation, the 
role of each of the stakeholders in relation to it, and its contribution to ongoing 
regional development. Barca (2009) explicitly refers to RIS/RITTS strategies as a 
positive example, where Cohesion policies have built up a stock of experience on 
methodologies, successes and failures that can be used as a foundation for further policy 
design. He concludes that the ongoing Cohesion policy has not made enough use of these 
lessons, probably due to pressure “to do something visible about innovation”.  

The main lessons learnt from the RIS/RITTS initiative were that regional innovation policy 
needs to move from supporting technology to innovation, entrepreneurship and social 
capital. Investments in research and technology infrastructure are able to reinforce public 
RTDI capacities, but often fail to meet the needs of local firms. Furthermore they create 
budgetary obligations due to high management costs that again divert public resources50. 
European policies are essential to raise awareness and support regions in pursuing their 
tailor-made innovation policies. A second major lesson is, that building up a RIS is a long-
term policy process and cannot be achieved within the time frame of a 2-year project. 
Thirdly, the coordination and the involvement of national actors are essential for obtaining 
support for the regional project and linking it to national policies. Networking and the 
exchange of experiences between projects within the same country and between the EU is 

                                          

 
50  Landabaso et al (2002) refering to the results of the ex-post evaluation of objective 2 programmes for 1994 to 

1999. 
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important for understanding and developing further policy actions, as capacity building for 
local actors and stakeholders.  

Regional programmes for innovative actions are not co-financed by the structural funds as 
distinct operational programmes in the 2007-2013 programming period, but regions are 
encouraged to include experimentation in their operational programmes. To this end, in 
2006 the Commission published a practical guidance presenting examples of good practice 
drawn from 15 years of experience with regional innovation strategies and actions financed 
by the EU. An Autumn 2007 survey established that 175 operational programmes included 
experimentation in one form or another in the strategies of their operational programmes. 

3.5. The territorial dimensions of FP7 

FP 7 introduced a regional dimension under the “Capacities” priority. This priority 
accounts for 8.1% (4 097m Euro) of the total budget of the programme. The Capacities 
programme is designed to help strengthen and optimise the knowledge capacities that 
Europe needs if it is to become a thriving knowledge-based economy. By strengthening 
research abilities, innovation capacity and European competitiveness, the programme 
stimulates Europe’s full research potential and knowledge resources. The programme 
embraces six specific knowledge areas51. The Regions of Knowledge is the one focusing on 
regions and it is actually the third such action. The EU Member States have earmarked a 
total of € 126 million for funding this theme over the duration of FP7. This is 0.25% of the 
total Budget of FP7. 

3.5.1. Regions of knowledge – knowledge for the regions 

The "Regions of knowledge" action aims to demonstrate the role of knowledge in driving 
regional development and supports regional actors to effectively participate in formulating 
their regions' future. This led to the identification of models for further development 
activities, which need not necessarily be funded from the EU budget. A further objective is 
to increase collaboration on a transnational / trans-regional basis to enable learning 
between European regions and the identification of models and activities that can be 
implemented in different regions. Due to the success of the pilot action the Regions of 
Knowledge was continued and included in the sixth Framework Programme (FP6) as 
“KnowREG II”. The successor programme, FP7 also hosts the Regions of Knowledge 
initiative within the Capacities programme. 

By looking at the large number of applications and at the fact that the allocated budget was 
easily absorbed these initiatives are obviously successful and respond to demand. On the 
other hand, only a limited number of submitted proposals could be funded, which in turn 
might discourage regional stakeholders from engaging in such actions in future.  

The selection criteria played an important role in these programmes. This means that the 
cohesion of regions and the more even distribution of knowledge are not necessarily 
supported by these instruments. 

 

 

                                          

 
51  including Research Infrastructures, Research for the benefit of SMEs, Regions of Knowledge, Research Potential, 

Science in Society and International Cooperation activities 
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The "Regions for Knowledge" initiative (KnowREG) 

was called for by the European Parliament as a pilot project in 2003 in order to 
encourage local players to design and shape regional knowledge development models. 
The models are to foster university involvement with the local economy and develop 
guidance for technology development paths, as well as awareness-raising actions. 
Projects were supposed to help improve regional research and innovation strategies, 
regional public-private partnerships, links between researchers, companies and financial 
institutions and networking between technological innovators across Europe's regions. 
The KnowREG action was independent of the European Commission's Framework 
Programme for Research and Development (R&D) or Structural Funds. The indicative 
budget for this activity, as earmarked in the Community's budget for 2003 was 2,5m 
Euro. It covered two basic strands:  
• integrated Regional Technology Initiatives (IRTI) including technology audits and 

foresights, university driven actions for regional development and mentoring 
initiatives where technologically advanced regions cooperated with less developed 
regions in a kind of “mentoring” partnership and  

• supporting activities (workshops and conferences).  

Out of the 53 proposals amounting to a total of 13m Euro 14 projects were selected. All 
had at least 3 partners coming from 3 different member states (EU15). Due to the 
success of the pilot action it was decided to continue and include a KnowREG 2. activity 
under the sixth FP. The Regions of Knowledge 2 addressed more specific issues 
regarding RTD investment at regional level and aimed also at spreading and further 
increasing the outreach of existing regional RTD initiatives. Moreover, a greater 
importance was given to exchange of experience among supported projects and, for this 
an intensive interaction was foreseen with the IRE network as a basis for mutual 
learning. The budget for KnowREG 2 was 8.95m Euro and the call for proposals resulted 
in a total number of 117 proposals out of which 18 were selected for funding. A table in 
the annex to this study shows the successful and selected KnowREG 1 and 2 projects. 

3.5.2. The ERA and ERA-NET for linking national and regional policies 

Perhaps the most important policy initiative for regionalised RTDI is the concept of the 
European Research Area (ERA) launched in March 2000. The ERA is a rediscovery of a 
notion dating back to the 70s, with a vision of coordinated national research activities and 
policies, and creating an internal EU market for RTDI with the free circulation of 
researchers, ideas and technology. It was at the Lisbon European Council where this idea 
was put on the political agenda and became a cornerstone of the Lisbon strategy. The ERA 
tackles the fragmentation of the European research market as a major impediment and a 
cause of weak performances. Public research is nowadays fragmented into 27 national 
systems inhibiting a free flow of knowledge. The Green paper emphasises the three 
interrelated objectives that have been pursued since 2000:52 

• The creation of an 'internal market' for research – including a single labour 
market for researchers, developing world-class research infrastructures and 
strengthening existing research institutions and sharing knowledge between 
research base and industry which contributes to an increasing co-operation, 
stimulates competition and a better allocation of resources. 
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• A restructuring of the European research fabric; in particular by improved co-
ordination of national and regional research activities and policies. 

• The development of a European research policy which not only addresses the 
funding of the research activities, but also all relevant aspects of other EU and 
national policies such as the emphasis of cohesion policies on innovation. 

In the years following the launch of the ERA concept the regional dimension of ERA was 
developed53 emphasising the need for research policy to involve the regions of the EU more 
explicitly, and called for the enhancement of their capacity to develop a research and 
innovation agenda adapted to their specific needs. It also stressed the need to equip them 
with the appropriate tools and strategies.  

Since the launch of the ERA several actions and initiatives were implemented. Most of these 
were implemented under the aegis of FP6 & FP7. Even though the Framework Programme 
(FP) is crucial for the realisation of ERA, the scope of ERA goes far beyond the FP, and 
indeed beyond EU initiatives. There are many other initiatives taken at EU or national level 
and some of them also have other objectives beyond those of the ERA. The ERA-NET 
Scheme is especially important for regional participation.  

The success of the ERA-NETs also owes much to the inclusion of a wide range of 
stakeholders. Extending the invitation to regional ‘owners’ and ‘managers’ was also wise 
given the importance of regional R&D governance systems in some national settings and 
the growing importance of the regional level in European RTD and innovation policies. The 
only regret here is that more did not accept the invitation (54). 
 

The ERA-NET scheme 

was launched in 2002 as part of the Sixth Framework Programme. It was designed “to 
step up the cooperation and coordination of research activities carried out at national 
and regional level in the Member States and Associated States, through the networking 
of research activities, including their mutual opening and the development of joint 
activities”. As such it constituted one element in the drive towards the creation of the 
European Research Area, helping in particular to restructure the fabric of research in 
Europe via the improved coordination of national and regional research activities and 
policies.  

The scheme invited programme owners (generally ministries) and programme managers 
(generally agencies and research councils), to submit proposals for individual ERA-NETs 
in self-nominated topic areas. Each of these was expected to establish variable geometry 
networks comprised of the programme owners and managers of RTD programmes in the 
participating countries or regions. Altogether 97 projects were implemented which 
involved over 1 000 representatives from 38 countries (25 EU Member States; 8 
Candidate and Associated States; and 5 ‘Third Country’ States). The ERA-NET fulfilled a 
real need within the policy arsenal of the EU in that it helped overcome barriers to the 
coordination of national and regional research activities, a vital step in the creation of a 
real European Research Area. Benefits included the facilitation of mutual learning; the 
coordination of policy responses to shared challenges; the establishment of critical 
research masses in key areas; and the minimisation of unintended duplication and 
redundancy. 
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3.5.3. Territorial impacts of Framework Programmes 

Since the 1980s, European RTDI policy has been designed and implemented through 
successive Framework Programmes (FPs) – with increasing financial support.55 Territorial 
impacts of FPs can be identified for six principal areas.56 FPs influence the development of 
the EU’s regions by: 

• investing in knowledge infrastructure and equipment 
• directly supporting the knowledge base through investing in research and 

researchers 
• encouraging the exchange of knowledge and promoting innovation through business 

support services 
• stimulating technology transfer and networking through specific actions 
• developing human capital 
• supporting the development of the institutional dimension to R&D governance57 

FPs have the strongest territorial impact in the field of networking and local knowledge 
development in participating regions, which is crucial to long-term development. But of 
course, participating regions are not evenly distributed across Europe, but tend to be 
located in the core of Europe, in the northern periphery and around capital cities, where 
research infrastructures are concentrated. At the micro-level FP projects have the strongest 
impact through capacity building and knowledge generation and stimulating networks 
between research and enterprises. Wider territorial effects may arise from spillover effects 
from knowledge networks facilitated by FP-projects leading to new working practices and a 
greater level of trust and communication.  

Case study sample No. 5 provides examples of projects, which focus on networking and 
local knowledge development. While case study number 14 deals with networking, case 
studies number 12 and 16 exhibit both networking aspects as well as efforts made to 
support local knowledge development. 

Case study sample No. 5: Projects financed by the framework programme 

Case study Main features 

Case study 12: 
Genome-based 
therapeutic drugs 
for depression 
(GENDEP) / United 
Kingdom 

The exploitable knowledge created includes know-how about how to 
conduct a large-scale multicentre human pharmacogenomics study, 
knowledge of biomarkers associated with clinical response to 
antidepressants in various model systems and the human 
pharmacogenomics study, and druggable targets for pharmaceutical 
drug discovery. The project has enabled European SMEs to work in a 
collaborative and integrated fashion with leading academic centres, a 
large industrial partner, and industrial collaborators. The multicentre 
pan-European collaborative nature of this research project has 
permitted a unique mobilisation of resources and expertise across 
Europe, in an integrated project that is generating data of high 
scientific import, with the ultimate aim of facilitating sustained pan-
European research in this field to be conducted in an internationally 
competitive manner. 

                                          

 
55  European Commission, DG Regional Policy (2007). 
56 The following general analysis concerns all FPs, however, the original analysis done by ESPON considers the 

Fourth and Fifth FP only, since it was published in 2005. 
57  ESPON (2005). 
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Case study Main features 

Case study 14: 
New tools to 
improve clusters 
key European 
Technology 
Transfer 
(NEWTICKETT) / 
France 

The Newtickett project has generated a tool integrating the best 
enterprise diagnostic practices. This enterprise diagnostic tool aims to 
develop partnering strategy within, between clusters and between 
their members. Tailored for Clusters and its members (big 
companies, SMEs, Start-ups and research organisations), it helps: to 
develop cluster collaborative projects by a better partnering 
approach; to identify technology strengths and weaknesses in 
enterprises; to sort existing ideas and to generate innovative ones; 
to develop and to empower partnering strategies inside clusters and 
abroad; to increase quality of local and international innovative 
partnerships. Accordingly, the Newtickett tool is composed of five 
Modules, assisted by an expert in Innovation and Partnership, 
allowing the enterprise to carry out auto-evaluation practice on one 
hand and to define partnering strategy and setup an action plan on 
the other hand. The objective of this booklet is to let the consultant 
know about all the necessary elements for a successful 
implementation of Newtickett. 

Case study 16: 
intercultural 
learning campus – 
ICAMP / Austria 

The main results of the project are the successful development and 
creation of an open virtual learning environment for university 
students across Europe. The project’s efforts resulted in guidelines on 
pedagogical and technical issues as well as in an open-source 
software package of constructivist learning tools. The iCamp 
handbook is a practical guide as to how social software can be used 
in educational settings, especially in higher education. The handbook 
addresses in particular practitioners who would like to enhance their 
online teaching practices with pedagogical activities making use of 
Web2.0 technologies. 

At regional and local levels synergies with structural funds are possible. Evidence exists 
that SF have established research and innovation centres, and promoted co-operation 
between applied research bodies, higher education bodies, and knowledge-intensive 
enterprises. FP projects have been used for the promotion of such co-operative 
arrangements. Complementary actions between SF and FPs in this area could offer strong 
added value. This is also true for financing of research projects. However, “evidence 
regarding use of the existing facility to part co-finance FPs’ projects in regions eligible for 
Objective 1 through the SF is particularly sparse”58.  

FPs territorial impact differs according to the type of regions in Europe. FPs also have a 
territorial impact in regions lagging behind. In general RTDI policies help to “broaden the 
technological absorption and creative capacity of many Objective 1 regions”59. However, a 
small number of leading regions record a high participation in the FPs. FPs contribute to 
the development of knowledge of individual organisations within the regions. FPs wider 
spillover effects and their synergies with SF territorial impact support the empirical 
development of the European Research Area.  

                                          

 
58  ESPON (2005). 
59  ESPON (2005). 
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Best practices in the context of FPs are:  

• ‘learning-by-doing’ strengthening human resources for R&D in the region 

• access to knowledge in the private sector and public research institutions within 
regions by developing collaborative working arrangements but also through 
dissemination and networks for knowledge exchange 

• new organisational strategies connecting different sorts of organisations60 

Since these best practices of FPs occur in a context of national and regional policies, 
attention is to be drawn to the fact, that national and regional perspectives exert a strong 
influence on the effectiveness of European RTDI policies. Accordingly, these activities can 
reinforce the existence of concentrations of activity organised on national and regional 
level. They can adversely affect spatial balance, since FPs are “particularly prone to 
reinforcing existing clusters of activity”.61 In this context it is worth noticing that territorial 
cohesion can not be considered to be the primary objective of European RTDI policies. 
European RTDI policies pursue the objective of making the EU the most competitive 
knowledge-based economy in the world by 2010. Major efforts towards this objective in the 
framework of European RTDI policies are mainly undertaken by the current FP7. 

3.6. Further European policies affecting regional innovation 
policies 

3.6.1. A policy agenda for clusters 

Clusters are market driven and emerge as result of natural competitive advantages, of 
market forces, or by chance. Since clusters are increasingly used to foster structural 
change, to revitalise certain sectors and to help in providing a framework for research, 
innovation and regional policy, policy makers are increasingly experimenting in putting 
measures in place to act as catalysts for cluster creation.  

The European Commission has also been active in promoting the emergence and excellence 
of clusters. The Community Strategic Guidelines on Cohesion adopted by the Council on 
6 October 200662 for the period 2007-2013 explicitly encourage Member States and regions 
to promote strong clusters as part of their economic reform strategies. The revised EU 
State aid framework63 also recognises the potential usefulness of public support by allowing 
certain targeted support measures for cluster development. As in the case of the ERA, this 
policy agenda for clusters resulted in several initiatives within Community programmes 
aiming at supporting cluster development and/or cooperation. The “Regions for Economic 
Change” under the Territorial Cooperation objective, the “Regions of Knowledge” within FP7 
and the INNOVA under the CIP are the best examples.  

According to a survey by the European Cluster Observatory64 national budgets are the main 
source of funding for 63% of cluster programmes, while EU Cohesion Policy supports 19% 
of national cluster programmes in Europe. Under the Regional Operational Programmes for 
innovation in the period 2000-2006, EU funds have co-financed scientific infrastructures 
                                          

 
60  ESPON (2005). 
61  ESPON (2005). 
62  http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/sources/docoffic/2007/osc/index_en.htm. 
63  Community framework for State aid for research and development and innovation (OJ C 323, 30.12.2006). 
64  Oxford Research (2008). 
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such as science parks and incubators as well as networking activities needed to create links 
between regional authorities, businesses and universities. The new European Regional 
Development Fund Regulation for the period 2007-201365 includes explicit support to 
business networks, public-private partnerships and clusters. Moreover, the Community 
Strategy Guidelines on Cohesion in line with the Lisbon Strategy recommend several 
explicit cluster-related actions under the priority of improving knowledge and innovation for 
growth. Approximately €86bn of Cohesion Policy funds are allocated to innovation in the 
EU-27 for the period 2007-2013 of which considerable amounts will support cluster 
initiatives and their infrastructures. 

So there are a variety of initiatives that are lightly coordinated and operate in 
fragmented markets and often lack critical mass and innovation capacity to sustainably face 
global competition and to be world-class.  

Thus the EC has launched a communication analysing the issues of cluster policies, offering 
support to Member States in their efforts to improve cluster policies, in ensuring better 
coherence of different Community instruments supporting cluster policies and facilitating 
transnational cooperation between clusters as well as improving dissemination of relevant 
information to SMEs (etc). This is an interesting model for policy integration being launched 
from the European level affecting regional innovation policies.  

3.6.2. Competition policy 

In order for the European Union’s single market to be a level playing field for all players, 
one of the cornerstones of the Acquis Communautaire is competition policy and the 
regulations governing state aid. Certain categories of activities aimed at creating jobs, 
boosting competitiveness and improving the environment and where market forces are not 
present or not yet strong enough to stimulate these activities are granted exemptions. One 
general exemption is the “de minimis rule”, that allows Member States to grant subsidies 
for SMEs up to a certain amount66 without notification. A second group of exemptions are 
defined by regulations on specific types of schemes. These include various types of 
research and innovation related subsidies and basically define the aid intensity. Each 
scheme falling under such a category needs to be notified with the EC.  

A third group of exemptions is the General Block Exemption Regulation67. Block 
exemptions simplify state aid procedures, as any aid scheme falling under the GBER only 
needs to be reported to a specifically appointed national institution instead of notifying the 
scheme to the European Commission. This procedure is much faster and involves less 
bureaucracy than the latter.  

It lists the 26 different types of aid measures, which can be granted without distorting 
competition. Under the group of measures to be provided for all EU enterprises, the 
Regulation includes a series of innovation measures to foster the competitiveness of 
European industry via more money spent in RTDI. Concerning innovation measures the 
GBER foresees distinct aid intensity ceilings according to size of enterprises. Small 
enterprises may receive higher aids, as they are the weakest in terms of competition. The 

                                          

 
65  Regulation (EC) No 1080/2006. 
66  up to 200.000 Euro cash grant equivalent for one SME over a period of 3 years, for guarantees the limit is 

equivalent to 1,5 mio Euro 
67  Regulation (EC) No 800/2008. 
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most important types of innovation measures falling under the block exemptions regarding 
regional innovation are shown in Annex 3.68 

There is also a temporary aid framework adopted in December 2008 that supports Member 
States in increasing access of enterprises to finance, that increase the aid ceiling to 
€500.000 under certain conditions and provide a temporary derogation from the risk capital 
guideline.  

However, competition rules have been extended in the past to cover not only innovation 
related grants to enterprises but also subsidies to infrastructures. Especially the latter 
require specific knowledge and capacities to deal with notification and GBER rules. 

There is very little research available on the impact of competition rules on innovation 
related policy instruments. However, according to some experts involved in regional 
funding the extended scope of competition policy constitutes a constraint in supporting 
innovation capacity in the regions, as the framework has become very complex and rigid 
(e.g. with a precise definition of eligible costs). 

                                          

 
68  European Commission, DG Competition (2009). 
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4. GOVERNANCE IN INNOVATION POLICIES 

KEY FINDINGS 

• Innovation policy is in transition from understanding the process of innovation to a 
governance model of policy learning. In many cases it is still tied to the institutional 
paradigm of “New Public Management” with a strong focus on efficiency and 
effectiveness and a high sectoral fragmentation – neither fosters innovation in 
technologies, organisations and society.  

• Governance structures are formed by the values and cultures of the respective 
institution and show a high degree of inertia in adapting to new challenges. Thus basic 
challenges are to introduce working methods based on principles of the “New Mode of 
Governance” combining various policy priorities including conflicting ones, while 
overcoming short-term thinking, sectoral fragmentation and inertia. This implies 
strengthening regional capacities to capitalise on European and national 
innovation strategies.  

• Regional innovation policies are a model case for multi-level governance, as 
overlapping competencies for RTDI between the European, the national and the sub-
national level exist and new types and interactions of actors evolve, organised in 
networks across regions and territories.  

• RTDI policies inherently support agglomerations. Thus innovation policy for less 
favoured regions more often links to European policies than to national ones.  

• Successful regional innovation policies need organisational and institutional 
capacities in order to link the regional business sector into wider networks. European 
programmes may play an important role in supporting this.  

• Today competencies are weakest on the regional level both in the FP and the SF 
programmes. The highest level of action required from the regional authorities is in 
promoting knowledge sharing, acting as an integrator in RTDI. Regions should be 
more active in strategic planning, adaptation, coordination and integration of 
innovation. 

