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Abstract

This thesis studies policy learning in the field of innovation policy. In particular, I look at the
sources of policy learning, with a focus on evaluations and informal networks. | provide a
comparative perspective across European Union (EU) member states on how they use these
sources for policy learning. As such, this thesis is guided by the research question “what are the
differences across countries regarding the way in which they use various sources of policy
learning”.

The current literature on policy learning contains three important gaps. There is a lack of
systematic attention to the sources of policy learning, coupled with a lack of conceptual
understanding of these sources. In addition, there is a lack of empirical cross-country studies on
how these sources are used in different national contexts. With this thesis and its three
consisting articles, I address these challenges. In the first article | analyse evaluations a source of
learning and provide an empirical overview of the extent to which EU countries have developed
systemic approaches for policy evaluation. In the second and third article | study networks as a
source of learning by mapping the informal networks of policy makers and analysing the
proximity factors behind these networks.

The thesis is based on the theory of policy learning. This theory emphasises the role of
knowledge in the process of policy-making, offering an alternative to the power-based
explanations of policy change. Policy learning can have different sources — some approaches
stress the importance of sophisticated analytical tools, others focus on learning from peers
through network connections. In this thesis, I look at one example from both strands. On the one
hand, | study how evaluations are used a source of learning, by developing the concept of
‘system oriented innovation policy evaluation’. On the other hand, I analyse how countries learn
from their peers through informal networks.

The empirical focus of the thesis is on innovation policy in EU member states. Over the recent
decades innovation policy has occupied a prominent position in the EU and several initiatives
have been launched to enhance policy learning within and between member states. In order to
gather data on the use of the two sources for learning, interviews were carried out with senior
policy makers from the 28 member states. In addition, policy documents and international
databases were used to complement the interview data on evaluations. This information was
subsequently used to develop an overview of the evaluation practices in all 28 countries and to
map the informal networks between policy makers.

The thesis yields several important findings. First, by looking at the question “How far, and if so
how, are EU28 member states developing system oriented innovation policy evaluations” we
discover that most member states use evaluations as a source of learning at least to some extent.
However, the level of evaluating innovation policy is very different among member states.
There are countries that have a very high level of evaluative activity and countries that rarely
engage in evaluating their innovation policy. Furthermore, different elements that constitute a
system oriented innovation policy evaluation are used with varying sophistication and intensity.



This demonstrates that the overall use of evaluations is uneven among EU member states and
most countries are not using the full learning potential that evaluations provide.

Second, analysing the question “What are the patterns of informal networks between policy
makers as a source for policy learning”, | find that there are significant differences in the extent
to which countries across Europe use networks as a source of learning. | distinguish between
asymmetric (confirmed by one country only) and symmetric ties (confirmed by both countries).
Many countries have a large number of asymmetric ties to other countries, giving them access to
unsophisticated knowledge. This is illustrated by a centre-periphery structure, with a core of
countries in the centre and the rest orbiting them at a distance. At the same time, the number of
symmetric ties between countries is smaller and reveals a clearly clustered structure. This shows
that the transfer of sophisticated knowledge is largely confined to these clusters.

Third, studying the question of “What are the underlying factors that shape the informal
networks of policy makers”, | find that different factors play a role in determining whether
countries are connected in informal networks. Both for asymmetric and symmetric ties,
geographical and cultural proximity matter. At the same time, a similar level of policy
performance is important for symmetric ties, while a different level of policy performance is
important for asymmetric ties. This demonstrates that for exchanging sophisticated knowledge,
countries need to be on a similar level of policy performance. Being on a different level of
performance, however, does not prevent countries from reaching out to their peers and exchange
unsophisticated knowledge.

All-in-all, the findings of this thesis show that countries in the EU are very different in the
extent and sophistication of how they make use of the two types of sources for policy learning.
At the same time, it is remarkable that countries that are more advanced in using one type of
source are also better at using the other type. This observation likely relates to the issue of
policy capacities, whereby countries with stronger capacities are also better in using different
sources of policy learning. These observations have policy implications on both national and EU
levels. On national level, a conscious effort should be made to identify and exploit the sources
of learning available. On the EU level, the efforts to enhance mutual learning and network-
connections between member states should be continued and reinforced.



Resume

Denne afhandling undersgger *policy learning’ (policylaering) indenfor innovationspolitik. | seerdeleshed
kigger jeg péa kilderne for policy learning med et fokus pa evalueringer og uformelle netvark. Jeg
bidrager med et komparativt perspektiv pa tvaers af den Europaiske Unions (EU) medlemsstater i forhold
til hvordan de bruger disse kilder til policy learning. Afhandlingen er guidet af problemformuleringen
“hvad er forskellene pa tveers af lande i forhold til den made hvorpa de bruger diverse kilder til policy
learning?”.

