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- _o rk for innovation

Increased of the role of innovation as
crucial ingredient for economic development

2. view of innovation - innovation differs

from R&D
3. System-based approach to innovation, emphasis on
and diffusion / of knowledge
4. Mobllity of embedded in humans

becomes a key performance factor

5. nature of (tacit) knowledge
spillovers - importance of connections




Policies for“in lovation systems

From O0stocksoé to ofl owso a
In the system need to be addressed in priority

From oOoOraising resourceso t
8 Performance is affected by of firms and othel

From obest pr actsipced fticwars
8 Policies should be firened to

From oO0st anmaakridndg ptoolwiacryds po
8 There Is a need for mc:e In policymaking




The polic&ﬁteggt in Europe

r

Political will to combine the goa! with growth
d competitivenesemployment (Lisbon objective)

European Research Area = one more step in Europe
Il ntegration: how to avol

Enlargement of EU to 12 New Member States deepe
disparities and creates need for more effective instrum

Structural Funds established to help poorer regions ¢
up with the ocored: shif
towards approaches




évaluatid%..;  EU Structural Funds

vation and knowledge measures

What lessons can we draw from 10 billion Euros of
spending on R&D & innovation through the Structural
Funds 200Q006 ?

A What do we learn by grouping EU regions based on
Innovation potential ?

es this 1 mply for
0 ?

A How can we ensure that EU regions spend 60 billion
Euros more effectively in 2a8¥13 ?
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jic Evaluation of -U Structural Funds

0 :
0 G | everaged : SF are mai

Instrument for developing an innovation policy in
Objective 1 zones

d Boosting to develop RTDI policy:

Afinancially mar ginal O0govV
| mportant for Obehaviour a
d More effective . Increased role

of regions in RTDI policy through SF.

)]o][<T : building up resources but not yet
creating linkages in innovation systems;

1 C . Introduction of new policy instruments
vs difficulty of mobilising enterprises

. possibly the biggest disappointment...some
good practice however that shows road to follow.




3ssons on technology transfer and

niversity -business linkages

A Return on investment often appears poor with
Inefficient multiplication of intermediary structures

A ¢ 6-0knowl edge i s wi ¢
and even the most innovative organisations need to
connect and leverage external knowledge

o0 Implies much greater focus on inter -regional
linkages

A Structural Funds should increase support for:
oC 0O and
0 measures such as which offer

a more interactive model of technology
development and diffusion.




al Funds fBr. 1e knowledge economy

Main bottleneckdo efficient absorption of funds and effective outcomes ¢
RTDI measures:

A Administrative rather than of RTDI measures

A Need more: at national and regional levels in managing RTDI
measures

A Continuing dominance cf with poor linkages to
regional innovation systems

ALi mited interest T 00 maagupesfa
at enterprises

Thereisei p at h d e SEdevotedita RTDI are higher where
national innovation policy is more intense, and lower where national pol
IS weaker. Difficulties for the SF to modify national strategies.




innovation potential

F- .

Statistical ‘analysis highlights foijr key factors:

Almost half of difference in GDP per capita in 215 EU27 regions
Is explained by these four factors!

An interesting conclusion is that public and private R&D are not
closely related:

di mplications for policies Dbas
paradoxo. ..

Led to definition of

d three types dominate in terms of share of EU27 GDP:
learning regions, central techno, high techno.




Score on "Public Knowledge" Factor

Projection : Lambert Conical Conform
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Score on "Urban Services" Factor

Projection : Lambert Conical Conform
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