• The Community Initiatives LEADER and EQUAL provided support for a new 
governance model involving innovation at local and regional level in a comprehensive 
meaning, cooperation, involvement of stakeholders, and a territorial focus (LEADER). 
Both programmes have produced a variety of innovations related to their specific 
theme or territory.  

4.1. Governance as an essential dimension of innovation policies 

Policies to foster and support innovation require the involvement of different policy sectors 
(horizontal integration) and different government hierarchies (vertical integration). 
Decisions need to be taken more through informal rules and negotiations than by formal 
rules. New forms of cooperation between the public and the private sector emerge and 
collective learning is a core element to policy planning and implementation. All these 
requirements are elements of governance, as set out in a recent study for the European 
Parliament69. Thus governance is a very essential dimension of innovation policies.  
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Governance 

In the White Paper on European Governance70 "governance" is defined as the rules, 
processes and behaviour that affect the way in which powers are exercised at European 
level. Openness, participation, accountability, effectiveness and coherence are the five 
"principles of good governance", that reinforce those of subsidiarity and proportionality. 
The White Paper stresses the need for a stronger interaction with regional and local 
governments and civil society. Thus, in general terms, “governance” describes the new 
model of coordination, decision making and implementation between different actors, 
and the practice whereby decision making is no longer dominated by administrative 
hierarchies but by complex relations between the actors. 

Source: COM(2001)148 

The reform of public administration strongly impacted on innovation policies as it 
gradually shifted from the classic public administration system to the “new public 
management” one, and introduced the concept of governance from approximately 2000 
onwards. Table 6 below shows the main characteristics of the three paradigm-shaping 
public administration reforms: 

Table 6: Main Characteristics of Public Sectors Reforms 

ADMINISTRATION MANAGEMENT GOVERNANCE 

Until the 1970s 
Classic Public Administration 

Between the 1970s  
and 1990s 

New Public Management 

From the 2000s 
New Public Governance 

Cumulative budgeting Value for money 
Performance budgeting and 
management 

Focus on stable procedures 
and structures 

Management by 
objectives 

Continuing focus on 
processes but a system 
approach as well 

Bureaucracy and Uniformity 
Focus on processes 
divided into actions 

Modern civil service - “public 
managers” 

Strict division of competencies 
Civil servants become 
managers 

Focus on shaping factors 
and shaping actors 

Standard procedures and 
routine 

Flexibility and task forces 
Open government and 
citizen engagement 

Direct control and hierarchy  Governing by networks 

Source: presentation by Olejniczak (2007) on Evaluation Practice in the European Union 

                                          

 
70  COM (2001)148. 



Moving Towards a Territorialisation of European R&D and Innovation Policies 
___________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 57

New Public Management methods particularly challenged innovation policies, as they 
implied a trend towards fragmentation and segmentation, with government agencies taking 
over public functions. Over a long period “value for money” principles, increased the 
accountability of the system, objective orientation led to an un-coordinated policy design, 
where innovation policies were implemented in different ways by different ministries and 
agencies71. At the same time complexity also increased. In line with the evolution of public 
administrations systems innovation policies in Western European countries have gone 
through different phases moving from a sectoral policy towards an integrated and learning 
oriented concept. 

Stages of innovation policy – results of the MONIT project (Monitoring and 
implementing national innovation policies)72 by OECD 

Innovation policy has gone through several stages moving from a sectoral policy towards 
an integrated learning system including various horizontal and vertical policy levels.  

The first stage focused on the understanding of innovation and moved from the linear to 
the systemic model of innovation. The second generation of innovation policies focused 
around the National Innovation System approach and was basically developed in the 
1990s. It moved from understanding innovation as a technological issue to a broader 
concept including organisational issues, institutional, design and other changes. 
Interfaces between the public and the private sector evolved, such as public-private 
partnerships and regional cooperation structures. The third generation of innovation 
policies suggests a broader scope of innovation policies moving from a sectoral into a 
more generic one. In this model innovation policy is no longer exclusively related to 
economic growth – in the form of education policy, science-industry linkages, cluster 
policy. But innovation policy is integrated into health, environment, transport and other 
sectoral policies as a horizontal dimension. 

Source: Remoe (2008) 

4.2. Multi-level governance in regional innovation policies 

Innovation policies at regional level as described in Chapter 2.4 encompass elements 
of European, national and regional support policies. These may be coherent, but it is more 
probable that they will have conflicting objectives, especially in the case of less favoured 
regions (LFRs). National innovation policy priorities focus on regions with high absorption 
capacities for RTDI (mostly urban agglomerations or larger cities with universities, research 
institutions, a highly qualified labour force etc), whereas LFRs are more problematic. 
European policies (mainly Cohesion Policy) and regional policy may follow strategies to 
support innovation in LFRs (e.g. by capacity building measures supported by structural 
funds). The multi-level governance approach accepts the complexity of overlapping 
competencies and possibly conflicting interests of stakeholders at different levels and looks 
for conflict resolving mechanisms. # 
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Multi-level governance (MLG) is a public administration paradigm that is attracting 
more and more attention. The theory originated from studies on European integration. 
An early explanation referred to multi-level governance as a system of continuous 
negotiation among nested governments at several territorial tiers73 and described how 
supranational, national, regional, and local governments are enmeshed in territorially 
overarching policy networks74. The theory emphasised both the increasingly frequent and 
complex interactions between governmental actors and the increasingly important 
dimension of non-state actors that are mobilised in cohesion policy-making and, more 
generally, in EU policy actions and policies. MLG has been used to describe structural 
policies and EU decision-making in general. European multi-level governance is 
understood as ‘coordinated actions of the Union, the Member States, regional and local 
authorities’75 in order to implement EU policies. 

Against this background, multi-level governance (MLG) has become a central element of 
Regional policy, with an increasing trend over the last decade to devolve responsibilities to 
sub-national levels. Innovation policy as a subset of regional policy needs to be reflected in 
the MLG framework: there are overlapping competencies for RTDI between the European, 
the national and the sub-national level, new types of actors evolve, organised in networks 
across regions and territories. European Cohesion policies support social, economic and 
territorial cohesion and regional competitiveness and thus lay particular emphasis on 
encouraging innovation projects in LFRs. Greater coherence may therefore often be found 
between the European and regional levels in the field of innovation policies, than 
between either of these levels and the national one (Cooke et al, 2000). From a comparison 
of governance structures in different European regions Cooke et al concluded that MLG for 
innovation is significantly assisted if  

• there are strong and established regional governance organisations with the ability 
to design appropriate innovation strategies including finance, training and know-how 
development, competitive advice and technology transfer,  

• the region has a substantial number and diversity of regional and local innovation 
organisations and firms that are able to operate interactively and capitalise on the 
innovation strategies,  

• regional and external innovation interactions among firms and other innovation 
organisations exist 

• regional RTDI policies and programmes supported by EU funds are in place. 

However, one of the core factors is that regions are able to build on their strengths and 
potential and design the appropriate innovation strategy – and not be bound by a blueprint 
imported from other strategies.  
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4.3. Roles and competencies of regional authorities in RTDI 

4.3.1. The role of regions 

The majority of regions have established economic development policies or programmes, 
which are reflected in their operational programmes. In the context of these policies, 
regions put in place one or several innovation strategies aimed at domains or sectors of 
activity and particular issues: for example, a strategy for the information society, an 
innovation strategy for tourism, or one for personal services. 

If we consider the recent converging developments of financial instruments (the increasing 
emphasis on the role of innovation as the crucial factor for regional development in 
Structural Funds and the growing role of the regional level in FP7) and the conclusions from 
the previous chapters, the role of the regions in maximising the use of all instruments is 
evident. It is also the main conclusion of a previous study analysing the interconnections 
between the financial instruments of the EU76 that realising potential synergies, 
eliminating gaps and avoiding overlaps of funding available from the EU instruments will 
depend on the effectiveness of ‘bottom-up’ strategic processes at regional and/or 
national levels (depending on the size and degree of decentralisation of the Member 
States). This finding is also supported by the results of a survey published in the 
Technopolis report77 back in 2006 concluding that most countries consider policy 
coordination (between national and regional authorities and/or between national policy 
makers and agencies in specific fields) a serious problem for developing a credible 
innovation policy and implementing SF RTDI measures. Regions therefore need strong 
mandates in long-tem planning and coordination of RTDI policies and activities. 
Cooperation, communication and information tools need to be provided for the regions if 
they are to maximise the efficient use of different EU funding instruments. This would help 
also in avoiding mismanagement, overlaps and double financing.  

There are significant differences in formal powers and competencies of regions in terms of 
design, funding and implementation of innovation and knowledge policies, according to 
different constitutional systems in the member states. EU member countries can be 
classified in three types78: 

• federal countries with ‘constitutional regions’ (such as Belgium, Germany, Austria) 
and countries with ‘autonomous’ or ‘devolved’ regions (Spain, UK); 

• previously centralised countries devolving increasing powers to regions (e.g.: 
France, Italy, the Netherlands) or starting to develop regional institutions (e.g.: 
Bulgaria, Czech Republic, Romania, Slovakia); 

• smaller ‘single-region’ countries, where - even if there are local authorities - they do 
not in practice have competence or funding to intervene in favour of RTDI (Cyprus, 
Denmark, Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, Slovenia) 
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In federal countries, the role of the federal ministries and organisations is combined with 
the role of the regions/länder ones. In countries with ‘autonomous’ regions, the situation is 
more complex because of the different competences devolved to different regions. Co-
funding by national and regional levels for innovation actions is the rule here. Centralised 
countries79 constitute the largest group. However, the level of centralisation varies 
considerably from countries such as Portugal and Greece where the regional level has very 
few powers in innovation and knowledge policies, to countries such as Finland where the 
powers and the role of municipalities and regions are important. On the other hand, the 
general tendency in this group is to give growing powers to regions.  

4.3.2. Competencies on the different government levels 

When it comes to the distribution of concrete competencies between different levels one 
finds wide variations (with varying degrees of political autonomy for regions) within Europe 
(see Cooke et al., 2000). Nevertheless different tasks and competencies can be found at 
various levels. 

Table 7: Competencies on different levels of governance 

LEVEL • FP7 & CIP • SF 

EU 

• Research and Innovation Policy, 
Economic Competitiveness Policy – 
general provisions 

• EU programmes and Initiatives 
• Research in support of other 

policies, international dimension 
and enlargement 

• Lisbon Strategy and Regional Policy
• Cohesion Fund, European Union 

Solidarity Fund (EUSF), European 
Investment Bank (EIB) 

• Budgetary and financial provisions, 
national regional aid, services of 
general interest, enlargement 

National 

• R&D and Competitiveness laws and 
regulations, action plans 

• Annual budgetary appropriations 
and funding for competitiveness, 
R&D and innovation, supervision of 
national institutions: universities, 
academies, specialised research 
organisations, institutes 

• National laws and regulations, 
national regional development 
strategy 

• Annual budgetary appropriations 
• National Strategic Reference 

Frameworks, Operative 
programmes, programme 
management 

Regional 

• Lower and medium levels of 
education, incubation and 
innovation centres, information 
services, transfer agencies and - 
more recently - cluster policies. 

• Development of regional SWOT and 
strategy; Implementation of RD 
programmes, resource 
coordination, project development 
and management. 

Source: Cooke et al (2000). 
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Competencies are, in general, the weakest on the regional level both in Community and SF 
programmes. The majority of legal and financial resources are allocated to other levels of 
governance.  

Previous Structural Fund experience suggests that the capacity of the regions to develop 
and implement innovation and knowledge policies does not only depend on their 
powers. Experience with regional innovation strategy exercises also indicates that even in 
regions with limited powers, a partnership-based approach can significantly improve the 
policy shaping and the policy-making process and generate new ideas for such policies. The 
following table summarises the role and influence of national versus regional authorities in 
each the six innovation policy categories introduced in Chapter 1. 

Table 8: Regional-national responsibilities for innovation & knowledge policy 

POLICY AREA • Federal 
countries

• Ct. with 
auton. 
regions 

• Centra-
lised 

countries 

• Single 
region 

countries

Improving governance capacities for 
innovation and knowledge policies R R N/R N/R 

Innovation friendly environment N/R N N N 

Knowledge transfer and technology 
diffusion to enterprises R R R N/R 

Innovation poles and clusters R R N/R N/R 

Support to creation and growth of 
innovative enterprises R N/R N/R N 

Boosting applied research and 
product development R N/R N N 

N Essentially or exclusively a national competence , N/R Shared between national and regional local authorities,  
R Essentially or exclusively a regional competence 

Source: Technopolis (2006). 

According to this table it is the knowledge transfer and technology diffusion from the 
six policy areas where the regions should have the highest competence. This calls for the 
regions to take on an RTDI hub or integrator role within a regional innovation system. 
Case study sample No. 6 provides evidence in this regard. All the projects, with the 
exception of Case study 8, have been co-financed by SF. Case study 8 was financed by the 
FP6 “Regions of Knowledge” pilot action. 
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Case study sample No. 6: The roles of the regions 

Case study Main features 

Case study 1: 
NetPort.Karlshamn 
/ Sweden 

In the framework of NetPort-Karlshamm, the municipality is the primary 
funder. The municipal director represents the local authority. He is 
empowered to organise and coordinate the co-operation with a 
technology institute and business representatives. The role of local 
businesses is to contribute input on the most promising ideas for new 
business ventures; the technology institute is the largest contributor of 
formal knowledge. They share responsibility for bringing new 
developments to the region and for supporting each other’s efforts.  

Case study 4: The 
Cluster Alpine 
Network Wood and 
Technologies 
Cluster / Italy 

The Cluster Alpine Network programme to develop four to five clusters 
(including in the wood sector) was run by the regional administration. 
Each cluster had a cluster manager, and a project manager was 
recruited once 60 enterprises were involved in the cluster. The Steering 
committee of the programme chaired by the regional authority resulted 
from stakeholder analysis and had a well balanced public/private 
representation: Local action groups in Leader+, Free University of 
Bolzano, Business Innovation Centre South Tyrol, Office for Industrial 
Innovation, Chamber of Commerce Bolzano, Academy of Design 
Bolzano, association of the captains of industry, a representative of the 
agricultural and forestry sectors. 

Case study 8: 
SUpporting 
Potential and 
Existing Research 
intensive SMEs 
(SUPER-SME) / 
France 

The Regional Council of Lorraine, department of technology and 
innovation lead the SUPER-SME project. The partners are either regional 
authorities responsible for economic development and SME support (e.g. 
Cluj and Huendoara, Lorraine region) or specialised organisations, 
research units or foundations playing a significant role in supporting 
regional research and innovation policy in their respective territories. 
The partnership is built around three regions with a long history of 
developing and designing research and/or innovation policies. 

Case study 18: 
Boosting Regional 
Information Society 
Expertise (BRISE) / 
Ireland 

The consortium consists of local and regional authorities. It is led and 
coordinated by the Irish ERNACT EEIG (European Economic Interest 
Grouping) that is a pan-EU network to develop and implement ICT-
based models of regional development. BRISE aims to access the 
experience of other peripheral European regions and promote ICT 
clusters within the participating regions in order to attract business, 
inward investment and technology transfer from more central parts of 
the EU. As for the project’s main activities, BRISE is boosting ICT 
expertise in participating regions by organising a series of conferences, 
workshops, staff exchanges and study visits. The network is also 
developing a report on best practice, a joint interregional inward 
investment strategy and a web-based knowledge exchange that doubles 
as the project’s website.  

Case study 20: 
Warhol City: town 
marketing as tool 
promoting local 
development in 
disadvantaged 
regions / Slovakia 

The project’s narrow partnership includes the core group working for the 
local authority. The broader group comprised also other local 
institutions, most notably the Andy Warhol Museum of Modern Art, the 
Town Cultural Centre as well as local schools. The partnership has 
designed and implemented a new local development tool based on art as 
a driving element of the supporting city image and tourism and aiming 
to improve local quality of life. 
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4.4. Governance as programmes: policy innovation by LEADER and 
EQUAL 

Although not directly related to innovation policies it is worthwhile highlighting two policy 
initiatives with policy innovation and governance at their core – the Community initiatives 
EQUAL and LEADER.  

EQUAL has been part of the EU’s strategy to create more and better jobs and to ensure 
equal access since 2001. It is the Community initiative within the European Social Fund 
(ESF). The ESF contribution to EQUAL of €3.274 billion was matched by national funding. 
EQUAL tests and promoted new ways of combating all forms of discrimination and 
inequalities faced by the most disadvantaged labour market groups. EQUAL differs from the 
European Social Fund mainstream programmes in its function as a laboratory (principle of 
innovation) and in its emphasis on active co-operation between Member States (principle of 
partnership). It has tested new ways of tackling discrimination and inequality experienced 
by those in work and those looking for a job. EQUAL’s principles are the following: 

The six EQUAL principles 

• Partnership: The establishment of a Development Partnership that brings together the 
key actors in a geographic area or economic sector. 

• Thematic approach: To concentrate actions on thematic fields in keeping with the 
European Employment Strategy. 

• Empowerment: The programme encourages all stakeholders to develop clear 
empowerment strategies both at participant and DP level. 

• Innovation: To explore and test innovative approaches in formulating, delivering and 
implementing employment and training policies. 

• Transnationality: To render it possible for individual DPs and national authorities to 
learn from each other and co-operate productively across borders. 

• Mainstreaming: To develop and test new ways of integrating best practices into 
employment and social inclusion policies. 

Source: http://ec.europa.eu/employment_social/equal/index_en.cfm 

According to the principle of partnership, the different spheres of public administration, 
non-governmental organisations, social partners and the business sector (in particular 
SMEs) collaborate in partnership, sharing their respective types of expertise and 
experience. These Development Partnerships agree a strategy within which they will try out 
new ways of dealing with the problems of discrimination and inequality which they have 
already identified. Central to the work of each Development Partnership are its links with at 
least one partnership from another country and the involvement in another network dealing 
with the same theme across Europe. Ideas are tested with a view towards influencing the 
design of future policy and practice.  

EQUAL has resulted in policy innovation in governance, since within EQUAL innovation 
is “focused on the promotion of new mechanisms of governance between partners”.80 
Moreover, EQUAL’s inclusive approach, i.e. the partnership principle, has resulted in 
capacity building between experienced players and newer, and usually smaller, ones such 
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as grass-roots NGOs.81 Its principles have been incorporated into the mainstream 
Structural Funds from 2008 onwards. 

LEADER is a Community initiative for rural development. It started in 1991, continued with 
LEADER II (1994-1999) and ended with LEADER+ (2000-2006). LEADER+ was co-financed 
by the European Agriculture Guarantee and Guidance Fund (EAGGF) which contributed 
€2.105 billion to the total budget of €5.046 billion. LEADER+ was designed to help rural 
actors, consider the long-term potential of their local region. The LEADER approach can be 
summarised as follows: 

Its features consist of the bottom-up and area-based approaches, partnership, 
integrated and sustainable pilot development strategies around specific themes, inter-
territorial and transnational co-operation and networking. LEADER has a strong focus on 
local area partnerships and networks promoting the exchange of experience, as well as 
on innovation. The Community Initiative was the first EU-wide attempt to implement a 
combined set of the above features in a policy field which is, in most countries, still 
dominated by the sectoral views of agriculture and forestry. It is a cross-sectoral, 
integrative approach resulting in policy innovation in governance.82 

Both LEADER and EQUAL are experimental policies that use an integrative, partnership-
based territorial approach. These Community initiatives may be regarded as attempts for 
policy innovation in governance. As this is a long-term process, impacts only become clear 
over time. 

The LEADER approach 

• Involvement of local people 

• Transparent selection procedures for local projects in the framework of a shared 
perspective of the future of the area 

• Targeting specific beneficiaries like women, young people or other less favoured 
groups 

• Formulation of a strategy around a priority theme 

• Integration of different sectors 

• Fostering innovation 

• Local partnership (formed of people, who might never have worked together before). 

Source: ÖIR-Managementdienste (2006). 
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5. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

KEY RECOMMENDATIONS 

 The Lisbon strategy and European policies should reinforce the role of regional 
innovation as driver of change and growth.  

 Cohesion policies shall focus at innovation for regions and industries that are not at 
the technological edge, but all others. Earmarked funds need to be devoted to non-
R&D related drivers of innovations in regional innovation systems. 

 Cohesion policies need to better integrate local and regional policy makers in 
strategy development, policy design and evaluation of operational programmes. The 
potential of structural funds for an integrated approach based on local and regional 
needs to be put in practice in the field of innovation. 

 Earmarking of funds needs to be made effective by substantial capacity building 
efforts. This implies a dedication of funds and other resources (such as information, 
guidance, coordination) to local actors to develop, implement and evaluate policies 
targeted at the regional innovation system. Cohesion policies need to devote funding 
for this out of their RTDI allocations. 

 A programme with a similar focus to RIS/RITTS should be re-established in order to 
implement the regional innovation systems approach in a wider set of regions and 
to act as facilitator for the implementation of the Lisbon related measures in Cohesion 
policies.  

 Innovation related cooperation between regional actors of different Member States and 
regions need to be reinforced in all three strands of ETC programmes.  

 European Research policy needs to keep its profile of supporting excellence. 
Increased efforts should be made to better embed FP7 projects in the regions where 
they are implemented and to develop solutions for territorial problems and 
challenges.  

 European initiatives for regional innovation should support innovation in a very 
broad sense and move away from a pure technological concept of innovation to a 
more comprehensive concept including societal, political and institutional innovations. 
Cohesion policies can adequately include such a broader concept as “capacity 
building”. 

 Involving regions in innovation policies is not so much a question of formal 
competencies, but of governance of innovation policies. Thus national policy 
maker need to include the regional level in policy design and implementation. 
European policies should encourage and stimulate such approaches.  