Den nuvarende litteratur om policy learning har tre veesentlige mangler. Der mangler en systematisk
granskning af kilderne til policy learning, som er forbundet med en manglende konceptuel forstaelse af
disse kilder. Endvidere mangler der ogsa empiriske studier pa tveers af lande om hvordan disse kilder
bliver brugt i forskellige nationale kontekster. Med denne afhandling og dennes tre artikler adresserer jeg
disse udfordringer. | den farste artikel analyserer jeg evalueringer som en kilde til leering og bidrager
med et empirisk overblik over omfanget af hvilke EU medlemsstater der har udviklet systemiske tilgange
til policy evaluering. | den anden og tredje artikel studerer jeg netvaerk som en kilde til leering ved at
kortlegge de uformelle netveerk af beslutningstagere og analysere naerhedsfaktorerne bag disse netveerk.

Afhandlingen er baseret pa policy learning teori. Denne teori fokuserer pa rollen af viden i policy-making
processen, hvilket byder ind med et alternativ til de magtbaserede forklaringer pa policy forandringer.
Policy learning kan have forskellige kilder - nogle tilgange leegger veegt pa vigtigheden af sofistikerede
analytiske instrumenter mens andre fokuserer pa laering fra ligesindede igennem netvaerksforbindelser. |
denne afhandling kigger jeg pa ét eksempel fra begge synspunkter. Pa den ene side studerer jeg hvordan
evalueringer er brugt som en Kkilde til leering ved at udvikle et koncept ved navn ‘systemorienteret
innovation policy evaluering’, og pa den anden side analyserer jeg hvordan lande lerer fra deres
ligesindede igennem uformelle netveerk.

Det empiriske fokus for denne afhandling er pa innovationspolitik i EU-medlemsstater. | lgbet af de
seneste artier har innovationspolitik haft en fremtraedende position i EU og adskillige initiativer er blevet
lanceret for at forsteerke policy learning bade i og mellem medlemsstater. For at samle data pa brugen af
disse kilder til leering blev der lavet interviews med politiske beslutningstagere fra de 28 medlemsstater.
Herudover blev policy dokumenter og internationale databaser brugt til at komplementere
interviewdataen pa evalueringer. Denne information blev efterfalgende brugt til at udvikle et overblik af
evalueringspraksisser i alle 28 lande og til at kortleegge de uformelle netvaerk mellem beslutningstagerne.

Denne afhandling har givet adskillige vigtige resultater. For det farste har det at kigge pa spgrgsmalet
“Hvor langt er EU28 medlemsstaterne med at udvikle systemorienteret innovation policy evalueringer og
hvordan barer de sig ad med det?” klargjort at medlemsstaterne bruger evalueringer som en kilde til
leering i hvert fald i et begreenset omfang. Imidlertid er niveauet af evalueringerne meget forskelligt
mellem medlemsstaterne. Der er lande som har et hgjt niveau of evaluerende aktivitet og lande som
sjeeldent engagerer sig i at evaluere deres innovationspolitik. Derudover bliver de forskellige elementer,
der sammen udger systemorienteret innovation policy evaluering, brugt med varierende kompleksitet og
intensitet. Dette viser at det overordnede brug af evalueringer er ulige pa tvaers af EU medlemsstater og
at de fleste lande ikke gar brug af det fulde lzeringspotentiale som evalueringer kan tilbyde.

For det andet, ved at analysere spgrgsmalet “Hvor vidt udger uformelle netvaerk mellem
beslutningstagere en kilde til policy learning?” har jeg fundet at der er signifikante forskelle pa
udstreekningen hvortil landene i Europa bruger netvaerk som en kilde til leering. Jeg skelner mellem



asymmetriske (bekraeftet af kun ét land) og symmetriske band (bekraftet af begge lande). Mange lande
har et hgjt antal af asymmetriske band til andre lande, hvilket giver dem adgang til basal viden. Dette er
illustreret ved en center-periferi struktur, som har en kerne af lande i centrum med resten kredsende
omkring dem. P& samme tid er antallet af symmetriske band mellem landene mindre og afslarer en
tydelig struktur karakteriseret af klynger. Dette viser at overfarslen af avanceret viden er i hgj grad
begranset til disse klynger.

Som det tredje har jeg ved at undersgge spargsmalet “Hvad er de underliggende faktorer der former de
uformelle netveerk af beslutningstagere?” fundet ud af at forskellige faktorer spiller en rolle i at
bestemme hvilke lande er forbundet i uformelle netveerk. Bade asymmetriske og symmetriske band,
geografisk og kulturel nerhed betyder noget i denne situation. Samtidig er et overensstemmende niveau
af innovationspolitisk praestation vigtigt for symmetriske band, mens forskellighed i preestation er vigtig
for asymmetriske band. Dette demonstrerer at for at udveksle avanceret viden er det ngdvendigt at lande
er pa et sammenligneligt niveau i forhold til innovationspolitisk preestation. At veere pa forskellige
niveauer fraholder dog ikke lande fra at raekke ud til deres ligeveerdige og udveksle basal viden.