 Innovation policies are a case for multi-level governance, but also for horizontal policy 
integration. European support seems to make a difference for regional innovation.  

In this chapter the study seeks to present an overview of elements that act as major 
constraints, bottlenecks and obstacles to realising territorial concepts in RTDI, and to 
suggest possible courses of action for addressing these. Recommendations are built around 
overcoming such constraints and are based on the wealth of available experiences and the 
possibilities of making better utilisation of the potential of policy instruments. They 
highlight the scope of action for regions to trigger social and economic development 
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through enhanced innovation. The Lisbon strategy for Growth and Jobs has been widely 
integrated into European Policies. Globalisation, international migration, climate change, an 
ageing population, resource and energy scarcity and security have posed key challenges to 
society for some time. The need to address these challenges has become even more urgent 
in the context of the current economic recession. This requires that the public sector deliver 
even faster and more efficient responses to questions of international competitiveness, 
declining regions, industries in crisis and rising unemployment. At the same time the pace 
of work has increased, the life cycles of new products and technologies regularly become 
shorter, as do response and reaction times, and globalisation adds complexity. 

Research, technology and innovation can offer some of the necessary responses. Extracting 
maximum return from investment in RTDI is now more essential than ever. There is a 
growing urgency. The deficit in the production and exploitation of knowledge relevant for 
international competitiveness persists, despite all policy efforts. EU manufacturing largely 
remains specialised in the medium technological sectors and has not taken advantage of 
the fast growth of some of the high-tech sectors. R&D productivity continues to be lower 
than in the USA and Japan, even though there are some positive signs. With the accession 
of new Member States, and the consequent increase in the number of regions facing 
significant restructuring needs, Cohesion has become an even more central task. This 
should not be allowed to mask the fact that the long-standing development gaps in EU 15 
have yet to be overcome. 

5.1. Innovation is a systemic process but only partly driven by R&D 

Since the early 1990s – and later enforced by the launch of the Lisbon Agenda - a 
comprehensive analysis and reflection on the nature of research, development and 
innovation has moved the subject from the specialist field of “RTDI policy” into a 
horizontal policy framework that is integrated into territorial and sectoral policies (Cohesion 
policy, agricultural policy etc.) and seeks responses to Europe’s major challenges.  

The generation of knowledge through research and development is one possible trigger 
for innovation. Science based industries relying on an analytical knowledge base (ITC, 
biotech etc) and large companies particularly derive innovation from R&D activities. There 
is clear evidence that spending on RTD is a trigger for growth in such industries, even 
though the success rate of R&D activities leading to innovations is generally rather low. 
Nevertheless, R&D is one key tool for making European industries more competitive. 
Investing in European excellence stimulates development and creates spillover to the 
knowledge system in some regions. But increasing the R&D spending is limited by the 
capacities of Member States and regions to utilise and absorb R&D funds, which depends on 
the nature of the knowledge base of their industries. Thus investing in RTD can therefore 
only addresses part of industries’ needs. 

If industries with a synthetic (engineering based) or symbolic (artistic based) knowledge 
base prevail, then investing in R&D might not meet the demand of a region, as these 
industries rather rely on non-R&D driven innovation processes. Innovation is a complex 
process that may result from interactions with suppliers, competitors, partners and 
intermediary institutions. Technological capacities, strategic planning, specialist knowledge 
and skills, management capabilities and leadership, customer involvement in R&D and 
innovation activities are nowadays seen as key innovation drivers in addition to R&D.  

Innovation results from the interaction between the system of knowledge generation and 
diffusion, and with the system of knowledge application and exploitation. These interactions 
between public and private organisations and institutions in a “regional innovation system” 
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create the “local buzz” (communication necessary to stimulate innovation). In addition, 
such a local milieu needs to be linked to global networks and pipelines of information and 
knowledge flows. Innovation is thus energised by both the “local buzz” and through access 
to global pipelines of information. Such networks and linkages are particularly important 
for low-tech industries, SMEs and firms in less favoured regions. Such an approach to 
innovation works also for industries and regions that are not at the leading edge of global 
competitiveness.  

There is a strong rationale for a policy intervention in research and development as 
well as in innovation to compensate for social returns being higher than private returns. But 
there is no blueprint for a “good RTD policy” leading automatically to innovation. There is 
equally no blueprint for guaranteeing innovation.  

Since the 1990s RTDI has been widely covered by research studies and policy analyses. 
Whereas empirical research has shifted the understanding of innovation from a linear to a 
systemic model including a variety of relevant non-RTD related factors, policies often follow 
a supply driven approach, where innovation is supposed to be stimulated by research and 
development. Furthermore a large part of this analytical work is based on national policy 
research and sectoral issues. Only a very limited amount of attention has been paid to 
understanding innovation as a locally driven and internationally connected process that has 
a much wider base than just research and development. There is therefore still a wide gap 
in the theoretical understanding and the practical implementation of innovation policies.  

This is also reflected in the emphasis of the Lisbon Strategy that aims to increase the R&D 
expenditures to 3% of GDP. Instead, the attention of policy makers needs to be drawn to 
the fact that innovation is much more a source of growth and development than research 
and development, and that the local and regional levels – with the specific knowledge bases 
- matter as much as international networks and global competition. Therefore our first 
recommendation relates to the need understanding of the concept of innovation and 
transforming RTDI-policies to true innovation policies:  

Recommendation 
(R) 1: Shift the 
policy focus from 
R&D to 
innovation  

The Lisbon strategy and European policies should reinforce the 
role of regional innovation as driver of change and growth and 
for modernising the European economy. Policy makers at all levels 
should shift their attention from increasing the R&D share in 
Europe’s GDP to putting innovation at the core of the 
development of European regions. They should support 
innovation policies that are targeted at regional innovation systems 
and the interactive and complex processes leading to innovation.  

5.2. One size of innovation policies does not fit all regions 

In response to the complexity of the relation between research and development and 
innovation and the systemic nature of innovation processes a very comprehensive set of 
instruments has been developed by European, national and regional policy makers. There 
is hardly another policy field so rich in sets of instruments and strategies as those directed 
at innovation.  

These include infrastructures supporting knowledge and technology transfer and diffusion, 
financial instruments for stimulating research, development, innovation, regulatory 
improvements, support of spin-offs and fast growing firms and guidance and management 
of clusters and growth poles. In a wider policy framework education and training, industrial 
policy, competition policy and other sectoral policies also provide relevant instruments.  
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Concrete RTDI policies were shaped in the past by the linear innovation model (focus on 
R&D and technology diffusion), and more recently by “best practice models” of interactive 
innovation derived from high-tech areas and well performing regions. These were often 
applied in a similar way across many types of regions. This study has attempted to show 
that there is no “ideal model” for innovation policy. Empirical investigation demonstrates 
that preconditions for innovation, innovation activities and processes, as well networks 
differ strongly between central, peripheral and old industrial regions. There are different 
innovation barriers in the different types of the regions and there is no ideal model for 
innovation policies83. Peripheral regions rather need to strengthen and transform their 
industrial base, the qualification of the labour force and linking the economy to national and 
European systems are required, whereas in regions with an industrial base in need of 
restructuring policies need to support the diversification of industries and the reorganisation 
of existing firms, institutions and networks. Regions at the technological cutting edge need 
strategic visions to compete in future on the global market, develop niches for 
development, adapt their knowledge base to future needs and enable more and more firms 
to link into international networks84. 

Thus no one set of instruments fits all, the instruments successfully stimulating innovation 
in one region might not be appropriate for another - every region needs a tailor-made 
approach. Whereas some regions and countries (with a lower technological base) rather 
need to strengthen their absorption capacities and acquire technology, those on the 
technological “cutting edge” need to foster creative research and knowledge production, 
and entrepreneurial activities to extend their innovative basis.  

Regional stakeholders can play a decisive role in shaping the regional innovation 
process. Competence and capacity in innovation policy design and implementation, being or 
becoming embedded in local, national and interregional networks are often more crucial 
than formal competences. However, local and regional stakeholders often lack experience 
and know-how in the dynamics of innovation in their regions, and when it comes to the 
appropriate design of the local innovation strategies linking the regional system to national 
and supra-national ones.  

Innovation policies have been very comprehensively documented. Starting with the 
RIS/RITTS initiative, followed by transnational programmes, ERA and Regions of Knowledge 
projects, many tools, handbooks, best-practice examples for regional innovation strategies 
and instruments have been elaborated. Websites provide easy access to information on 
innovation. However, little attention is devoted to innovation barriers in different types of 
regions and the need of differentiated policy design.  

Much of this material is only available in English. This might constitute a barrier to making 
use of this wealth of guidance material, particularly in the weaker regions that have little 
involvement in leading edge technology.  

Thus the second set of recommendations refers to providing easy access to the stock of 
research results, guidance and information for local and regional actors and enhance the 
understanding of innovation as process, that needs to be tailored to the specific needs of a 
region. Specific attention needs to be paid to differentiated strategies. 
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R 2: 
Strengthen the 
knowledge on 
regional 
innovation 
system and the 
dissemination 
of policies 
tailored to 
regional needs 

• Reinforce policy research to understand innovation needs and 
barriers in different industrial and regional settings and the factors 
that support innovation.  

• Provide guidance and advice to local and regional actors on the 
dynamics of research, development, innovation, that reflects the 
different needs of regions. Enforce the understanding and learning 
from the others, but do make clear that no blueprints for innovation 
policies exist.  

• Such information also needs to be made available in the national 
languages.  

R 3: Adapt 
policy design 

• An increase in spending on RTDI is a key issue. But much more 
attention needs to be devoted to elaborating differentiated 
strategies for regions and countries based on their specific 
innovation needs. 

5.3. Cohesion policy boosts expenses for RTDI but regional 
absorption capacities are lacking 

Structural funds have become a major instrument in supporting the Lisbon strategy and an 
important source for financing innovation, research and development. The focus has 
gradually been shifted from a “redistributive philosophy”, where funds were mainly used for 
investment in physical infrastructures, to an instrument for capacity building and 
supporting change.  

Since 2000 structural funds have provided significant contributions to RTDI investments. 
About €10,2bn (5,5% of structural funds in EU 25) were allocated to RTDI, with 77% of 
these funds going to Objective 1 regions. But the RTDI was highly concentrated in a few 
programmes. Structural funds have been successful in boosting RTDI expenditures in 
countries with a high level, but did not significantly stimulate such expenditures in the 
absence of these policies.  

The emphasis on RTDI through the strategic guidelines and earmarking has substantially 
increased funding from €10,2bn (in 166 programmes) to approximately €50bn (386 
programmes) in the current period. If the definition of innovation is extended to also cover 
entrepreneurship, innovative ICT and human capital potential in research and innovation 
the allocation has increased from €26bn (11% of the structural funds budget) to €86bn 
(almost 25%)85.  

Although RDTI spending was in line with the average absorption of funds, there were 
barriers to effective RTDI policy implementation. Firstly, many programmes (especially 
Objective 1) were drawn up on a multi-country level and policy-making, strategy 
development and coordination between the national and the regional level and within the 
regional level remained rather limited. Secondly, the management of regional innovation 
policy measures remained on an administrative level, rather than including strategic 
management. This led to a lack of synergies with other measures. Thirdly, the primary 
beneficiary was the public research sector (knowledge producers), and there was limited 
interest in softer demand measures like technology transfer and business research support. 
Finally, there is evidence that a strong orientation towards R&D-intensive industries does 
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not have an impact in less favoured regions as the simple “technology push” policy will not 
increase the overall level of development of the region in question. The innovation 
absorption capacities of different regions are a clear bottleneck for implementing effective 
and efficient regional RTDI. The absorption capacity and the reaction of a region depends 
more on the ability of its innovation systems to develop innovative networks and formal 
and informal institutions to support growth. The low level of innovation absorption capacity 
also results from the lack of a skilled and appropriately qualified labour force. This also 
constitutes a major bottleneck for innovation.  

In the current programming period these bottlenecks basically remain in place, as no 
conceptual change in policy design and implementation has taken place. First, the 
strategic guidelines refer to the variety of instruments for stimulating RTDI, but pay little 
intention to highlighting specific needs and absorption capacities in the regions. Second, 
the capacities of regions to design and implement appropriate innovation strategies vary 
widely. Regions with problems of industrial restructuring and economic decline often lack 
the capacities to benefit from all the guidance, experiences and good-practice elaborated 
and linking national and regional actors. Weak, or missing, capacity is the major 
shortcoming of the structural funds. Third, often national policies shape regional innovation 
policies. If the national level lacks support of regional innovation measures, regions have 
not been able yet to mobilize structural funds for policy measures additional to national 
strategies. Thus it is most likely, that the conditions are still not in place to implement an 
effective RTDI policy in the European regions. 

The integrated approach and the partnership principle constitute important elements 
for designing regional innovation policies with the inclusion of relevant stakeholders from 
the private and research sectors, and the regional, national and EU levels. They offer a 
design to analyse, involve and support stakeholder of regional innovation systems.  

Our recommendations relate to supporting innovation as a case for territorial development, 
as European, national and regional policy efforts and economic development materialise at 
regional and local levels. The framework for Cohesion policy is well designed to tackle 
territorial approaches to innovation, to integrate sectoral and horizontal policies and players 
and support operations in a multi-level governance setting. What is lacking are awareness, 
and capacities. Earmarking alone is simply not enough.  

R 4: Target 
policies at 
strengthening 
the regional 
knowledge 
base and 
support RIS 

Cohesion policies should focus at innovation for regions and industries 
that are not at the technological edge, but all others, i.e. for industries 
with an synthetic (engineering) or symbolic (artistic) knowledge base 
and for regions with some development challenges. Earmarked funds 
need to be devoted to non-R&D related drivers of innovations 
supporting regional innovation systems.  

R 5: Involve 
local actors in 
innovation 
policies 

Cohesion policies need to better integrate local and regional policy 
maker in strategy development, policy design and evaluation. The 
potential of structural funds for an integrated approach based on local 
and regional needs to be put in practice in the field of innovation.  

R 6: Increase 
capacities for 
regional 
innovation 
policies 

Earmarking of funds needs to be made effective by substantial capacity 
building efforts. This implies a dedication of funds and other resources 
(such as information, guidance, coordination) to local actors to develop, 
implement and evaluate policies targeted at the regional innovation 
system. Cohesion policies need to devote funding for this out of their 
RTDI allocations.  
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R 7: Evaluate 
earmarking 

The success of the earmarking of funds should be critically evaluated in 
relation to the uses different types of regions have made of this 
increase in RTDI funding.  

R 8: Limit 
alignment of 
strategies 

Investment needs differ widely between regions and any earmarking 
exercise limits the options of regional stakeholders to align the 
strategies of cohesion policies to their needs. Cohesion policies cannot 
be turned into an instrument of supporting RTDI in general, but need to 
devote resources for regional innovation strategies 

5.4. RIS/RITTS has brought regional innovation systems at the 
agenda of local policy actors 

The RIS/RITTS approach provides a wealth of experiences on supporting regional 
innovation systems and interactions with national/international networks. Starting in 1994 
it marked a radical shift in RTDI policies towards an integrated approach targeted at 
regional innovation systems. The main lessons learnt from the RIS/RITTS initiative are that 
regional innovation policy needs to move from supporting technology to innovation, 
entrepreneurship and social capital. Investments in research and technology infrastructure 
are able to reinforce public RTDI capacities, but often fail to meet the needs of the local 
firms. Furthermore they created budgetary obligations due to high management costs that 
again divert public resources86.  

It is evident from the RIS/RITTS example that European policies are essential to raise 
awareness and support regions in pursuing their tailor-made innovation policies. 
Building up a RIS seems to be a long-term process and cannot be achieved – and produce 
visible results – during a 2 year project. Finally the coordination and the involvement of 
national actors are essential for obtaining support for the regional project and linking it to 
national policies. Networking and the exchange of experiences between projects within the 
same country and between the EU is important for understanding and developing further 
policy actions, as is capacity building for local stakeholders.  

Barca (2009) explicitly refers to RIS/RITTS strategies as a positive example, where 
Cohesion policies have built up a stock of experiences on methodologies, successes and 
failures that can be used for further policy design. He concludes that the ongoing Cohesion 
policy has not made enough use of these lessons, probably due to pressure “to do 
something visible about innovation”.  

Networking is a very important strategy for capacity building at local level. Regional 
stakeholders gain knowledge through learning from other regions. Cooperation is fruitful 
between actors of regions with similar innovation issues as well as with regions with more 
advanced innovation systems. It is important to make a case that cooperation is also 
mutually beneficial in the latter case, as less developed regions might contribute 
unexploited markets or capacities for more developed regions. Our recommendations 
therefore refer to re-inventing RIS/RITTS and using cooperation instruments for stimulating 
RIS-like operations, like innovation networks.  

 

                                          

 
86  Landabaso et al (2002) refering to the results of the ex-post evaluation of objective 2 programmes for 1994 to 
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R 9: Re-invent 
RIS/RITTS 

RIS/RITTS is the only European policy instrument supporting 
policy development based on an analysis of the regional 
innovation system, capacities and implementation including 
networking and exchange of experience. A programme with a 
similar focus should be re-established in order to implement this 
approach in a wider set of regions and to act as facilitator for the 
implementation of the Lisbon related measures in Cohesion 
policies 

R 10: Include 
RIS/RITTS 
Elements in 
European Territorial 
Cooperation 
Programmes 

Successful elements of the RIS/RITTS approach, especially 
cooperation between regional actors of different Member States 
and regions need to be reinforced in all three strands of ETC 
programmes. Projects supporting capacity building and 
cooperation should receive priority in the current period.  

5.5. European research policies need anchoring in the regions 

European research policies target excellence and support high performers. Thus they 
need to support projects of the highest quality and standards. Framework Programmes are 
organised at a European level and projects are selected on a competitive basis with 
research excellence and innovative potential as the primary criteria of selection. There is a 
strong focus on supranational collaboration, i.e. the requirement that participants in 
research projects come from different countries. Based on the rationales, objectives and 
instruments of the FP, it follows that cohesion or redistribution plays no role in the selection 
of research projects. The only criterion is research excellence and the innovation and 
impact potential are evaluated on the EU level.  

FP applicants are usually actors who make limited use of Structural Funds. The allocation of 
FP projects however impacts directly on regions - through investment in knowledge 
infrastructure, capacity building in participating institutions, stimulating networking and 
training researchers and indirectly through spillovers. But participation is concentrated in a 
few regions. Potential synergies with Cohesion policies are rarely exploited.  

In some cases the Cohesion aspect encourages the inclusion of partners from Objective 
1 regions. However, the involvement of ‘weaker’ partners in research consortia is a 
completely different issue to that of the quality criterion of the research projects as such. 
The excellence-principle of FP7 results in a marked concentration of funds in a few regions. 
There is a competition for funding and the best-endowed regions have the best chances to 
participate. This is a major obstacle for regions with high ambitions but low competence in 
research and innovation, but a supporting factor for regions on the cutting edge of 
technologies and with sufficient own resources to participate in FP 7.  

The Regions of Knowledge initiative supports knowledge development models and tries to 
engage regional stakeholders. ERA-NET projects support cooperation between programme 
managers of national and regional RTDI programmes. However, the budgetary resources 
are extremely limited in relation to the applications submitted. Regional stakeholders are 
interested in the projects, but the funds are too limited to make any substantial difference. 
Our recommendations focus on keeping the excellence character of research programmes, 
but better anchor territorial linkages.  
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R 11: Increase 
local anchoring 
of RTDI-projects 

The European Research policy needs to keep its profile of supporting 
excellence. Increased efforts should be made to better embed FP7 
projects in the regions where they are implemented.  

R 12: Target 
research themes 
at territorial 
issues 

European research policies have been increasingly directed towards 
developing solutions to the great challenges of Europe. In future 
they should reinforce research on solutions for territorial problems 
and challenges.  

R 13: Increase 
funds for ERA-
Net and Regions 
of Knowledge 

These initiatives linking FP7 to regional actors and policy makers 
have stimulated many interesting projects. Available funding could 
not meet the high demand for project funding. In future, a higher 
share of the budget should be made available for linking regions into 
FP7.  

5.6. Moving from technological innovation to policy innovation 

Innovation in the European policy framework of Cohesion and Research policy is still 
perceived as technological innovation. For many regions, especially those with high needs 
such as old industrial regions and peripheral regions, barriers to development usually go far 
beyond the technological innovation system. They cover the institutional setting, the 
linkages of the economy with training and education, the innovation culture, and many 
other factors relevant for development in a region. Policy makers also often lack a vision 
and strategy for developing the region and putting it on the national and international map.  

Policy actors in these regions face the challenge of developing solutions to a multi-
dimensional set of challenges and bottlenecks. Innovation in such a context needs to move 
beyond the technological concept and include a much wider understanding in a societal and 
organisation sense. There are successful examples of such strategies: Policy innovation and 
governance were core objectives in Leader and EQUAL, and may provide good examples for 
further innovation support. 

Both Leader and EQUAL targeted new governance approaches in their respective fields of 
social inclusion and rural development. In LEADER local action groups needed to define a 
territory, design specific measures and implement them – fostering innovation in all 
relevant fields. In EQUAL a wide set of partners were to be included and innovation in 
policy making was the main objective. These programmes which were initiated as 
Community initiatives, fell on fertile ground in the regions and Member States and were 
mainstreamed in the current period. It is possible that this mainstreaming has not 
facilitated a further fostering of the ideas, resources and capacities developed by these 
initiatives.  

R 14: 
Strengthen 
regional 
innovation by 
European 
initiatives 

Innovation needs a broader focus – especially in weaker regions. New 
policy approaches involving relevant actors and jointly developing 
strategies, implementing and evaluating them require support, 
backing and reinforcement from European policies. European 
initiatives for regional innovation should support innovation in a very 
broad sense and move away from a pure technological concept of 
innovation to a more comprehensive concept including societal, 
political and institutional innovations. Cohesion policies can adequately 
include such a broader concept as “capacity building”.  



Policy Department B: Structural and Cohesion Policies 
_________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 74

5.7. Strengthening regional competences in innovation policies 

Understanding innovation as a systemic process leads to a strong case for a territorial 
approach, where proximity matters due to the importance of interaction and collaboration 
between firms, research and technology institutions and public actors. Innovation can be 
supported, encouraged, regulated or even impeded from the national and international 
levels but it happens, and happens best, at the local and regional level. Thus not only the 
question of capacities, but also of competencies arises.  

Coordination and translation into social and economic value are tasks for the regional level. 
As regions are the main units of EU Cohesion Policy, it is logical to try and align RTDI policy 
and insert it into Cohesion Policy as a new “horizontal principle”. This effort has been only 
partly successful, due to the bottlenecks and problems encountered. These constraints are 
to some extent policy related: the differences and contradictions between the objectives of 
the different programmes, multi-level policy coherence, and the stakeholder competence 
discrepancies are the most visible examples. Sometimes the connection and coordination 
between the production, diffusion and absorption of knowledge is also a major barrier to 
technology-based development.  

Although much structural funding is oriented towards regions, regions often do not have 
decisive competence in managing European programmes. In practice, national 
administrations often remain decisive because local administrations lack absorption 
capacity and/or leverage. National administrations may often not perceive the geographical 
dynamics at work. Thus, the coordination between the national and territorial community 
authorities crucially influences the efficiency of the funds. Regional actors should be 
empowered to manage regional innovation programmes in a strategic sense (not simply the 
programme management task of delegated bodies).  

But bottlenecks also result from the strong dependency of regional innovation policies on 
national “sectoral” RTDI-policies. In this respect national policy makers are prompted to 
provide policy frameworks for involving regional knowledge institutions and public and 
private stakeholders in policy design and implementation. This is not so much a question of 
formal competencies, but one of multi-level governance.  

Significant differences in formal powers and capabilities of regions in innovation policies 
exist, but in terms of innovation institutional relations and strong partnerships are often 
more important than formal powers. Thus the most important factor seems to be the role 
of regions in cohesion policies.  

R 15: Establish regions 
as programme 
managers for 
innovation programmes  

The role of regions in programme design and management 
in structural funds needs to be strengthened in centralised 
countries, especially by allowing regions to manage 
innovation programmes strategically.  

National policies need 
to empower regions to 
participate in policy 
design and 
implementation 

Member States need to align their policy framework to 
involve regional actors in innovation policies. European 
policies should encourage and stimulate such approaches.  
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5.8. Multi-level governance as a key to innovation policies 

Given the fact that implementing bodies of the EU instruments in question exist on different 
levels and are governed by different logics (e.g. cohesion vs. excellence), ensuring actual 
policy coherence is a major challenge, especially on the ground where EU instruments mix 
with national and regional policies. It is clear that ensuring policy coherence exceeds the 
capacities of any organisation acting alone and that it requires a clear political mandate and 
a some degree of coordination between different bodies, levels of governance, and stages 
of programme implementation. 

EU programmes may strive for consistency and coherence on the strategic level. Actual 
synergies between different EU programmes on the ground will, however, be limited, given 
that EU instruments are usually just one element in the national and regional policy mix. It 
is thus impossible – and also misleading - to analyse such synergies in isolation from their 
national and regional policy contexts. In fact, the potential for synergies would have to be 
assessed on the level of individual regions, other types of beneficiaries. Such analysis 
would be easier in the regions where EU instruments are by far the most important public 
policy measures or, de facto, act as substitutes for national policies. It gets much more 
difficult, if they are just marginal sources of finance. Then the issue of added value and 
visibility arises.  

As there are overlapping competencies at the European, national and regional level, 
innovation policy is a very good case for multi-level governance. Effective innovation 
policies are significantly assisted in a region if there are strong regional organisations 
designing and implementing policies, if a sufficient density and diversity of regional and 
local innovation organisations and firms operates interactively – both within, and beyond, 
the region. European support seems to make a difference for regional innovation.  

Innovation policies are not only a case for multi-level governance, but also for horizontal 
policy integration. At national level a variety of ministries and departments often develop 
implements and finances innovation policies. Frequently there is little coherence between 
policies targeted at industry, SME, research and development, innovation, employment and 
other related sectors. Transformation of policies is not always smooth as many obstacles 
render the governance of innovation policy a difficult process. Sectoral ministries tend to 
have specific views on the necessity for, the scope of, and approach to innovation policies. 
These views and values tend to remain largely unchallenged by politics and unchanged over 
time.  

Second, obstacles for policy development are different value systems and benchmarks 
for policies: Innovation policy follows a growth imperative, without system limitations 
for an innovation driven economy. This poses a serious challenge when merged or 
integrated with, for example, environmental or sustainable development policies that 
operate within system limitations (the capacity of the eco-system). This manifests itself in 
the type of instruments deployed.  

The basic challenge in innovation policies is to introduce working methods following the 
principles of the “New Mode of Governance”. This implies strategic innovation policy-
making, combining various policy priorities – also conflicting ones and overcoming short-
term thinking and inertia. The second challenge is how governments can translate complex 
policy agendas into implementation by ministries and divisions while overcoming 
fragmentation. A third challenge is how to integrate European policies in a way that they 
produce added value to national and regional solutions.  
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The same is true for the European level: A variety of policies target innovation: Cohesion 
policy, research policy, industry and SME, innovation policy etc. Still, these approaches are 
distinct in their objectives, approach and beneficiaries, as we have shown for the fields of 
cohesion (CP) and research policies.  

The allocation of funds targeted at regional innovation is highly unbalanced between FP and 
SF. Structural funds clearly face difficulties in financing projects targeted at overcoming 
scarce regional capacities for future development, whereas scarce funds for Knowledge 
regions or ERA-Net in FP7 face much higher demand than their budgets allow them to 
meet.  

Cluster policies have emerged in numerous national and regional CP programmes, they are 
CIP and FP7 project targets. With the Communication on Cluster policies the EC has started 
an initiative to ensure better policy coherence, transnational cooperation and provision of 
relevant information – all activities that have, so far, hardly been tackled within European 
policies, but are highly relevant for avoiding policy fragmentation and increasing efficiency. 
Competition policy has been gradually adapting to allow for inclusion of innovation-
supporting infrastructures (technology centres) or other forms of capacity building (cluster 
initiatives). Despite the exceptions, substantial restrictions still remain. Our 
recommendations thus refer to the appropriate level of policy actions in a multi-level 
governance system87: 

R 16: 
Policies at 
Regional 
level 

• Place innovation in the heart of regional policies  
• Extend the focus of innovation from a technological to a societal and 

organisational one 
• Improve the linkage between public bodies, research and industry 

(triple helix) 
• Link to national and international actors and systems 
• Tailor innovation support measures to regional needs 
• Link education, training, urban rehabilitation, transport, rural 

development and other policies to regional innovation 

R 17: 
Policies at 
national 
level 

• Encourage interregional communication and cooperation 
• Allow empowerment in the regions to develop suitable policies targeted 

at the RIS including competences and financial resources 
• Provide a science and technology policy framework that encourages the 

involvement of regional actors and industry-science links 
• Develop innovation friendly SME, human resource and science policies 
• Involve regions in Cohesion policy design and management of 

innovation related regional programmes 

R 18: 
Policies at 
European 
level 

• Support policies strengthening regional competencies for development 
• Provide policy incentives and allocate resources to the development of 

regional innovation strategies 
• Alleviate barriers for regions and SMEs to benefit from innovation 

approaches in sectoral policies (competition, research, cohesion) 
• Increase FP7 fund for special initiatives supporting regional involvement

                                          

 
87  Main source: Cooke at al (2000). 
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6. ANNEX 

Annex 1: Main fields of intervention of FP7, SF and CIP 

Prog. Main fields of intervention 

FP 7 

Cooperation (64.1% of the budget): to gain leadership in key scientific and 
technology areas by supporting cooperation between universities, industry, 
research centres and public authorities across the European Union as well as with 
the rest of the world.  

Ideas (14.9%): to stimulate the creativity and excellence of European research 
through the funding of "frontier research" in all scientific and technological fields 
carried out by individual teams competing at European level.  

People (9.4%): to develop and strengthen the human potential of European 
research through the support to training, mobility and the development of 
European research careers  

Capacities (8.1%): to enhance research and innovation capacity throughout 
Europe. The FP7 capacities programme aims to develop and fully exploit the EU's 
research capacities through large-scale infrastructures, regional (Regions of 
Knowledge) and crossborder cooperation and innovating SMEs. 

SF 

Convergence (81.7% of EU funds by ERDF, CF and ESF): support for growth and 
job creation in the least developed member states and regions. Regions whose 
per capita GDP is less than 75% of the EU average will be eligible, but temporary 
support (until 2013) will be given to regions where per capita GDP is below 75% 
for the EU-15.  

The Competitiveness and employment objective (15.8%) supports regions to 
anticipate and promote economic change through innovation and the promotion 
of the knowledge society, entrepreneurship by ERDF and adapting the workforce 
by investing in human resources through ESF 

Territorial co-operation (2.44%): to stimulate cross-border co-operation in 
order to find joint solutions to problems such as urban, rural and coastal 
development, the development of economic relations and the networking of 
SMEs. 

CIP 

Entrepreneurship and Innovation Programme (59,8%): assist enterprises to 
innovate by providing access to finance by sharing risks and reward with private 
equity investors and providing counter or co-guarantees to national guarantee 
schemes. 

ICT Policy Support Programme (20,1%): foster the deployment and best use 
of innovative ICT-based solutions, in particular for services in areas of public 
interest and for SMEs. 

Intelligent Energy-Europe Programme (20,1%): support energy efficiency, 
new and renewable energy sources, and technological solution to reduce 
greenhouse gas emission caused by the transport sector. 

Source: own compilation from ec.europa.eu 
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Annex 2: KnowREG 1 and 2 projects 

KnowREG 1. (2003) KnowREG 2. (2004-2006) 

Baltic Sea-KR – Pilot Action to develop a 
Baltic Sea oriented Knowledge Region 
commencing with the incorporation of 
Helsinki, the Øresund region, and Hamburg 

ARRGOS - Advance of European regions’ 
R&D governance systems to reach the 3% 
objective 

BlueBioNet – Conversion of Traditionally 
Structured Maritime Regions into European 
Knowledge regions for Applied 
Biotechnology 

BRIDGE2Growth – Boosting regional 
investments in RTD – guiding Europe to 
growth 

BRIDGES - Building Regional Integration 
Knowledge Strategies  

CoRin – Coordinating regional primary 
sector policies for boosting innovation 

COHERA – A Cohesive ERA: Universities as 
Knowledge Drivers in Less Favoured 
Regions 

CRIPREDE – Creating an RTD investment 
policy for regions in emerging and 
developed economies 

Demand Knowledge - How clustering 
models in developed regions can be 
successfully transplanted and adapted 
elsewhere. 

E-RAIN – European regional agencies for 
innovation network 

ERRIN – European Regions Research and 
Innovation Network in Brussels FINE – Food Innovation Network Europe 

IN.TRACK – Insular Regions Knowledge 
Tracker 

FORESIGHT LAB – The Foresight Laboratory 
of Europe 

MAREDflow - Develop a knowledge-based 
economy in maritime regions. 

LOCOMOTIVE – Dissemination of 
knowledge concerning current R&D 
localisation motives of large regionally 
important private sector organisations 

MentorChem – Mentoring European 
Knowledge of the Chemical Regions 

MIRIAD – Managing and infusing research 
investment and development 

MetaForesight – Integrating Foresight, 
R&D, Benchmarking, Market Watch and 
Technological Skills 

MOVARE – Models for valorisation in 
regions 

NEKS – Networking, knowledge sharing and 
cluster development 

NOVAREGIO – Innovative network for 
coordinated action on RTD policies at 
regional level 

REKNOMA - Regional Knowledge 
Management 

ProAct – Practical regional innovation policy 
in action – the efficient tool for regional 
catching up in New Member States 

SMERNA – Strategic Mentoring Initiative for 
the Region of North Aegean 

RAIN – Regional acceleration for the 
innovation circle in the ICT sector 

SPIDER – Increasing regional 
competitiveness through future research 
methods 

REFORM – Regional economic RTD policy 
through foresight & mentoring 
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KnowREG 1. (2003) KnowREG 2. (2004-2006) 

 
RegStrat – Developing policy intelligence 
tools for better S&D investment strategies 
in Europe’s regions 

 
RICARDA – Regional intellectual capital 
reporting – Development and application of 
a methodology for European regions 

 SUPER-SME – Supporting potential and 
existing research intensive SMEs 

 
TeRIS – Template for regional innovation 
system as a tool for evening out the 
regional R&D investment disparities 
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Annex 3: Maximum aid ceilings for research and innovation related 
subsidies 

TYPE OF AID 
MEASURE Aid intensity ceiling 

Maximum 
allowable aid 

amount under the 
GBER88 

Aid intensity 
ceiling under the 

GBER 

Research and 
development aid    

Basic research  100% €20 million 100% 
Industrial research 70/60% *) €10 million 70/60% *) 
Experimental 
development 45/35% *) €7.5 million 45/35% *) 

Aid for the loan of 
highly qualified 
personnel 

50% of the undertaking (for 3 
yrs) N/A 

50% of the 
undertaking (for 

3 yrs) 
Aid for young 
innovative 
enterprises (only 
SE) 

1 mio Euro, 
1,25 mio Euro in 87/3c and 1,5 

in 87/3° regions 

1 mio Euro 
1,25 mio Euro in 
87/3c and 1,5 in 
87/3° regions 

n.a. 

Aid for innovation 
advisory services 
and for innovation 
support services 

100% if provider benefit from a 
national or European 

certification, 75% otherwise 

200.000 Euro per 
undertaking within 

3 years 

100% if provider 
benefit from a 

national or European 
certification, 75% 

otherwise 
Aid for process and 
organisational 
innovation in 
services 

35/25% Not covered 

Aid for innovation 
clusters 

35/25% investment and 100% 
with linear decrease to 9 over 5 

years or 50% over 5 years 
Not covered 

Regional investment 
(and employment) 
aid 

20-80% according to handicaps 
of a given area 

<75% of maximum 
aid for investment 

with eligible costs of 
100.000 Euro 

+20/+10% above aid 
ceiling of respective 

aid ceiling 

Aid for newly 
created small 
enterprises (in 
assisted regions) 

87/3a regions: 35/25% for 
years 1-3, 25% fro year 4,5, 

total 200.000 Euro 
87/3c regions: 25/15% for 

years 1-3, 15% for year 4,5, 
total 100.000 Euro 

€2 million in 
87(3)(a) region89, 

€1 million in 
87(3)(c) region 

87(3)(a) regions: 
35% Years 1-3, 25% 

Years 4-5; 
87(3)(c) regions: 

25% Years 1-3, 15% 
Years 4-5 

SME investment and 
employment aid Not covered €7.5 million 20% 10% 

*) ceilings for small/medium sized enterprises, where small enterprises have fewer than 50 employees and a 
turnover below 10 mio Euro and medium sized enterprises fewer than 250 employees and a turnover below 50 
mio Euro. 

Source: European Commission, DG Competition (2009) 

                                          

 
88  General block exemption regulation 
89  As for ‘aid for newly created small enterprises (in assisted regions)’ aid amount and intensity is also restricted 

by the type of region. According to Article 87(3)(a) of the Treaty the following regions are getting more state 
aid than regions which fall under 87(3)(c) of the Treaty: regions with a gross domestic product (GDP) per 
capita of less than 60 % of the EU-25 average, in regions with a population density of less than 12.5 
inhabitants/ km2 and in small islands with a population of less than 5 000 inhabitants, and other communities 
of the same size suffering from similar isolation (European Commission, DG Competition (2009)). 
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Annex 4: Case studies 

Case study No. 1 

Project “NetPort.Karlshamn” 

Country / Lead 
partner country 

Sweden Programme title Objective 2 

Dimension of 
innovation 

Organisational 
Funding: Total / 
EU share 

€ 850,425 /  
€ 362,530 

Case study type Territorialized Project duration  2000-2002 

Partners 
involved 

Local authority, technology institute, trade and industry 
associations 

Project description: objectives, activities, governance  

NetPort.Karlshamn is a regional development partnership in the area of Karlshamn 
located on the south coast of Sweden. It is the result of collaborations between three 
adjoined systems, where the project is the node. The three systems are the municipality, 
the associated local businesses and the Institute of Technology; these systems form the 
triple helix structure.  
The overall objective of NetPort.Karlshamn (the name is a result of the .com era) is to 
contribute to long-term local and regional growth through restructuring of commercial 
and industry life and creating opportunities for knowledge exchange and diffusion. The 
purpose of the initiative is threefold: 

• developing a competence and knowledge centre within the digital communication 
field: covering digital media, "experience industry" (e.g. digital games and 
simulated learning environments), and intelligent logistics; 

• ensuring that knowledge and research from the technology institute is applied in 
industry and commerce as well as the public sector; 

• ensuring the requirements of these sectors are known to the technology institute, 
and vice versa. 

The project activities were mainly focused on creating a regional knowledge platform in 
order to support new companies in three sectors of digital communication: media, 
“experience industry” (e.g. digital games and simulated learning environments) and 
intelligent logistics. The project provided the seed capital for the NetPort.Karlshamn 
partnership to support a range of actions offering support for innovative ideas. An 
example is the NetPort Incubator which coaches innovative entrepreneurs throughout 
the innovation process; entrepreneurs get the development support needed to become 
future regional actors. Exciting development projects are supported and through 
collaboration and networking, commercialisation is simplified. Through the triple helix 
collaboration, and the convenient physical surroundings, innovation linkages and 
knowledge flows are created between actors in the innovation system. For example, 
competent entrepreneurs within the digital communication fields teach at the institute, 
and students find work experience and do their research projects at regional companies. 
Governance: The NetPort.Karlshamn board represents the three parts of the triple 
helix, with the Karlshamn municipal director, the head of department of the university 
and business representatives. The municipality is the primary funder, the local 
businesses contribute input on the most promising ideas for new business ventures, and 
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the technology institute is the largest contributor of formal knowledge. They are jointly 
carrying the responsibility for bringing new developments to the region and for 
supporting each other’s efforts. In planning for and working towards a sustainable 
regional growth, the parties of this triple helix partnership are on an equal footing. 

Main results, obstacles and success factors 

The result of the initial NetPort.Karlshamn project was the foundation for a long-term 
local development strategy, through initiating strong collaboration between the parties 
involved. NetPort.Karlshamn provides a creative environment and a node for 
development in the regional community. It facilitates growth and innovation for small 
firms in the areas of digital media, experience industry and intelligent logistics through 
supporting knowledge exchange, consulting services, incubation and technological 
development support. 
The largest obstacle encountered by NetPort.Karlshamn, was, and still is, the challenge 
of convincing all the key actors and to build a broad consensus. There was a need to 
address many levels to get political support for a project like NetPort.Karlshamn and 
indeed influence public opinion on the drivers of regional development. Many hours were 
spent explaining the project to stakeholders and listening to their views on how the 
project could have positive benefits for everyone. This also applies to businesses outside 
of the core field of the project, academics as well as the opposition parties in the local 
municipal council. The partners agreed that if they could start the project again they 
would put even more efforts and time into convincing and lobbying: to get more support 
from the municipality, academics, and local people. NetPort.Karlshamn has not 
encountered any serious internal obstacles thanks to the rule of consensus, focus on 
relevant issues and solution-oriented attitude. Conflicts of opinion or of interest have 
been dealt with transparently as they arose.  
Key success factor for NetPort.Karlshamn is the triple helix structure, which underpins 
the project. The close, devoted and intense collaboration between these parties, 
facilitated the uniting of diverse interests behind a long-term vision of what was 
achievable for the local area and according to local stakeholders has contributed to the 
reversal of the negative socio-economic trends in Karlshamn. Another factor to the 
success of NetPort.Karlshamn is that the actors always kept in mind that the 
representatives of the municipality had been elected based on a political programme. In 
order to avoid disagreements over priorities, business actors have respected the 
separation of roles, while informing local inhabitants of the benefits of the actions of 
NetPort.Karlshamn, directly through the local media. 

Project contact 
details 

Name: Samuel Henningsson 
Position: Project manager 
Organisation: NetPort.Karlshamn 
Address: Biblioteksgatan 4, 374 35 Karlshamn 
Telephone: + 46 733 99 99 54 
Email: Samuel.henningsson@netport.se 
Web-site: www.netport.karlshamn.se 

Source: 
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/projects/practices/details.cfm?pay=SE&the=49&sto=1372&region=ALL&lan=7
&obj=ALL&per=ALL&defL=EN 
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Case study No. 2 

Project “A Network of Regional Innovation Agents creates links between 
Technology providers and remote business” 

Country / Lead 
partner country 

Spain Programme title 
Innovative 
Actions 

Dimension of 
innovation 

Organisational with 
territorial scope 

Funding: Total / 
EU share 

€ 1,234,968 /  
€ 742,500 

Case study type Territorialized Project duration  2002-2004 

Partners 
involved 

Regional council of chambers, technology centres, SMEs, regional 
authorities 

Project description: objectives, activities, governance  

The Castilla y León region of Spain established a network of regional innovation agents 
to make the link between small, mostly rural and remote businesses and existing 
centrally located technological services. 

The objective was to create a functioning network of regional innovation agents whose 
task would be to facilitate the access of companies situated in the less-favoured areas of 
Castilla y León to technologies and innovative processes. The intention was not to 
compete but to co-operate with and complement the existing network of intermediary 
organisations in the region. The specific objectives were: 

• To select a group of regional innovation agents, train and network them; 

• To design and prepare a portfolio of services; 

• To carry out company visits and consequently offer them assistance; 

• To produce sectoral innovation "state of the art" overviews for the region. 

The Network’s main activities were undertaken by 12 Regional Innovation Agents who 
contributed to the success of the whole programme by ensuring a good connection 
between the managing body (the Economic Development Agency), local companies 
(isolated SMEs) and rural developers (consultants and the chamber of commerce).  

A set of services were developed which could be offered to the companies. 
Implementation on the ground happened as follows: during meetings at conferences and 
on the spot visits to more isolated SMEs, the agents tried to identify specific needs for 
innovation. These needs were then discussed with the relevant Technological Centre. The 
Centres made an analysis and - when found - a concrete solution was offered to the 
company. Usually, this whole process took quite a long time, often longer than the 
period covered by the project.  

The reaction from all partners, though, was so positive, that the activity was continued 
and will probably continue still, once new budgets will have been approved. The main 
beneficiaries were the SMEs that are located away from the centres where services for 
innovation are offered (peripheral, often rural areas). Usually these businesses are small 
and active in traditional sectors related to their natural environment (agro foodstuffs, 
extraction of natural stone, wood, etc.). 
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Governance: The project was run under a formal agreement between the Managing 
Body of the Innovative Actions programme (the Economic Development Agency - ADE) 
and the Regional Council of Chambers (COCICYL).  

In the daily implementation, the Regional Council of Chambers had fortnightly 
coordination meetings with the Economic Development Agency. There was frequent and 
active contact between co-financing organisations, regional economic actors, the 
network and the management of the programme.  

Mainly, six Technology Centres of the region were involved in the project. These centres 
are private non-profit organisations that involve local universities and companies with 
the main objective of closing the gap between research and enterprise. The employers' 
organisation was also involved. Conventions were signed between the regional 
authorities and the Technological Centres, providing for the innovation agents to offer 
services to remote SMEs. Once the financial commitment of the project had finished 
regional politicians agreed to a continuation financed by the regional budget. 

Main results, obstacles and success factors 

The project has been an experiment which has offered some remote businesses real 
opportunities but simultaneously has explored the requirements for large scale use of 
the potential. In itself not, but seen in the larger context, it is a tool that can lead to 
better competitiveness and, as a result, to more cohesion in the region.  

As a direct result of the project, a number of remote SMEs have developed long-term 
contacts with established Technological Centres as well as other partners, several in 
international contexts. There were no quantified objectives at project level but the 
following have been the concrete results: 12 networked regional innovation agents, 969 
companies visited, 231 businesses put into contact with a Technological Centre, 63 
innovation projects in SMEs. The project was innovative in terms of the new processes 
introduced to the SMEs. But also in terms of the establishment of such a network which 
comprised people from a range of skills and backgrounds, thus offering a more complete 
source of experience and knowledge. The network succeeded in complementing and 
strengthening the existing technology provision of the region. 

The biggest obstacle in this project was the natural distrust of traditional, remote 
businesses towards innovation. The success of the project depended therefore on a good 
interface with the Innovation Agents. This required both investment in time and human 
relations but the effort was compensated by a considerable number of favourable 
responses, in their turn leading to an increased level of transfer of innovation towards 
SMEs. A second obstacle for the implementation was the complexity of procedures: 
signing agreements, contracting experts, etc.). One consequence was the need for a 9 
month extension to carry out the activities. Finally, as regards the continuity of the 
network, after an additional period in which the Regional Development Agency (ADE) 
financed the continuation at 100%, at present the network is down while waiting for 
approval of new budgets (in the context of less available resources in the future as result 
of the loss of Objective 1 status). 

The experience of the project demonstrates that this type of network is a good tool for 
regional development, especially when working in close co-operation with existing 
regional and local development agents and organisations. It can help make the link 
between scientific and technological supply and businesses in remote areas. Effective 
and flexible partnership involving the public and private sectors is essential.  



Moving Towards a Territorialisation of European R&D and Innovation Policies 
___________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 85

Success factors were:  

• A high quality scientific and technological supply which, even if physically remote, 
is ready to give support to a network of development agents - the main task of 
the agents is to link need and supply; 

• An effective (flexible) system of public aid; 

• Local development structures receptive to the benefits of innovation in terms of 
business competitiveness; 

• A carefully selected and well-trained team of enthusiastic professionals with close 
ties to the world of business; 

• Dissemination of results among businesses and other development organisations 
to help build the image, which is important for further work; 

• Close involvement of and close co-operation with the regional administration, 
including continuous contact between agents and experts from EDA order to 
study daily progress, analyse each specific case and determine next steps 
together. 

Project contact 
details 

Name: Wim Martens 

Organisation: Agencia de Inversiones y Servicios de Castilla y León 

Address: Calle Duque de la Victoria, 23,  – 47001 – Valladolid 

Telephone: + 34 983 31 70 69 

Email: martenwi@jcyl.es 

Web-site: http://www.jcyl.es/legite 

Source: 
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/projects/practices/details.cfm?pay=ES&the=54&sto=1391&region=ALL&lan=7
&obj=ALL&per=ALL&defL=EN 
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Case study No. 3 

Project “Opportunity Wales: boosting business growth through ecommerce” 

Country / Lead 
partner country 

United Kingdom Programme title Objective 1 and 2 

Dimension of 
innovation 

Technological, 
organisational, institutional

Funding: Total / 
EU share 

€ 26,900,000 /  
€ 12,300,000 

Case study type Territorialized Project duration  
2001-2004 (O1) 
2005-2007 (O2) 

Partners 
involved 

SMEs and large enterprises, regional government assembly and 
local government association, trades union congress, educational 
and voluntary organisations (e.g. universities, Fair Play), innovation 
centres 

Project description: objectives, activities, governance  

Opportunity Wales has the overall objective of helping businesses benefit economically 
through the application of e-commerce. 
The stated mission for the Objective 1 area of Wales is “to target, motivate and support 
SMEs within the Objective 1 areas in achieving greater economic prosperity through 
pragmatic advancement up the e-commerce ladder”. In addition the project also aims to 
“expand and increase prosperity, employment and growth in the SME sector in the 
Objective 2 area of Wales through the application of ecommerce”. 
To carry out these objectives it offers a range of support mechanisms to help SMEs in 
Welsh Objective 1 and 2 areas make greater use of ICT in a business context. 
Opportunity Wales has a number of activities that have been developed and refined to 
help SMEs in Wales to identify their needs and implement a sustainable e-commerce 
solution: 

• e-Commerce review 
• Subsidised implementation support 
• Financial support/client aid 
• Opportunity Wales websites/contact centre 
• Workshops and seminars 
• Marketing 

The creative execution has focused on the benefits of e-commerce through the use of 
eyecatching images (soft/natural) and delivery tools (including: leaflets, poster and 
newspaper ads) specifically aimed to appeal to the target group. Alongside other 
mechanisms that have been deployed to create and raise awareness of e-commerce and 
its potential applications, the marketing programme includes specific mechanisms to 
encourage SMEs to make the most out of technology by integrating it into their 
operations. 
Governance: The Opportunity Wales partnership was initiated by the Welsh Trades 
Union Congress (WTUC), British Telecom and Hong Kong Shanghai Banking Corporation 
(HSBC) with the backing of the Welsh Assembly Government (WAG). A number of 
additional partners were brought in during the design phase to give the project the wider 
scope and expertise critical to the implementation of a successful scheme.  
The partnership with the e-Commerce Innovation Centre was a novel approach in that it 
integrated an academically validated best practice methodology and a quality approach 
to business e-commerce support. The project is run under Better Business Wales (BBW), 
a company set up by over 13 public/private/education/voluntary organisations. Each 
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partner plays a large part in the initiative and is regularly approached for support and 
advice when needed by the project management.  
The Welsh Assembly Government contributes both pre-payment funds and strategic 
direction for Opportunity Wales through its policy and strategy development division. 

Main results, obstacles and success factors 

Main result is a new support structure for SMEs unsure or unaware of the benefits e-
commerce can bring to their business and its interactions with the supply chain. Coupled 
with this, it has helped, along with other initiatives of the Welsh Assembly Government, 
to raise awareness of broadband services for rural communities and of the implications 
that this can have on their local economies.  
One of the most important and innovative aspects of the Opportunity Wales initiative is 
the Client Relationship Management (CRM) approach adopted: centrally managed, 
delivered locally. It has enabled a relatively small number of people (currently 26) to 
manage a region wide programme delivering support to approximately 12,000 SMEs in 
Wales. The local delivery partners have allowed the initiative to be offered in a local, 
trusted, flexible and relevant context to the clients. 
One of the initial obstacles faced by the Opportunity Wales initiative was to try to 
overcome the grant culture common within local SMEs. Prior to Opportunity Wales, 
business support in the public sector was free of charge, so changing the mindset of 
businesses proved difficult. Offering a free e-commerce review helped gain access and 
encourage participation, but it took time to convince clients of the benefits and persuade 
them to pay for implementation support, even at a heavily subsidized rate. Capturing the 
attention of SMEs was also a difficult task, as many of these companies harboured a 
level of scepticism of e-commerce and considered that it was not applicable to their 
operations. This was overcome through a targeted and relevant marketing campaign 
using local design and public relations companies and avoiding the larger more generic 
marketing houses based in Cardiff or London. 
One of the most important success factors of the Opportunity Wales initiative has been 
the local approach through local delivery partners. It has ensured that the support on 
offer was accessible in a relevant context to all small businesses. This has been made 
possible by the centralised management of the project through the contact relationship 
management system, and the effective relationships throughout the partnership from 
the largest founding partner to the smallest delivery partner.  
In addition, using a centre of excellence to guide and develop delivery methodologies 
has enabled Opportunity Wales to offer high quality, consistent, and relevant support 
mechanism across the entire region. The success of the project relies on meeting face-
to-face with SMEs and this local support mechanism (free reviews and subsidised 
support) could only ever be achieved by means of the additional funding from the ERDF. 

Project contact 
details 

Name: Christine Holvey 
Position: Chief Executive 
Organisation: Opportunity Wales 
Address: Venture House, Navigation Park, 
Abercynon, Rhondda Cynon Taf, CF45 4SN 
Telephone: + 44 1443 743170 
Email: Christine.holvey@opportunitywales.co.uk 
Web-site: www.opportunitywales.co.uk 

Source: 
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/projects/practices/details.cfm?pay=UK&the=54&sto=1471&region=ALL&lan=
7&obj=ALL&per=ALL&defL=EN 
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Case study No. 4 

Project “The Cluster Alpine Network (CAN) Wood and Technologies Cluster: 
introduced cooperation and technological innovation to very small family-run 
traditional businesses” 

Country / Lead 
partner country 

Italy  Programme title 
Innovative 
Actions 

Dimension of 
innovation 

Societal, technological 
Funding: Total / 
EU share 

€ 740,360 /  
€ 370,180 

Case study type Territorialized Project duration  2002-2004 

Partners 
involved 

Regional authority, innovation centre, chamber of commerce, 
industrial association, local action groups, educational 
organisations, SMEs 

Project description: objectives, activities, governance  

The regional authority of Bolzano decided to use the opportunity offered by the 
Innovative Actions programme to experiment a broad strategy to develop clusters in 
some of the traditional sectors of the regional economy: construction, wood, software, 
meat and media print. This case study analyses how this strategy was implemented in 
the wood sector, bearing in mind that the general methodology adopted were the same 
for each sector. 
The main objective for the wood sector was to modernize and expand the market for 
local enterprises as well as to promote technological transfer in order to identify new 
products, know-how and production processes. The regional authority aimed to support 
the creation of a cluster involving cooperation and networking between SMEs while 
developing a platform providing services needed. 
Activities: The strategy developed with the Cluster Alpine Network (CAN) programme 
was based on 3 pillars: 
1) the creation of clusters (4 or 5) of at least 30 enterprises working on innovative topics 
together with research, training, economic and investment bodies, to establish new 
competitive factors and develop their national and international markets; 
2) the development of a platform for networking and services for SMEs to promote 
contacts and synergies, to structure relevant information, to encourage the use of 
modern ICT tools, to provide specific know-how; 
3) the qualification of both entrepreneurs and service providers (cluster managers) to 
improve their capacities in project management, marketing, networking and cooperation, 
innovation and technology transfer. 
Governance: The Cluster Alpine Network programme to develop four to five clusters 
(including in the wood sector) was run by the regional administration. Each cluster had a 
cluster manager and a project manager was recruited once 60 enterprises were involved 
in the cluster. The Steering committee of the programme chaired by the regional 
authority was the result of the stakeholder analysis and had a well balanced 
public/private representation: Local action groups in Leader+, Free University of 
Bolzano, Business Innovation Centre South Tyrol, Office for Industrial Innovation, 
Chamber of Commerce Bolzano, Academy of Design Bolzano, association of the captains 
of industry, a representative of the agricultural and forestry sectors. 

Main results, obstacles and success factors 

The main results of the project were twofold. Beyond the new technologies introduced 
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in the production process (use of nanotechnologies, new heat treatment, gluing and 
drying products, innovative design, etc.), the major innovation was in fact cultural: the 
programme created the basis for mutual trust and benefit between enterprises and made 
cooperation between potential competitors possible. It improved the image of public 
policies in supporting SMEs and more generally it strengthened ability of public/private 
partnerships to support innovation. The involvement of the University of Bolzano has 
also resulted in the creation of a two year training course, “the Management Academy”, 
which has generated a considerable interest in the region. 
One major obstacle to face in the beginning of the programme was companies' 
difficulties in dealing with administrative procedures. In order to observe the standard 
requirements of public administration for applications, financing and controlling, a lot of 
paperwork has to be produced while SMEs lack time and resources for this. This problem 
was addressed through support from the cluster management which helped companies 
through the paper jungle in order to be able to submit a correct application form and 
accurate documentation for the accountability system. Another important obstacle was 
the reluctance of companies to cooperate and share knowledge. As South Tyrol's wood 
economy is characterized by small and very small enterprises, cooperation with 
competitors has always been a taboo in the past. In addition, these companies tend to 
give preference to those initiatives which provide them with immediate profits. However, 
benefits in a cluster can only be seen after a certain time period. This cultural barrier 
was addressed working principally on two aspects: the awareness of entrepreneurs 
about the new competitive factors in the current global economy; and the feeling of trust 
as well as the involvement of members in the cluster activities. The cluster initiative can 
only be seen as credible if the promised results can be achieved and some fruitful actions 
be set up. The programme managers therefore paid a lot of attention to delivering and 
communicating concrete results. 
One of the success factors explaining the positive result in the wood sector is the 
proper choice of the topic on which the cluster was developed. In order to convince 
companies to join the initiative, it was important to focus on subjects providing them 
with a unique position, a core competence or more competitiveness. To realise what kind 
of benefit the cluster can provide, it is also important to react quickly to their needs and 
solve even small but quite concrete problems. A good balance between the top-down 
and the bottom-up approach seems to be the right way to develop s cluster and initiate 
a regional policy for innovation. Public authority input and support is as necessary as the 
involvement from the beginning of companies and their representative associations. 
Clusters or any form of enterprise networking cannot be forced on the basis of a 
theoretical model but should be built step by step in a close public/private partnership 
and with an open-minded attitude.  
Last but not least, promoting such an approach focused on innovation processes and 
enabling factors requires a strong and flexible project management, which was clearly 
one of the key elements in the successful results of the Wood and Technology Cluster. 

Project contact 
details 

Name: Dott. Albert Überbacher 
Position: Cluster manager W&T 
Organisation: CAN Südtirol 
Address: Via Siemens 19, 39100 Bolzano 
Telephone: + 39 0471 568147 
Email: albert.ueberbacher@can-suedtirol.it 
Web-site: www.can-suedtirol.it 

Source: 
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/projects/practices/details.cfm?pay=IT&the=49&sto=1364&region=ALL&lan=7
&obj=ALL&per=ALL&defL=EN 
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Case study No. 5 

Project “Competence Platform for Artists” 

Country / Lead 
partner country 

Germany Programme title Objective 2 

Dimension of 
innovation 

Technological, 
organisational 

Funding: Total / 
EU share 

€ 524,320 /  
€ 258,864 

Case study type Territorialized Project duration  2005-2006 

Partners 
involved 

Educational organisation (university), service companies, workforce 
mediating organisation (CTC), regional authority 

Project description: objectives, activities, governance  

The Career & Transfer Service Centre (CTC) management decided to launch a project 
with the overall objective of widening the scope of the CTC’s services, both in terms of 
quantity and contents. The purpose of this project was to develop and to implement a 
set of digital learning tools and new online-services – the ‘Competence Platform for 
Artists’.  

The activities comprised the design, development and implementation of the 
Competence Platform consisting of three: 1) InfoPark; 2) 'blended learning' workshops 
and training; 3) e-portfolio named the “Competence Portfolio”. The InfoPark is a 
comprehensive collection of documents, web-links and manuals on a multitude of issues 
relevant to the artist’s career and qualification. The blended learning workshops and 
training combine learning in the classroom with elearning modules provided through the 
online Competence Platform. The “Competence Portfolio” is an e-portfolio adapted to the 
special needs of artists and art students. An e-portfolio is the digital representation of a 
portfolio and contains electronic artefacts such as texts, sound files, images, certificates, 
reviews etc. each of them representing a work completed, the results of a project, an 
educational step or other achievements. The Competence Portfolio tool developed in this 
project offers the infrastructure to collect and to present competencies and work 
completed to prospective employers, sponsors, agencies etc.  

In the course of this project all of these three elements have been developed, designed 
and implemented for the specific situation of art students and artists. Once registered, 
every user can individually and independently work with these different features of the 
Competence Platform according to his or her needs and intentions. 

Governance: The partnership involved funding partners, the CTC, two development 
partners, the users (students) and teachers at the Universität der Künste. The CTC was 
responsible for the project management and implementation. The target group users of 
the Competence platform, mainly art students, were involved throughout the project. 
This was mainly achieved through user-workshops. The actual development work was 
done by the CTC and external partners.  

This partnership was interdisciplinary and combined the know-how of the following 
organisations in the development team: CTC as the project leader; one service company 
specialised in the planning, development and programming of elearning and digital 
competence development tools; one service company bringing in technical know-how for 
the development and operation of digital information services and electronic business-
applications for science, technology and medicine.  
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The administration represented by the supervisor of the project manager and the officers 
responsible for the ERDF-funding at the Senatsverwaltung provided strict monitoring and 
control as well as the necessary flexibility when the scheduling of tasks and the cost 
structure needed adaptation. 

Main results, obstacles and success factors 

The main result of the project is the Competence Platform, which has been developed 
and was made available online to all registered art students and graduates in Berlin in 
spring 2007, together with the other services offered by the CTC. The ERDF-funding 
granted to this project has directly supported the development and implementation of a 
new and innovative service. Generally speaking, the entire Competence Platform is new 
and innovative as it is the first service of its kind at a university of the arts in Germany 
and most likely in Europe. The development procedures in this project were innovative, 
because they differed from traditional software development projects, as the users were 
repeatedly involved in the development and testing.  

The main obstacle was the initial lack of suitable software. The original plan of the CTC 
had been to buy software systems available on the market and to subcontract a software 
provider with its adaptation to the requirements and specifications that were to be 
defined during the first phases of the project. However, no suitable software and no 
software provider could be found that met these requirements. Consequently, a different 
kind of expertise had to be found, notably partners brought in the necessary know-how 
to develop the Competence Platform from scratch together with the CTC. In the course 
of a tendering process, both partner companies were selected by the CTC for their know-
how and experience in the field, and they were commissioned with advisory and 
development tasks and with programming. Besides, the project schedule needed to be 
adjusted with respect to the timing of tasks. As the changes to the project plan were well 
justified and necessary to reach the project’s objectives and did not jeopardise the 
overall budget or time frame both funding partners accepted the modification. 

It was crucial for the success of the project that the project management and the 
partners involved quickly learned to cope with the challenges of interdisciplinary 
cooperation. They gave room to the close interaction required in order to develop a 
shared understanding of the project and to find a common language for working 
together. Only on a basis of mutual understanding, it is possible to develop a tool like 
the Competence Platform that is not merely a state-of-the-art digital application but that 
is actually used and accepted by the target group. This close interaction was crucial for 
the success of this interdisciplinary project and this required more time and space in the 
project schedule compared to working in a homogeneous team. 

Project contact 
details 

Name: Angelika Buehler 

Position: Project manager 

Organisation: Career & Service Transfer Centre 

Address: Einsteinufer 43-53, 10587 Berlin 

Telephone: + 49 30 3185 2634 

Email: buehler@udk-berlin.de 

Web-site: www.careercenter.udk-berlin.de 

Source: 
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/projects/practices/details.cfm?pay=DE&the=81&sto=1423&region=ALL&lan=
7&obj=ALL&per=ALL&defL=EN 
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Case study No. 6 

Project “The Aviation Valley: a cluster building initiative in peripheralregion” 

Country / Lead 
partner country Poland Programme title Objective 1 

Dimension of 
innovation 

Technological, 
organisational 

Funding: Total / 
EU share 

€ 52,000 /  
€ 41,000 

Case study type Territorialized Project duration  2005-2006 

Partners 
involved 

Cluster organisation, technical university, regional development 
agency, SMEs and large companies, regional authorities 

Project description: objectives, activities, governance  

The main objective of the Aviation Valley project was to further develop the regional 
aviation cluster in the Podkarpackie region, making it one of the main drivers of future 
regional development. The project’s purpose was to support an initial phase of cluster 
development with a specific focus on improving internal and external cluster 
communication mechanisms as well as promotion both at national and international 
levels, most notably to potential investors (cluster marketing). 
The main activities of the project included the following: 

• Internet website and cluster intranet: developing a specialised aviation internet 
portal with intranet containing profiles of companies as well as internal and 
external business offers and partner search; 

• Encouraging cooperation between SMEs and R&D and educational organisations: 
including, on the one hand, information on SME needs in relation to R&D and 
professional training and, on the other hand, access of Rzeszow Technical 
University to the cluster's intranet where technology requests are displayed; 

• Promotional activities: cluster promotional activities such as organising 
conferences and participation in international events such as, for example, the 
Paris Air Show; 

• Inter-regional seminars and study trips: knowledge sharing and implementing 
good practice from partner regions in various fields of cluster development. 

Local activities were supported by participation in inter-regional seminars and study 
tours organised by the project partners, where discussions were held on cluster-related 
issues such as cluster organisation and coordination, development of services for 
innovation process in SMEs, internal and external communications, new ways of cluster 
promotion as well as obtaining funding for cluster operations. Meetings aimed at sharing 
experience on both successful and failed actions were organised, targeting development 
of industrial clusters as well as on the possible role of industrial association in this 
respect. Discussions covered typical problems encountered and solutions implemented 
by the partners, while providing support for local clusters.  
Governance: The project was based on an existing “Aviation Valley” association, 
grouping regional aviation companies as well as representatives of Rzeszow Technical 
University and Rzeszow Regional Development Agency. The directors of regional 
companies were directly involved in some activities of the project, including the 
strongest regional players, such as WSK “PZL-Rzeszow” S.A. The leadership of Aviation 
Valley, representing the largest industry players in the region, gave a high degree of 
legitimacy to the activities of the project. Furthermore, regional authorities and the 
regional development agency actively supported the project activities from the very 
beginning. 
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Main results, obstacles and success factors 

Results include establishing an upgraded Aviation Valley portal with a functional intranet 
open exclusively to association members. The intranet includes information about 
profiles of the companies and organisations (Regional Development Agency and Rzeszow 
Technical University) grouped in the cluster along with their opportunities and needs 
related to technology and human capital (education and training). It serves as a 
communication platform allowing, for example, the exchange of opportunities, technical 
and technological documentation as well as information useful in the production process 
(procedures, certification forms, etc.).  
The project has not encountered serious problems, however, the following obstacles 
werepointed out by the project team. As this was the first EU project managed by the 
Aviation Valley Association, administrative management and financial reporting initially 
posed some problems. Given limited human resources at the association, the decision 
was taken to hire external accountants to take care of financial reporting. The fact that 
payments were made upon completion of deliverables posed serious problems to the 
association, which does not have large capital reserves. This problem concerns all non-
profit organisations, which are predominantly based on fees, and limits their capacity to 
get involved in larger European projects. The sectoral character of the project initially 
provoked some doubts: it was argued that the focus on aviation might be too narrow. 
The Rzeszow Regional Development Agency, however, emphasised that despite only 
focussing on one sector, the economic effects of the project would be wider as the 
aviation sector drives many other activities in the region. 
Regarding main success factors of the project, the project benefited substantially from 
direct involvement and leadership of the Aviation Valley Association as well as active 
participation of local leaders from both private and public sectors. The leading regional 
companies were keen on building up a positive image of the region as well as enhancing 
technological capacities of their sub-contractors. Besides, the project was based on real 
needs expressed by local companies. The needs were identified based on the daily work 
of the association, which works closely with the companies as well as with research 
institutions, Technical University of Rzeszow in particular. No formal business need 
assessment was done before the project started. Nonetheless, close links to local 
business enabled some urgent needs, repeatedly expressed by local actors, to be 
identified. This “direct need identification” gave the project manager a strong legitimacy 
in pursuing the project’s goals. All project stakeholders emphasised the fact that 
relations within the partnership were based on trust as well as on good personal 
contacts. People involved in the project had known each other since the early 1990s and 
have both professional and personal interests in aviation (e.g. the project manager is a 
pilot). Importantly, the partnership involved players from business, research (Technical 
University of Rzeszow) and public sectors (Rzeszow Regional Development Agency). It 
can be said that the project’s success was the result of a positive synergy between public 
and private interests as well as the personal ambition of several individuals. 

Project contact 
details 

Name: Andrzej Rybka 
Position: Project manager 
Organisation: Aviation Valley 
Address: ul. Szopena 51, 35-959 Rzeszow 
Telephone: + 48 17 850 19 35 
Email: andrzej.rybka@dolinalotnicza.pl 
Web-site: www.dolinalotnicza.pl 

Source: 
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/projects/practices/details.cfm?pay=PL&the=49&sto=1368&region=ALL&lan=7
&obj=ALL&per=ALL&defL=EN 
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Case study No. 7 

Project “Baltic Regions Knowledge Region” (BSKR)” 

Country / Lead 
partner country 

Germany Programme title 

Regions of Knowledge 
pilot action, Grant 
Agreement of DG 
Research 

Dimension of 
innovation 

Organisational 
Funding: Total / 
EU share 

€ 2,500,000 
(total pilot action) 

Case study type Territorialized Project duration 2004-2006 

Partners 
involved 

Technology transfer company on behalf of the regional authority 
(Hamburg Innovation GmbH), Øresund University which is a 
consortium of 14 universities and university colleges on both sides 
of the Sound (Øresund), regional joint development company 

Project description: objectives, activities, governance  

The Baltic Sea Knowledge Region project aimed to create a strong Baltic Sea Region with 
scientific excellence, capital and innovation far beyond the potential of each individual 
region. As an initial pilot project it aimed to inter-connect the knowledge clusters in 
Hamburg, Øresund and Helsinki and prepare for later expansion of the network to 
include other metropolitan regions in the Baltic Sea Region. The objective of the project 
was to look at the means to establish greater inter-connectivity between the activities of 
Hamburg, Øresund and Helsinki in supporting knowledge based clusters. The specific 
objectives of the project were: 

• To improve the outreach of regionally based clusters and their achievements by 
making these more accessible to individuals in other regions and facilitating 
personal contacts.  

• To improve access to early stage finance by facilitating personal links between 
financiers and business angels so that they can operate on an inter-regional 
basis. 

• To establish a dialogue between policymakers responsible for innovation in the 
regions. Regional innovation initiatives have in the past been formed only at the 
local regional level.  

• To expand the membership to other Baltic Sea countries. The ultimate goal is to 
have a well functioning inter-connected regional innovation support system 
linking the Baltic Sea region as a whole.  

Activities: A key element of the project was to learn about the innovation support 
systems in each other’s region. This was carried out by visits arranged by the hosting 
partner (and which could not have been easily achieved without BSKR) which provided 
an opportunity to meet and discuss with various regional actors. A comparative report on 
technology transfer in the three regions has been written aimed at a general readership 
and will be available from the BSKR web site as a public document in the coming 
months. A similar report on access to early stage finance is also provided. A pilot event 
which brought investors, entrepreneurs and business development advisors was held in 
Copenhagen in January 2006. A workshop was also held to discuss with the 
entrepreneurs what could be done to improve access to finance on an inter-regional 
basis. The web site www.bskr.org has been developed to provide a repository for 
information and contact addresses. 
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Governance: BSKR was experimental project with mainly networking activities. The 
German Hamburg Innovation GmbH was in charge of the project management. A 
challenge with regard to an overlap of activities where governance is involved exhibited 
the Interreg III B project “BaltMet Inno” at commencement 2005. It included a large 
number of partners including Øresund, and Helsinki, but not Hamburg, and was led by 
the City of Helsinki with Culminatum undertaking the management. A widespread view is 
emerging that to a certain extent the Baltic Sea region is “over-networked” with a 
certain weariness over the number of meetings addressing very similar aims, but which 
do not seem to succeed in driving forward deeper collaboration. Many projects have an 
overhead in simply networking with other projects. 

Main results, obstacles and success factors 

Concerning main results, BSKR was set out as a project without specific goals other 
than to explore what might be the route to construct an integrated Region of Knowledge. 
Specific measures of success were not defined a priori as the goal was to identify what 
actions can and should be carried out inter-regionally essentially through getting to know 
each other’s context of operation. The project also had to take into account other 
activities being developed in parallel in their respective regions and the political context 
of these. (It could be considered a feasibility study). This on the one hand makes the 
project difficult to monitor in terms of quality and performance, but on the other hand 
allows much greater potential to develop new insights based on practical experience on 
how to achieve inter-regional/cross border collaboration around knowledge clusters. The 
project has allowed for much greater and deeper reflection than many other attempts at 
enforced collaboration. It could be described as experimental frontline best practice. 
Obstacles might be attributed to differing expectations of stakeholders as there existed 
a certain tension between the desire to move to specific and focussed action 
encompassing deeper institutional collaboration versus more general networking type 
activities. Due to the fact the project did not have a specific goal it was difficult to 
predict early on the true differences in how the goals of the project should be 
interpreted. Related to this, meeting the expectations of the stakeholders was made 
challenging by the fact that the participating organisations have different roles in their 
regions.  
Moreover, at commencement of the project there existed no precise focus on how to 
deepen collaboration, only a general political desire to do so. In fact this is the outcome 
rather than the input of the project to have found areas where true and lasting 
collaboration can be achieved without it being artificially engineered. Given that the 
primary aim of the consortium was the exploration of each other’s systems at a practical 
level, the project was much too ambitious in terms of the number of reports to be 
produced. The individuals involved in the project all have operational roles and were not 
academic researchers. To a certain extent the demand on writing simple straightforward 
presentation of the regions of interest to third parties was underestimated. 
The BSKR contract was suspended after 18 months, largely due to misunderstandings 
that could and should have been picked up either during contract negotiation or in the 
first months of the project. BSKR was a pilot action and pilot actions require flexibility, 
but the form of the Commission agreement did not seem to allow for this. The 
effectiveness of the contract preparation was not matched by the diligence of the 
Commission during the first twelve months of the project during which no feedback was 
provided on the content of the quarterly management reports nor on the deliverables. All 
this contributed to an unfortunate divergence between expectations of the Commission 
and those of the partners. 
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With regard to success factors, the pilot action took advantage of the fact that the 
participating regions have well established policies to support the development of the 
knowledge based economy. However, concerning the regions the success of these 
policies is critically dependent on strong interregional links. This pilot action intended to 
make the first steps towards sustainable crossregional clusters by applying the “triple-
helix” model approach to integration of the business, public administration and research 
community drawing on already existing regional and local political initiatives. The 
universities in each of the regions are the engines for future economic development 
providing proven ideas which can be spun out as commercial ventures and licensed; they 
provide an important source of R&D services for large companies and SMEs, and they 
can act as magnets for intellectual capital. Linking intellectual capital is the key to 
developing the knowledge-based economy. 

Project contact 
details 

Name: Monica Schofield 
Position: Project manager 
Organisation: Hamburg Innovation GmbH 
Address: Harburger Schlossstr. 6-12, 21079 Hamburg 
Telephone: + 49 40 76629 6351 
Web-site: www.bskr.org 

Source: www.bskr.org 
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Case study No. 8 

Project “SUpporting Potential and Existing Research intensive SMEs - SUPER-
SME” 

Country / Lead 
partner country 

France  Programme title 
FP6 – Regions of 
Knowledge 2  

Dimension of 
innovation 

Technological 
Funding: Total / 
EU share 

€8,950,000  
(total funding for 
projects) 

Case study type Territorialized Project duration  2006-2008 

Partners involved 
Regional authorities, research centre, university, non-profit 
organisation 

Project description: objectives, activities, governance  

The overall objective of SUPER-SME is to contribute to a quantifiable increase in 
research expenditure by the business sector in the participating regions. This will be 
done by promoting an improved integration of public and private research capacities 
through evaluating, rationalising and strengthening the know-how of regional systems of 
science and technology intermediaries.  

In constructing the project partnership, the aim has been to create a partnership which 
includes a strong element of mentoring of less-favoured EU25 (new member states) or 
candidate country regions. Accordingly, the four following regions have been involved in 
the project: the region of Prague in the Czech Republic, Estonia, Cluj County in Romania 
and Adana USAM in Turkey. The project partnership consists of the region of Lorraine in 
France, the region of Catalonia in Spain, and the region of central Macedonia in Hellas. 
The SUPER-SME project aims to contribute to the objective of raising the intensity of 
research expenditure and activity of enterprises in the participating regions through a 
mix of activities. This has been done in two main phases of activities using a range of 
tools: 

• Phase 1 started from the existing baseline situation in terms of regional RTD 
performance, the project mapped and appraised the relative contribution and 
success of the existing S&T intermediaries in each region; this mapping was 
contrasted with and debated by a panel of leading 'research intensive' SMEs in 
the region in order to identify the main gaps and establish a prioritisation of 
needs; a first inter-regional workshop then allowed an exchange of views and 
discussions on the outcome of the mapping exercise and prepared the second 
phase of the project.  

• Phase 2 was based on a series of peer-review and mentoring actions between the 
seven regions, including study trips. 

Governance: The SUPER-SME project is led by the Regional Council of Lorraine, 
department of technology and innovation. The partners are either regional authorities 
responsible for economic development and SME support (e.g. Cluj and Huendoara, 
Lorraine region) or specialised organisations, research units or foundations playing a 
significant role in supporting regional research and innovation policy in their respective 
territories. The partnership is built around three regions with a long history of developing 
and designing research and/or innovation policies. 
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Main results, obstacles and success factors 

The final output of the project is a blueprint guide for other regions seeking to 
restructure, rationalise or reform their own regional S&T intermediation system in favour 
of research-intensive SMEs. This guide synthesises the experience of the six/seven 
regions in implementing SUPER-SME and make it available to a wide number of regions 
via the IRE Network and other networks (e.g. ERIK, ERRIN, etc.). It outlines public 
support actions targeting regional S&T systems, focused mainly on the intermediation 
function. It shall serve as a reference point, as well, for those who are interested in 
regional experiences on S&T services or regional tools to increase the quality of systems 
for Small and Medium-sized Enterprises (SMEs). The roles of regional authorities, 
according to the design of the new regional policies, in upgrading regional innovation 
policies, appear to be of major importance.  

The mentorship principle can be regarded as a success factor of the project. The 
project seeks to synthesis and distill the experience and knowledge gained by the three 
mentor regions on their S&T intermediation system and use it to develop and improve 
key intermediaries in each of the mentee regions. It is also expected that the exchange 
of experience between the three mentor regions will assist them in their own 
reorganisation and reinforcement of the effectiveness of their own regional S&T 
intermediation network. 

Project contact 
details 

Name: Jaques Sans 

Organisation: Regional Council of Lorraine 

Address: Place Gabriel Hocquard, BP 81006 

Telephone: + 33 3 87336100 

Email: Jacques.sans@cr-lorraine.fr 

Web-site: www.e-innovation.org/supersme/index.html 

Source: www.e-innovation.org/supersme/index.html 
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Case study No. 9 

Project “NoAH: a European Network of Affined Honeypots” 

Country / Lead 
partner country 

Greece Programme title 
FP6 – Research 
infrastructures  

Dimension of 
innovation 

Technological 
Funding: Total / 
EU share 

€ 2,322,701 /  
€ 1,442,515 

Case study type Territorialized Project duration  2005-2008 

Partners involved Public research institutions, technology mediator, SMEs 

Project description: objectives, activities, governance  

The project aims to gather and analyse information about the nature of Internet 
cyberattacks. It also develops an infrastructure to detect and provide early warning of 
such attacks, so that appropriate countermeasures may be taken to combat them. 
The objectives are: design a distributed state-of-the-art infrastructure of honeypots; 
therefore, develop techniques for the automatic identification of attacks, and for the 
automatic generation of their signatures; installation and operation of a pilot honeypot 
infrastructure; distribution of open-source software, anonymised attack data and 
signatures to security appliances.  
NoAH focused the following activities: 

• Production of design study; 
• Performance of necessary technical work towards the development of an 

infrastructure for security monitoring based on honeypot technology.  
The consortium of NoAH conducted the following work packages:  

• Requirements analysis; 
• Design of system architecture; 
• Implementation, demonstration and pilot operation; 
• Management and dissemination. 

Governance: Following the leadership principle, the consortium of public research 
institutions, a technology mediator, and knowledge intensive SMEs is coordinated by the 
Foundation for Research and Technology, which is a public research institution. 

Main results, obstacles and success factors 

NoAH explored the possibilities for generating automated attack signatures, or other 
containment-related information that may be used by security appliances. As a main 
result, NoAH provides a valuable distributed security analysis infrastructure. Security 
appliances will be able to reduce the security risks of their services; information security 
organizations will be able to better assess threats, risks and damage in a more timely 
fashion; security analysts and researchers will gain access to a wealth of data as well as 
a large experimental testbed, that will significantly boost the effectiveness of their 
activities. 

Project contact 
details 

Name: Evangelos Markatos  
Position: Coordinator 
Organisation: Foundation for Research and Technology – Hellas 
Address: PO Box 1527, Vasilika Vouton, Iraklion, Crete 
Telephone: +30-2810391655 
Web-site: http://www.fp6-noah.org/ 

Source: http://www.fp6-noah.org/ 
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Case study No. 10 

Project “Data, Information, and Process Integration with Semantic Web 
Services - DIP” 

Country / Lead 
partner country 

Ireland Programme title 
FP6– Information 
Society 
Technologies  

Dimension of 
innovation 

Technological 
Funding: Total / 
EU share 

€ 15,361,057 /  
€ 10,100,000 

Case study type General Project duration  2004-2006 

Partners 
involved 

Public research institutions, SME’s and large enterprises 

Project description: objectives, activities, governance  

DIP’s objective has been to develop and extend Semantic Web and Web Service 
technologies in order to produce a new technology infrastructure for Semantic Web 
Services  - an environment in which different web services can discover and cooperate 
with each other automatically. DIP's mission is to deliver the enormous potential benefits 
of Semantic Web Services to e-Work and e-Commerce.  

DIP was implemented in three coordinated layers of activities:  
• Management activities; 
• Research and Technological Development (RTD) activities; 
• Dissemination and exploitation activities. 

Management activities constitute the inner-most layer of the organisation. The middle 
layer, RTD activities, is the actual knowledge-and-results producing layer. It consists of 
four components: Semantic Web, Semantic Web Services, Interoperability, and 
Deployment. Dissemination and Exploitation activities, the outer layer, are the visible 
face of DIP. These activities extend the knowledge and results through dissemination of 
knowledge outside of the consortium, through training activities, and exploitation of 
results via take-up activities related to the pilot applications.  

Governance: DIP is co-ordinated by the Digital Enterprise Research Institute (DERI) of 
the National University of Ireland, Galway. The three core research partners are: DERI, 
Swiss Federal Institute of Technology, and University of Innsbruck. All in all, 17 partners 
and over a 100 specialists and researchers from all over Europe worked together within 
the consortium. 

Main results, obstacles and success factors 

Main results of RTD activities consist mainly of new technology and contributions to 
advancing the state of the art, via specifications, prototypes, and pilot applications. 
These results contribute closely to each other, thus providing for a natural integration of 
the activities that produce them. As the ultimate objective of DIP is to enable the 
broadest deployment and adoption of Semantic Web Services, the RTD results were 
made available, useable and appealing to the broadest possible audience. Dissemination 
was a substantial focus area of all project related activities. 

A major obstacle in conducting Internet based business is the integration of the 
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underlying ICT systems. Each enterprise will hold its data according to a specific 
structure defined by the organisation and when two or more business systems need to 
communicate the data structures need to be harmonised. This integration problem is 
exacerbated by the fact that large enterprises will typically contain tens of thousands of 
databases each with its own internal structure. A single unified “standardised“ 
organisational structure is not feasible because, companies are considering individual 
solutions as a tool to be more competitive, governmental authorities have to follow legal 
constraints and in addition, costs of re-structuring legacy data are prohibitive.  

Given the scope and ambition of this project and given the fast evolution of the scientific 
and technical environment, the project’s main success factor was to make the right 
decisions in order to concentrate on activities that are maximally fruitful and productive, 
optimally timed, as well as complementary to and coordinated with the research and 
developments taking place in other organizations. 

Project contact 
details 

Name: Dr. Sigurd Harand  

Position: Coordinator 

Organisation: Digital Enterprise Research Institute (DERI) 

Address: National University of Ireland, Galway 

Telephone: +353 91512639 

Web-site: www.dip.semanticweb.org 

Source: www.dip.semanticweb.org 
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Case study No. 11 

Project “Smart  High-Integration  Flex  Technologies” 

Country / Lead 
partner country 

Belgium Programme title 
FP6– Information 
Society 
Technologies  

Dimension of 
innovation 

Technological 
Funding: Total / 
EU share 

€ 11,483,653 /  
€ 5,200,000 

Case study type General Project duration  2004-2008 

Partners 
involved 

Public research institutions, SME’s and large enterprises, 
technology support agency 

Project description: objectives, activities, governance  

The objective of the project is the development of smart, high-integration, mechanically 
flexible electronic systems, for a wide variety of applications. “Smart” means that the 
flexible multilayer laminate has embedded components, and that the different flex layers 
in the multilayer structure can have different functions, meaning that it might be 
necessary to combine layers of different base material in the laminate. Compactness of 
the resulting circuit will be boosted in two ways:  

• By using the third dimension for electronic component integration (not only on 
front and back side, but potentially on every conductive layer); 

• By drastically increasing the wiring density through the introduction of new flex 
manufacturing and lamination techniques. 

In order to achieve the final goal of SHIFT a logical build-up of activities has been 
foreseen in the project:  

• Development of a number of generic base technologies, e.g. new cheap high 
density flex base substrate manufacturing process through electroless Cu 
deposition technology on polyimide (“eCuflex”); 

• Modelling and testing, comprising electrical, mechanical, thermal and thermal-
mechanical modelling activities, as well as testing activities - especially reliability 
testing - in order to qualify the technologies, and facilitate design of multilayer, 
embedded flex circuitry; 

• Cost effective production processes; 

• Demonstration activities: the developed generic base flex technologies and the 
integration of these technologies into smart flex systems will be demonstrated by 
designing and producing functional prototypes/demonstrators. 

Governance: To tackle the challenges of the project a founding consortium has been 
formed, consisting of initially 3, now 4 R&D institutes, 2 industrial flex manufacturers, 2 
large end-users and a technology support agency for financial and administrative 
management. The coordinator of SHIFT is Interuniversitair Micro-Electronica Centrum 
VZW – a Belgium public research institution. 
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Main results, obstacles and success factors 

With regard to SHIFT’s main results, considerable progress with regard to a number of 
technical parameters was achieved (layer thickness, via hole accuracy, flexibility, 
embedding components, number of layers etc.). 

Simultaneously, production technologies were developed. The SHIFT Technology serves 
needs to minimise use of space or to assure reliability in mechanically instable 
surroundings. Hand in hand with the smaller size comes a higher outcome of functional 
units per wafer/substrate area. As a consequence, per unit, this technology may be more 
cost effective than expected. There is a vast scope of applications for thin and flexible 
electronic systems, from a simple, passive transponder in an electronic label (RFID), 
displays combined with electronics, to most complex, implantable micro-systems. The 
integration of electronic systems on film provides advantages in terms of flexibility and 
freedom of design with an easier realization of three-dimensional geometries.  

SHIFT conducted typical qualification tests on SnAu and SnAg joints built using 
"standard" defined experimental conditions (i.e. assembly temperature 232°C/ 
lamination pressure 30 bar / lamination time 2 hours). Assembled test vehicles exhibit a 
comparable performance as standard plated through holes board do. A complete 
multilayer flex with very similar design as the one used for this work has been 
assembled.  

Demonstrators for applications and production processes IP SHIFT Technologies are 
suitable for a broad range of industrial applications, e.g. for Medical device technology, 
communication technology and Microsystems. 

Project contact 
details 

Name: Dr. ir. Jan Vanfleteren  

Position: Coordinator 

Organisation: IMEC/INTEC/TFCG 

Address: ST-Pietersnieuwstraat 41, B-9000 Gent 

Telephone: +32 9 2643382 

Web-site: www.shift-project.org 

Source: www.shift-project.org 
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Case study No. 12 

Project “Genome-Based Therapeutic Drugs for Depression - GENDEP” 

Country / Lead 
partner country 

United Kingdom Programme title FP6 – Lifesciences 

Dimension of 
innovation 

Technological 
Funding: Total / 
EU share 

€ 11,483,653 /  
€ 5,200,000 

Case study type General Project duration  2004-2008 

Partners involved Public research institutions, SME’s and large companies 

Project description: objectives, activities, governance  

The Genome-based Therapeutic Drugs for Depression (GENDEP) research project’s 
objective was to find a way to use information about patients genes to help doctors 
decide which antidepressant treatment will work best with the least side-effects. GENDEP 
had three closely interconnected major themes aimed to address these issues. The first 
was a large-scale multi-centre human pharmacogenomics study focused on the 
prediction of therapeutic response to antidepressants and adverse effects. The second 
was a set of basic science studies using animal models and in vitro experiments, and the 
third was a programme of work to address the relevant ethical, social, and legal issues.  

As for GENDEP’s activities, this project was to culminate in an integrative analysis of 
the results of the transcriptomics and proteomics on the samples from the human, the 
rodent, and the in vitro studies, in order to identify biomarkers consistently identified 
across all of these experimental methodologies.  

In the patient based part of the project, patients with depression were randomly 
assigned to one of two antidepressant treatments, which represent the two major 
mechanisms of action of all antidepressants currently on the market, with an option to 
change to the other drug. Their clinical progress, and the development of any side-
effects, was monitored during a 6 month follow-up period. Analysis was undertaken to 
compare how the patients responded to their assigned treatment, with information about 
their genetic make-up being determined by taking a blood sample. This identified 
particular genetic markers associated with good and bad responses to treatment.  

In the basic science studies, research was conducted using cells grown in the laboratory 
and rodent models to find out more about how antidepressants work at the cellular level 
and how they affect the nervous system. Data from these areas of work has led to the 
addition of candidate genes into the human pharmacogenomics genetic association 
study. 

Governance: The GENDEP consortium is made up of eighteen contractors or partners. 
GENDEP has been led by researchers at the UK Medical Research Councils (MRC) Social, 
Genetic, and Developmental Psychiatry Centre (SGDP) at the Institute of Psychiatry, 
Kings College London. 
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Main results, obstacles and success factors 

As for the main results of the project, novel analytical approaches applied to the clinical 
data from GENDEP have yielded highly interested results, of relevance to the conduct 
and analysis of all clinical trials. Analysis of the genetic data from the clinical trial is 
generating information regarding appropriate markers for bioassays applicable to 
medical services for the prediction of response to antidepressants, which, if subjected to 
a further prospective evaluation, could result in validated clinical pharmacogenomics 
assays. These would enable clinicians to make pharmacogenomically informed choices 
regarding which type of antidepressant might be most efficacious and be associated with 
minimal adverse effects. Data on the functional characterisation of the molecular 
mechanisms involved in depression and the effects of antidepressant treatment has been 
provided. These achievement represent significant advances in clinical and preclinical 
psychopharmacology, as applied to depression, and of potential translatability to other 
therapeutic areas.  

The exploitable knowledge created includes know-how about how to conduct a large-
scale multicentre human pharmacogenomics study, knowledge of biomarkers associated 
with clinical response to antidepressants in various model systems and the human 
pharmacogenomics study, and druggable targets for pharmaceutical drug discovery.  

Regarding success factors, the project has enabled European SMEs to work in a 
collaborative and integrated fashion with leading academic centres, a large industrial 
partner, and industrial collaborators. The multicentre pan-European collaborative nature 
of this research project has permitted a unique mobilisation of resources and expertise 
across Europe, in an integrated project that is generating data of high scientific import, 
with the ultimate aim of facilitating sustained pan-European research in this field to be 
conducted in an internationally competitive manner. 

Project contact 
details 

Name: Professor Peter McGuffin  

Position: Coordinator 

Organisation: Kings College, London, Institue of Psychiatry,  
MRC SGDP Centre 

Adress: Internal Box PO 80, 16 De Crespigny Park, London 

Telephone: +44 02078480871 

Web-site: http://gendep.iop.kcl.ac.uk/index.php 

Source: http://gendep.iop.kcl.ac.uk/index.php 
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Case study No. 13 

Project “Micro-NanOSystems EUROpean NETwork pursuing the integration of 
NMS and ACC in ERA (MINOS – EURONET)” 

Country / Lead 
partner country 

Romania Programme title 
FP6– Information 
Society 
Technologies  

Dimension of 
innovation 

Technological, 
institutional 

Funding: Total / 
EU share 

€ 715,000 /  
€ 715,000 

Case study type General Project duration  2005-2008 

Partners involved Public research organisations, SMEs 

Project description: objectives, activities, governance  

MINOS-EURONET is devoted to stimulating, encouraging and facilitating the participation 
of New Member States (NMS) and the Associated Candidate Countries (ACC) in the 
activities of IST. The project has a pan-European focus on one strategic objective in IST, 
namely micro- and nanosystems. In strictly conformity with the call, the project is 
addressing the following objectives:  
(1) Revealing and promoting the research competences from NMS and ACC, namely 
competences which are relevant for the development of the field of micro-nanosystems 
at the European scale;  
(2) Facilitating the participation of NMS and ACC organisations to EU programmes and 
other activities in the field of micro-nanosystems;  
(3) Performing extensive networking at the pan-European scale in the field of micro-
nanosystems. The coordinator of the project is the Romanian. 
The activities, organized in four work packages for support activities have been devoted 
to:  

• Extensive networking, using an integrated communication platform;  
• Creation, maintenance, promotion and linking of databases of researchers, 

research and industrial organisations, enhancing the visibility of potential partners 
from NMS and ACC and promoting participation to EU programmes;  

• Organisation, with the same purpose of brokerage events and seminars, primarily 
in NMS and ACC; 

• Organisation of three annual editions of a new European research conference 
devoted to “Microsystems as a platform for integrating technologies”.· 

Governance: The coordinator is the Romanian public research organisation “Institutul 
National De Cercetare Dezvoltare Pentru Microtehnologie”. The project consortium 
consists of 18 partners. The backbone of this powerful consortium is constituted by the 
Western research organisations which are coordinators of 8 other big projects in FP6. 
This cluster is totalling 159 different organisations, which provides a critical mass for pan 
European networking. This cluster of 8 independent projects is covering a broad 
spectrum of technologies and applications, requiring broad multidisciplinary science and 
engineering and displaying an exciting potential of cooperation for NMS and ACC. 
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Main results, obstacles and success factors 

The results related to first objective (promoting NMS and ACC competences) are given 
by the high number of NMS/ACC researchers and organisations registered in the MINOS 
data bases, as well as the high number of projects, results, events etc. presented in a 
web-based magazine hosted by the MINOS web portal. Organisation of European 
scientific conferences in Eastern Europe, as well as of presentation events of Eastern 
organisations is also representing such a promotion. Regarding the output of actions 
related to the second objective, one has to look at the exchange of information related 
to the participation to European programmes (and to other activities in the domain). This 
exchange is done basically in two ways, through electronic means (using the so-called 
electronic communication platform, ECP) and by direct contacts. Electronic brokerage is 
provided by special matching database. Entries in such database can be counted, but 
further interactions cannot be strictly monitored. In the context of networking at 
European scale – objective 3, networking is again exchange of information, but the 
center of gravity is related to the development of new communication channels between 
organisations and between fields of activity. Essentially, MINOS – EURONET supports a 
network of networks. This comes from the fact that the project is making an inventory of 
networks and it is promoting the exchange of information between them. 

Project contact 
details 

Name: Dan Dascalu  

Position: Coordinator 

Organisation: Institutul national de cercetare dezvoltare pentru 
microtehnologie 

Adress: Iancu Nicolae Street 32B, 72225 Bucharest 

Telephone: +40 214 908583 

Web-site: www.minos-euro.net 

Source: www.minos-euro.net 
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Case study No. 14 

Project “NEWTICKETT - New tools to improve clusters key European Technology 
Transfer” 

Country / Lead 
partner country 

France Programme title 
FP6– Research 
and Innovation  

Dimension of 
innovation 

Technological 
Funding: Total / 
EU share 

€ 1,165,648 /  
€ 930,918 

Case study type General Project duration  2006-2008 

Partners involved Technology transfer organisations (Innovation relay centres) 

Project description: objectives, activities, governance  

The EU-funded ”Newtickett” project supports cooperation between clusters from various 
technological and industrial sectors such as Biotechnology, Medical Technologies, 
Renewable Energy, Eco-Buildings and Organic products. 

The project has got the objective to develop a technology transfer (TT) approach which 
is based on four mains points:  

• Cluster members as targeted population with both individual and collective 
approach; 

• Proactive approach based on working on all the innovation value chain from 
market to research taking in account innovation strategy and project of 
companies; 

• Produce 120 TT company innovation plans which integer TT as strong way to 
increase competitiveness; 

• Use regional, National, European and international networks and events to 
disseminate cooperation opportunities and implement partnership. 

Newtickett comprise the following main activities: 
• Development and implementation of methods for the analysis of the innovative 

potential/road-mapping of 20 small- and medium-sized companies per region; 
• Selection of six relevant clusters in participating regions and a non-European 

cluster; 
• Cluster matching within the participating regions; 
• Development of individual cluster-specific “action plans”; 
• Identification of the technological potential of the participating companies as 

technology offers and/or inquiries; 
•  Selection of relevant events for any cluster with regard to international 

technological cooperation; 
• Participation at events; 
• Support for the technological cooperation between companies through 

cooperation platforms (EEN, brokerage events, etc.). 

Governance: As a group of six Innovation Relay Centres (IRCs) from six different 
regions, the NEWTICKETT partners are among the most experienced IRCs in TT and their 
regions all have cluster initiatives. The project is coordinated by the French Chambre 
Regionale de Commerce et D’Industrie Rhone Alpes. 
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Main results, obstacles and success factors 

As a main result, the Newtickett project has generated a tool integrating the best 
enterprises diagnostic practices. This enterprise diagnostic tool aims to develop 
partnering strategy within, between clusters and between their members. Tailored for 
Clusters and its members (big companies, SMEs, Start-ups and research organisations), 
it shall help: 

• To develop Cluster collaborative projects by a better Partnering approach; 

•  To identify technology strengths and weaknesses in enterprise; 

•  To sort existing ideas and to generate innovative ones; 

•  To develop and to empower partnering strategy inside clusters and abroad; 

• To increase quality of local and international innovative partnerships. 

Accordingly, the Newtickett tool is composed of five Modules, assisted by an expert in 
Innovation and Partnership, allowing the enterprise to do auto-evaluation practice on 
one hand and to define partnering strategy and setup an action plan on the other hand. 
The objective of this booklet is to let the consultant knowledgeable about all the 
necessary elements for the good implementation of Newtickett. 

As a success factor, the Newtickett expert must be closely linked with the Enterprise 
Europe Network which provides its services in transnational commercial partner search 
and technology transfer. If the Newtickett expert is not a member of this European 
network, additional effort has to be done to work in very close relationship with the local 
partner of the Enterprise Europe Network. This is a condition of use for a quality and 
complete method. 

Project contact 
details 

Name: Sylvie Marino  

Position: Coordinator 

Organisation: Chambre Regionale de Commerce et D’Industrie 
Rhone Alpes 

Telephone: +33 472114343 

Web-site: www.arist.rhone-alpes.cci.fr  

Source:  
http://www.rhone-alpes.cci.fr/competences/innover/guidenewtickett08.pdf, http://www.steinbeis-
europa.de/432.html,  
http://www.mstbw.de/en/newtickett/index.html?lang=en 
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Case study No. 15 

Project “Textile innovation environment in ACC - ENVITEX” 

Country / Lead 
partner country 

Czech Republic Programme title 
FP6–Information 
Society 
Technologies 

Dimension of 
innovation 

Technological 
Funding: Total / 
EU share 

€ 50,000 /  
€ 50,000 

Case study type General Project duration  2004-2006 

Partners involved Public research institutions, non-profit association, SME 

Project description: objectives, activities, governance  

The main objective of the project is to support the competitiveness of the EU textile 
sector. To achieve the objective ENVITEX aims to enhance European research and 
development cooperation. In order to support the networking of potential R&D project 
partners a special database of textile organisations interested in R&D projects has been 
developed.  
According to this, the main activities has been: 

• Set up and implementation of textile sector partner search database containing 
appropriate information on researchers, research organizations and SMEs in order 
to facilitate partner searching for the creation of consortia; 

• Development of an off-line version of the database (information CD); 
• Composition of a project handbook. 

Governance: The consortium of the project consisting of public research institutions, a 
non-profit organisation and a SME is led and coordinated by the Czech Research Institute 
of Textile Machines (VÚTS). VÚTS is the regional contact point for FP6 as well as the 
contact point for the textile sector. 

Main results, obstacles and success factors 

As a main result, the textile sector partner search database has been successfully set 
up and implemented. The minimum target set by ENVITEX of 60 partners search profiles 
including 40 SMEs has been exceeded by 99 profiles including 73 SMEs. Apart from the 
successful database development dissemination activities resulted in a website, 
published papers, and an information CD. Regarding dissemination activities targeted at 
other textile projects, the projects’s database has been introduced to partner projects, 
partner associations and the European non.profit organisation EURATEX (The European 
Apparel and Textile Organisation). 

Project contact 
details 

Name: Radka Pittnerová  
Position: Coordinator 
Organisation: Research Institute of Textile Machines PLC. 
Address: U Jezu 4, 461 19 Liberec 4 
Telephone: +420 485302309 
Web-site: http://www.envitex.net/  

Source: http://www.envitex.net/ 
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Case study No. 16 

Project “intercultural learning campus - iCAMP” 

Country / Lead 
partner country 

Austria Programme title 
FP6–Information 
Society 
Technologies 

Dimension of 
innovation 

Societal, technological 
Funding: Total / 
EU share 

€ 3,396,208 /  
€ 2,698,391 

Case study type General Project duration  2005-2008 

Partners involved 
Educational organisations, public research institutions, large 
enterprise 

Project description: objectives, activities, governance  

The project aims at creating an infrastructure for collaboration and networking across 
systems, countries, and disciplines in Higher Education. Pedagogically it is based on 
constructivist learning theories that puts more emphasis on self-organised learning, 
social networking, and the changing roles of educators. The main objective of iCamp is 
to create an open virtual learning environment for university students across Europe by 
connecting different open source learning systems and tools, and to provide 
interoperability amongst them. This new learning environment is a learner-centred space 
where students and educators will work collaboratively on assignments across disciplines 
and across countries with a special focus on the integration of students and universities 
from the New Member States (NMS) and the Accession Countries (AC). 

The main activities have been as follows:  

• Development of iCamp Models, i.e. pedagogical and organisational models for 
cross-cultural collaboration, the pedagogical models for social instruction, role 
models and types of instruction, the pedagogical model for scaffolding (model of 
self-organised learning) as well as incentives models with learning contract. 

•  Selection of most appropriate systems available, i.e. adaptation and localisation 
of the tools and platforms, definition of the collaboration environment, definition 
of  the technical methods for experience sharing, creation of  a self-organised 
environment including personal portfolio management and identify and contribute 
to relevant standards.  

•  Integration of the tools and platforms (collaboration and content).  

• Performing trials with students and educators to validate the social & pedagogical 
& scaffolding model and the appropriate support provided by the technical 
infrastructure.  

• Dissemination & Exploitation. 

Governance: The consortium of educational organisations, public research institutions 
and one large enterprise is led and coordinated by the Austrian Centre for Social 
Innovation. 
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Main results, obstacles and success factors 

The main results of the project are the successful development and creation of an open 
virtual learning environment for university students across Europe. The project’s efforts 
resulted in guidelines on pedalogical and technical issues as well as in an open-source 
software package of constructivist learning tools. The iCamp handbook is a practical 
guide as to how social software can be used in educational settings, especially in higher 
education. The handbook addresses in particular practitioners who would like to enhance 
their online teaching practices with pedagogical activities making use of Web2.0 
technologies. 

Project contact 
details 

Name: Barbara Kieslinger  

Position: Coordinator 

Organisation: Centre for Social Innovation 

Address: Linke Wienzeile 246, 1150 Wien 

Telephone: +43 1 495044231 

Web-site: http://www.icamp.eu/  

Source: http://www.icamp.eu/ 

 



Moving Towards a Territorialisation of European R&D and Innovation Policies 
___________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 113

Case study No. 17 

Project “Clusters Linked Over Europe (CLOE)” 

Country / Lead 
partner country 

Germany Programme title INTERREG IIIC 

Dimension of 
innovation 

Organisational, 
institutional 

Funding: Total / 
EU share 

€ 2,602,328 /  
€ 1,271,776 

Case study type General Project duration  2004-2008 

Partners involved
Local authorities, chambers of commerce, regional development 
agencies and technology transfer centres 

Project description: objectives, activities, governance  

The project main objective is to create a European network of clusters. In the process, 
it is meeting three key objectives:  

• Learning from what has been developed by other clusters in other industries and 
regions; 

• Fostering the exchange of knowledge and expertise between cluster SMEs 
operating within the same industry; 

•  Increasing cluster visibility within the partner regions, in other European regions 
and in countries like China and the USA. 

CLOE’s main activities are: 

• Identifying best practices; 

• Providing the platform for a cluster management guide, based on the best 
practices; 

• Developing a website that is being used for internal and external communication. 

Through the network, the cluster companies are learning about good practice in 
organisation and resources, qualification and training, cooperation tools and methods. 
They are developing cooperation and synergies with other cluster companies operating in 
the same industry; and they are getting involved in a joint international marketing 
strategy allowing CLOE to position itself internationally and gain access to target 
markets. 

Governance: The consortium consists of local authorities, chambers of commerce, 
regional development agencies and technology transfer centres. The consortium is led  
and coordinated by the German regional development agency “Wirtschaftsförderung 
Kalrsruhe”. 

Main results, obstacles and success factors 

As a main result, the operation has permanently and successfully developed further and 
has since Kick-Off reached broad publicity among Europe's cluster scene. Several 
milestones could be reached: 

• Development of a good and informative website, the platform has moved from a 
'pure' information source to an interactive forum with search engine on 480 
cluster contacts of CLOE's database; 
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• Creation of the Cluster Management Guide (CMG), a reference book for setting-
up/managing clusters;  

• Industry specific workshops 

• 21 staff exchanges; 

• Development of 13 cluster action; 

• Plans, distribution of several thousand CLOE brochures, participations in 
innovation/cluster events. 

Project contact 
details 

Name: Dr. Adolf M. Kopp 

Position: Coordinator 

Organisation: Wirtschaftsförderung Karlsruhe 

Address: Zähringerstr. 65a, 76124 Karlsruhe 

Telephone: +49 7211337300 

Web-site: www.clusterforum.org  

Source: www.clusterforum.org 
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Case study No. 18 

Project “Boosting Regional Information Society Expertise (BRISE)” 

Country / Lead 
partner country 

Ireland Programme title INTERREG IIIC 

Dimension of 
innovation 

Organisational, 
institutional 

Funding: Total / 
EU share 

€ 1,436,049 /  
€ 999,749 

Case study type General Project duration  2004-2007 

Partners involved Local and regional authorities 

Project description: objectives, activities, governance  

The Virtual Region project, supported by INTERREG IIC, found that less developed 
regions on the edge of Europe are not likely to benefit automatically from the knowledge 
economy. It found that more central areas are likely to do better, deepening the existing 
economic disparities between regions. BRISE is designed to close this gap by boosting 
expertise in information and communication technology (ICT) in several peripheral 
European regions. Its main objective is to enhance and enlarge ERNACT – a pan-EU 
network founded in 1990 to develop and implement ICT-based models of regional 
development – by accessing the experience of other peripheral European regions and is 
promoting ICT clusters within the participating regions to attract business, inward 
investment and technology transfer from more central parts of the EU. 

As for the project’s main activities, BRISE is boosting ICT expertise in participating 
regions by organising a series of conferences, workshops, staff exchanges and study 
visits. The network is also developing a report on best practice, a joint interregional 
inward investment strategy and a web-based knowledge exchange that doubles as the 
project’s website. BRISE is enabling partners to access the experience of others, foster 
innovative types of interregional cooperation and increase their ICT capacity. It is also 
increasing the flow of ICT investment, jobs and expertise to the regions. 

Governance: The consortium consists of local and regional authorities. It is led and 
coordinated by the Irish ERNACT EEIG (European Economic Interest Grouping). 

Main results, obstacles and success factors 

As for the project’s results, BRISE has been successful in meeting on time its key 
objectives and, not only in achieving, but also exceeding in some cases, its planned 
outputs. The work completed by component is as follows:  

• Knowledge exchange web based system: teamworker software developed by the 
external contractor, integrated to website, populated with content and widely 
publicised across EU; 

• Conferences and workshops: positioning of ERNACT and BRISE in view of the new 
Cohesion Report, eGovernment; eLearning; funding opportunities, eBusiness and 
Broadband workshop. International i2010 for Cities and Regions conference and a 
follow up conference. 

• 8 staff exchanges: ebusiness to Kainnu in Finland; eGovernment to Bologna; 
eLearning and managing EU projects to ERNACT and inward investment to Derry. 
3 long Study Visits and 7 shorter study visits to innovative regional knowledge 
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economy locations and inward investors took place including: to the University of 
Venice (eLearning); to Finland (Broadband infrastructure and WIMAX; ebusiness). 

• Working Groups: Partners met in 23 Working Group meetings in themed areas of 
eGovernment, Broadband, Inward Investment, eLearning and eBusiness; some 
being trained in facilitation skills to enable the groups to work efficiently. 
Participants from all the partner regions took place in the WGs. Participants 
engaged in interaction and exchange, working on interregional project proposals, 
some of which have been submitted for funding and two have been approved.  

BRISE has managed to developed an active, participative interregional network, enabling 
partners to gain knowledge and expertise in key ICT areas, by study visits, working 
groups, staff exchanges, and knowledge exchange. BRISE has sucessfully boosted 
information society expertise. It has also maximised project publicity and dissemination 
opportunities when attending other EC events such as the Innovation and eBusiness 
conference, Eurocities ICT conference and NTERREG IIIC seminars in Lille, where the 
project was discussed with other participants. Project brochures printed and in digital 
format were widely disseminated, and 3 websites are avaliable - the project website, and 
the Olomouc and Treviso conference websites. 

Project contact 
details 

Name: Colm Mc Colgan 

Position: General Manager 

Organisation: ERNACT EEIG 

Address: Unit 2 Floor 2, Park House, Ballyraine 

Telephone: +353749126441 

Web-site: http://brise.ernact.net  

Source: http://brise.ernact.net 
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Case study No. 19 

Project “Competitive Alternatives for Sustainable Private Sector Investments in 
the Baltic Sea Region (COMPASS)” 

Country / Lead 
partner country 

Germany Programme title INTERREG IIIB 

Dimension of 
innovation 

Organisational 
Funding: Total / 
EU share 

€ 619,120 /  
€ 309,560 

Case study type General Project duration  2002-2004 

Partners involved Regional development agencies 

Project description: objectives, activities, governance  

COMPASS is a joint initiative of economic and business development agencies developing 
hands-on knowledge and supporting IT tools for inward investment promotion. The 
objective of the project was to increase the competitiveness of the BSR regions by 
attracting sustainable private sector investments. This includes among other things the 
identification of growth industries and industrial clustering patterns in the participating 
Baltic Sea regions, the evaluation of the importance of hard versus soft site selection 
factors in business location decisions, suggestions for improvement in the economic 
development plans of the participating regions, the development of an IT-supported tool 
to carry out benchmarking of the jurisdictions competitive situation on a frequent basis 
as well as the promotion of the IT-tool as an easy-to-use and time-saving device for 
optimising the development of soft facts in a jurisdiction. 

The project’s activities have been:  
• Cluster analysis: COMPASS has developed an easy-to-use process and a 

supporting IT tool to carry out cluster analysis on a regional level; 
• Site selection: COMPASS has developed an industry-specific database showing 

which site selection factors are valued most by investors; 
• Cost comparison: COMPASS developed a process and IT tool to automatically 

create cost comparisons across various regions; 
• InvestTracker: COMPASS has developed a database and IT tool which enables the 

marketing manager to keep track of potential investors; 
• FactBook: COMPASS has developed a common database for the needs of the 

business development agency. 

Governance: The consortium of regional development agencies is led by the German 
agency Lübeck Business Development Corp. 

Main results, obstacles and success factors 

As for main results of the project, COMPASS has produced several IT-tools and carried 
out pilot implementations: 

• Design of an easy-to-handle process for regional cluster analysis;  
• Implementation of an IT tool to support an efficient regional cluster analysis; 
• Regional cluster analysis for Kotka (Finland), Luebeck (Germany), Naestved 

(Denmark) and Skurup/SÖSK (Sweden);  
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• Design of a Site Selection Factor database; 
• Identification of 280 site selection factor studies for Food Industry, Media 

Industry, Metal Industry, Logistics, Health Care, Call Center, Shared Service 
Centers;  

• Design of a process for business cost comparisons between different regions;  

• Implementation of an IT tool to support cost comparison studies;  

• Design of a process to track potential investors; an implementation of an IT tool 
to support the investor tracking;  

• Design and pilot implementation of an IT supported electronic factbook for local 
and regional economic development as well as an evaluation and analysis of 
enterprise-level investment flows in the BSR using a geo information system.  

Project contact 
details 

Name: Björn P. Jacobsen 

Position: Coordinator 

Organisation: Lübeck Business Devlopment Corp. 

Address: Falkenstrasse 11, 23564 Lübeck 

Telephone: +49 451706550 

Web-site: www.regionomics.de  

Source: http://www.regionomics.de/ 
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Case study No. 20 

Project “Warhol City: town marketing as tool promoting local development in 
disadvantaged regions” 

Country / Lead 
partner country 

Slovakia Programme title Objective 1 

Dimension of 
innovation 

Societal 
Funding: Total / 
EU share 

€ 81,296 /  
€ 10,972 

Case study type General Project duration  2005-2006 

Partners 
involved 

Local authority, museum, cultural centre 

Project description: objectives, activities, governance  

The main objective of the Warhol City project was to develop conditions for accelerating 
local development with a special emphasis on tourism. The project’s purpose was to 
build and foster an attractive local environment and facilities. It is envisaged that longer 
term results will include an increased flow of tourists contributing to local job creation. 
The core idea behind the initiative was to link the initiative to the name and work of the 
world famous artist Andy Warhol whose parents were born locally. 

The first group of project activities focused on the reconstruction and new construction 
of pavements, the renovation of facades of selected buildings, the building of parking 
sites in the above mentioned locations, the partial reconstruction of the town 
amphitheatre, the renewal of public lighting in the town centre, as well as the 
introduction of a new town street information system. Pop Art was used as an inspiration 
whenever possible (e.g. in street information system, facades etc.). The most unique 
aspect of the Warhol City project was construction of the small skansen comprised of a 
group of small wooden houses located in separate part of town’s leisure and sport park. 
The skansen is a replica of the place where Andy Warhol’s parents were born. This last 
project included establishing a well-equipped local tourism information centre. 

Governance: The narrow partnership included the core group working for the local 
authority. The broader group comprised also other local institutions, most notably the 
Andy Warhol Museum of Modern Art, the Town Cultural Centre as well as local schools. 

Main results, obstacles and success factors 

The most important innovative results of this project are related to developing a new 
approach to thinking about and supporting local development policy. The project 
confirmed that there is potential for developing innovative approaches and practical tools 
of local development initiatives even in small peripheral towns without much experience 
in strategic planning and policy. In this sense, the key innovative element of this project 
was designing and implementing a new local development tool based on art as a driving 
element of the supporting city image and tourism and aiming to improve local quality of 
life. 

Some obstacles emerged: Some of the participants outside of the local authority were 
not fully satisfied with some artistic aspects of the project. According to them, not all 
possibilities of introducing Pop Art into the town environment were achieved. Only part 
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of their objections has been respected. The “mini-skansen” was also criticised, as partly 
artificial, not fully linked to the region. They considered this as a result of too quick 
project preparation, with a lack of time for more detailed elaboration. It disturbed the 
existing partnership and the group of art promoters did not support part of the project 
activities. 

One of the key factors of success was the realisation that the town and the region 
needed something original and different in comparison to other cities and regions if it 
wanted to tackle its peripheral location. In this context it was important to attempt to 
formulate a city marketing strategy with an international or even global context. The 
project used a globally known “art icon” as a local tool in their image making. The 
ambition was to present their town as something connected to global events, trends and 
fashion.  

Project contact 
details 

Name: Vladislav Višňovský 

Position: City Office Chairman 

Organisation: City of Medzilaborce 

Address: Mierova street, 326/4 

Telephone: +721 577460111 

Web-site: http://www.medzilaborce.net/medzilaborce_16.htm  

Source: 
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/cooperation/interregional/ecochange/goodpractice/3sustainable/sk_presov_w
arhol.pdf 
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Case study No. 21 

Project “Barcelona Science Park” 

Country / Lead 
partner country 

Spain Programme title Objective 2 

Dimension of 
innovation 

Organisational, 
technological 

Funding: Total / 
EU share 

€ 177,350,000 /  
€ 36,520,000 

Case study type General Project duration  1997-2009 

Partners involved 
Public research institutions, technology transfer organisation, 
companies, spin-offs, incubator, saving bank, regional and 
national authority 

Project description: objectives, activities, governance  

The Barcelona Science Park (Parc Científic de Barcelona - PCB) is an initiative aimed at 
consolidating the University of Barcelona’s mission to interact with business and society. 

Its objectives are to find a new role for the university with respect to commercialisation 
of research results, to establish an ideal setting in which to promote synergy between 
public research groups and business research and development (R&D) and innovation 
units as well as to strengthen technological innovation through basic research. 

The PCB encompasses public as well as private R&D and innovation activities. The Park 
offers notably: 

• Laboratories equipped with state-of-the-art apparatus; 
• Financial aid and tax-relief support (through CIDEM, the Catalan Government’s 

centre for business development and innovation, and the Ministry of Science and 
Technology); 

• Assessment and consultancy services related to setting up new companies, the 
protection of intellectual property and the patent system; 

• Support in setting up of mixed research units and PCB-company mixed 
laboratories; 

• Access to new markets through strategic agreements between European science 
parks; 

• Participation in official research programmes; 
• Training and assessment in the establishment and management of science parks 

directed to universities and technology transfer managers. 

Governance: The PCB Foundation, a private legal entity initially made up mainly of 
public institutions, was created to oversee the implementation of the PCB. The board of 
the foundation works closely with a scientific committee, which offers advice and 
evaluates and monitors the research conducted in the park. The board elects the 
executive director of the PCB, a position that has always been held by a researcher. 

The PCB Foundation is made up of five institutions: 
• University of Barcelona: the director and leader of the project since the 

beginning; 
• Bosch i Gimpera Foundation: an entity created by the University of Barcelona to 

promote technology transfer to the business world for the use, diffusion and 
commercialization of this technology. 
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• The Catalan savings bank Caixa Catalunya provided a very important financial 
viability image to the project and facilitated the whole funding process.  

• The Autonomous Government of Catalonia's Education and Universities 
Department has a direct implication and follows up the evolution of the project.  

• The Spanish Council for Scientific Research (CSIC): the prestigious Institute of 
Molecular Biology of the CSIC is located in the PCB, providing critical mass of 
researchers and evident added value to the park.  

The Ministry of Education participates in the project from 2007 in a similar way to the 
Autonomous Government of Catalonia, but on a national level. The public-private 
cooperation context of the PCB has made it possible to develop a new form of technology 
transfer consisting of mixed research laboratories where costs are shared by PCB and 
companies. 

Main results, obstacles and success factors 

The most innovative result of the PCB experience is the connection between companies 
and the public sector. The project design, planning and management included elements 
different from common practice in the simple sense that it has been the first initiative of 
this type in Catalonia and, indeed, in Spain. Researchers from both private laboratories 
and public groups work in the same place, share the same scientific equipment and 
services and co-exist in the common lounges or restaurants allowing synergies to arise 
(joint ventures, mixed scientific projects, mixed laboratories etc.). 

An important obstacle for development has been the scepticism from the scientific 
community about the value of joint projects with private companies. This has been 
handled by showcasing good examples of collaborations. According to several PCB 
representatives, the attitude from researchers is starting to change. 

Support from the public sector 

One key success factor was the good support from the Catalan administration, which 
channelled funds from the European Union and others directly to the PCB rather than to 
the University of Barcelona. The PCB has brought together several research units, 
amongst those two CSIC (the Higher Science Research Council) centres, in one small 
area. The everyday interaction is crucial. There is a high level of trust between the 
researchers and the civil servants from the Catalan government. This common ground 
has obviously been a positive element in creating the foundations of the success. 

Project contact 
details 

Name: Fernando Albericio 

Position: Executive Director 

Organisation: Parc Cientific de Barcelona 

Address: Baldiri Reixac, 10-12, 08028 Barcelona 

Telephone: +34 934034475 

Web-site: www.pcb.ub.es  

Source: 
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/projects/practices/details.cfm?pay=ES&the=54&sto=1433&region=ALL&lan=7
&obj=ALL&per=ALL&defL=EN 
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Case study No. 22 

Project “Venture capital financing” 

Country / Lead 
partner country 

Latvia Programme title Objective 1 

Dimension of 
innovation 

Organisational, 
technological 

Funding: Total / 
EU share 

€ 31,500,000 /  
€ 10,950,000 

Case study type General Project duration  2005-2008 

Partners involved 
National authority, guarantee agency, fund management 
companies 

Project description: objectives, activities, governance  

The overall objective of “Venture Capital Financing” is to boost rates of high-growth 
entrepreneurship in Latvia. The specific aim of the programme is to facilitate the 
establishment and development of venture capital funds in Latvia, which will provide 
funding to innovative small firms. 

As for activities, the programme was implemented in three main phases: 

• In the first phase, a so-called funds-of-funds was established in 2005, within the 
Latvian Guarantee Agency. This structure acts as a recipient of public funds and 
then invests them into private venture capital funds.  

• Secondly, three venture capital fund management companies were selected by 
means of an open tender, and contracts establishing the venture capital funds 
were signed in April 2006. Each selected company was obliged to establish and 
start administering a separate venture capital fund (limited partnership), and to 
make investments in small firms based upon evaluation of the business plans.  

• The third phase concerns the individual venture capital investments into 
companies.  

Governance: The Latvian Guarantee Agency was appointed as the managing body to 
launch, implement, and monitor the programme while reporting to the Ministry of 
Economics. The board of the Latvian Guarantee Agency, consisting of three people 
(including a representative from the Ministry of Economics), functions as the projects' 
supervisory body at operational level, as well as the evaluation commission for 
appraising and selecting venture capital funds’ management companies through the 
competitive tender. In parallel, an expert group of three foreign experts and one local 
expert assesses proposals and makes suggestions to the board. In addition, the 
European Investment Bank (EIB) supports the programme as a technical advisor, 
providing specialised expertise. 

Main results, obstacles and success factors 

In terms of the direct outcomes, three new venture capital funds, managed by 
professional fund management companies have been established as planned. The 
objective of investing in new technology driven sectors is being broadly met (about 40% 
of investments by mid-2007) with a number of the initial investments being made into 
information technology and electronics firms. The requirement that at least 30% of total 
investments in venture capital funds should come from private investors has been met 
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and will be maintained. Although, the total number of investments was expected to be 
higher, in general, private sector interest has been relatively strong, e.g. local 
institutional investors have been attracted to invest. 

One obstacle was that the development of necessary legal documentation took an 
unexpectedly long time. This was due to the fact that a new standard funding agreement 
for Latvian funds was prepared, based on examples from other countries. A second 
obstacle that contributed to delays arose from an unexpectedly high participation of fund 
management companies in the call for tender. With eight companies competing for three 
slots, the selection of professional private fund management companies was relatively 
stressful and time consuming. 

As for key success factors, the early involvement of staff of the Ministry of Economics 
in the project enabled this institution to become aware of the challenges involved in 
developing a venture capital investment programme. Over-time an effort has been made 
to consult with all key stakeholders and political and public recognition and support for 
the programme has increased. 

The launch of the programme clearly demonstrated the need for intense and regular 
communication and consultation with the direct stakeholders of the venture 
capitalprojects. 

Project contact 
details 

Name: Krisjanis Zarins 

Position: Head of Risk Financing Unit 

Organisation: Latvian Guarante Agency 

Address: Tirgonu street, 5th floor, 1050 Riga 

Telephone: +371 7359379 

Web-site: http://www.lga.lv  

Source: 
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/projects/practices/details.cfm?pay=LV&the=55&sto=1460&region=ALL&lan=7
&obj=ALL&per=ALL&defL=EN 
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Case study No. 23 

Project “Regional Competence Centres” 

Country / Lead 
partner country 

Italy Programme title Objective 1 

Dimension of 
innovation 

Organisational 
Funding: Total / 
EU share 

€ 201,000,000 /  
€ 100,000,000 

Case study type General Project duration  2002-2005 

Partners involved Regional authority, public research institutions 

Project description: objectives, activities, governance  

Regional Competence Centres (Centri Regionali di Competenza: CRCs) are partnership-
based initiatives that address deficiencies in the regional innovation system of the Italian 
region of Campania. The overall objective sought by setting up the CRCs was the re-
organisation of regional research potential with a focus on transferring relevant 
knowledge to local industries, which should lead to the creation of clusters. Specific goals 
that will contribute to fulfilling the overall objective of the centres are: 

• Support a technology-transfer friendly environment; 

• Promote direct involvement of firms in the process of innovation; 

• Facilitate investment by domestic and foreign firms in emerging high-tech 
sectors; 

• Integrate and share pre-competitive research activities to build a common 
knowledge capital; 

• Satisfy demand for technology consulting services; 

• Promote creation of knowledge-based enterprises; 

•  Collaborate with high-level training and education projects managed by 
universities and public research bodies. 

The project’s main activities can be summarised as follows: 

• Analysis of technological demand and business intelligence; 

• Knowledge diffusion, technology transfer, integration of pre-competitive research 
and incubator activities (promote creation of knowledge based enterprises); 

• Provide support to organisational, institutional and legal innovation, as well as 
consultancy as regards innovation management and product marketability; 

• High level training; 

• Promote the direct involvement of firms in the process of definition of innovation 
programmes and contribute to coordinate, as regards each scientific field as input 
to the regional research programme. 

Governance: The project partners are the main regional research organisations and the 
local representatives of national research bodies. The regional administration is not 
formally part of the partnership. However, the region has coordinated the activities of 
the international evaluation committee and provided all the necessary support and 
assistance to prepare financial reports to be submitted to the European Commission. 
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Main results, obstacles and success factors 

In terms of results, the CRC network has fostered the creation of a knowledge and 
technology transfer market in which private firms are the main clients, and the CRC 
network act as service providers. This takes two forms: out-sourcing pre-competitive 
research activities from large companies to the CRCs; and collaborative research 
between the centres and enterprises. Each centre has involved an average of 30 firms in 
the research projects, half of which are small and medium sized enterprises. In addition, 
there has been an increase in the rate of participation of the regional partners in the 
European research framework programmes. The CRCs also favoured, in some cases, the 
return of researchers from abroad. 

In terms of obstacles, the market positioning of the CRCs was a major project issue. 
The partners are mainly research organisations and are not very accustomed to dealing 
with financial sustainability, information dissemination and promotion of results. On the 
other hand, the private firms need to see the market potential of applied research 
activities and are reluctant to take on large risks connected with research programmes. 
Therefore, it was of a critical importance that the CRCs could succeed in finding their 
niche in order to provide real added-value for partners and build a bridge to the 
industrial environment. A weakness of the CRCs is that the equipment of the 
laboratories, which can be used jointly by the project partners, has remained the 
property of the partners. This means that the CRCs find it administratively difficult to 
upgrade the equipment that is owned by another organisation. Project partners are now 
trying to transfer the ownership of the equipment to the CRCs. A second bottleneck is 
not having considered maintenance costs in the project planning. These are relevant 
from the early stage of the project lifecycle and may represent about 50% of the total 
equipment costs. 

In terms of success factors, the expertise accumulated by Campania Region in ten 
years of learning by doing on innovation policy, played an important role. Full-time 
project managers, for the ten CRCs, were chosen on the basis of their experience in the 
private sector, in order to maximise the chances of the centres becoming financially 
independent. Feasibility of the project plan and willingness of partners to contribute to 
the project was crucial for making the initiative attractive for the partners. The CRCs 
responded to a clear need while avoiding overlap between their activities and what 
universities and firms were already doing separately. 

Project contact 
details 

Name: Roberto Muti 

Position: Project Manager 

Organisation: Centro Regionale di Competenza Analisi e 
Monitoraggio del Rischio Ambientale 

Address: Via Nuova Agnano 11, Napoli 80125 

Telephone: +39 081765115 

Web-site: www.amra.unina.it  

Source: 
http://ec.europa.eu/regional_policy/projects/practices/details.cfm?pay=IT&the=49&sto=1403&region=ALL&lan=7
&obj=ALL&per=ALL&defL=EN 
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