Alt i alt er konklusionerne som denne afhandling drager at landene i EU er meget forskellige i deres
omfang og niveau af kompleksitet i forhold til hvordan de gar brug af de to kilder til policy learning. Pa
samme tid er det bemaerkelsesveerdigt at lande som er i stand til at bruge én type kilde mere avanceret
ogsa er bedre til at bruge den anden type. Denne observation er hgjst sandsynligvis relateret til policy
kapacitet, hvorved landene med de stgrre kapaciteter ogsa er bedre til at bruge forskellige kilder til policy
learning. Disse observationer har policy implikationer bade pa nationalt og EU-niveau. Pa nationalt
niveau burde en klar indsats ydes til at identificere og udnytte de tilgengelige kilder til lzring. P4 EU-
niveau skal indsatsen pa at forgge gensidig leering og netvearkstilknytninger mellem medlemsstater bade
fortsaettes og forsteerkes.
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1. Introduction

This thesis explores policy learning in the field of innovation policy. In particular, | focus on the sources
of learning — how do governments obtain the knowledge and information necessary for learning?
Focusing on innovation policy, | offer a comparative perspective on how European Union (EU) member

states use different sources of learning.

Policy learning, according to the generic definition, is the alteration or change in the thinking or beliefs
of actors in the policy setting, based on experience, information or knowledge and concerned with policy
objectives (Bennett & Howlett, 1992; Dunlop & Radaelli, 2013; Heclo, 1974; Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith,
1999). As such, we can distinguish both its sources (experience, information or knowledge) and its result

(change in the thinking or beliefs of actors) in the overall context of public policy.

The issue of sources is particularly relevant in today’s policy context, given the growing attention
towards evidence-based policy making (Foray & Lundvall, 1998; Sanderson, 2002). The ambition to
place analysis and knowledge at the forefront in the public policy process has been emphasised on both
the national and regional levels (Asheim, Coenen, Moodysson, & Vang, 2007) as well as on the
international level (Wong, 2004). However, despite the importance of the topic, little is known regarding
what actually constitutes the necessary ‘evidence-base’ for policy making. In the policy learning
literature, the question raised by May (1992) — “what is the basis for learning?” — has until now been
offered only partial answers and has not been approached systematically (see section 1.2 for a literature

review).

Moyson et al. (2017), building on Dunlop and Radaelli (2013), have suggested a two-fold framework for
studying the sources of learning. On the one hand there are sources where the learner exercises a high
level of control over the process of learning. These include sophisticated analytical sources such as
regulatory impact assessments (Radaelli, 2009), evaluations (Borras & Hgjlund, 2015) and foresight
activities (Havas, Schartinger, & Weber, 2010). On the other hand, there are sources where the learner’s
level control is more limited. Examples of such sources include networks (Howlett, Mukherjee, &
Koppenjan, 2017) as well as ‘disruptions’ (Moyson et al., 2017). This distinction has also been
highlighted by Dolowitz and Marsh (1996), who pointed out that the sources of learning can be both
endogenous and exogenous to a country. While domestic sources are often the preferred option for policy
makers, authoritative foreign sources can also be considered a valid source for learning (Dolowitz &
Marsh, 1996).

In this thesis | look at both types of sources. My goal is to study what are the differences across

countries, regarding the way in which they use these different sources of policy learning. Given the

10



limitations regarding the available time and space for writing this thesis, | focus on one source from both
categories: evaluations and networks. | choose evaluations, as it is often considered a central analytical
tool for governments to learn about the efficiency and effectiveness of their policies (Innovate UK,
2018). The second focus is on networks, because while there is a rich body of literature on networks of
various innovation actors (Cantner & Rake, 2014; De Noni, Orsi, & Belussi, 2018; Morescalchi,
Pammolli, Penner, Petersen, & Riccaboni, 2015), very little is known about informal networks among
innovation policy makers. The scope of the thesis is set to the EU, in order to provide a relatively similar
politico-administrative context for a comparative study of national practices. The EU has been labelled a
‘massive transfer platform’ in the literature (Radaelli, 2000) given the significant supranational policy
efforts for fostering learning within and between member states. The specific case under investigation is
innovation policy, which has occupied a prominent position in the EU policy agenda (European
Commission, 2010; European Council, 2000), receiving considerable investments from the EU budget as

well as seeing successive initiatives for enhancing learning among member states.

In the articles that constitute this thesis, | will study the two sources of learning — evaluations and
networks. First, I conceptualise them with regard to policy learning, and then provide comparative
empirical evidence on how they are used by policy makers in real-life settings. The first article looks at
the use of evaluations as a systemic tool for providing evidence on the national innovation policy
performance. The second article maps the informal networks of policy makers as a way to seek advice
about policies. The third article explores the factors that determine the likelihood of countries being

connected through those informal networks.

The current framing paper serves to provide the overall framework for the thesis. It starts with an
overview of the state of the art in the literature of policy learning and discusses its gaps. Based on this, |
suggest an overall research question and three sub-questions. Secondly, | give an overview of the
theoretical foundations of the thesis, with a focus on the policy learning theory. Thirdly, | introduce the
main concepts of the thesis — system-oriented innovation policy evaluation and informal networks.
Fourthly, I describe the research design, data and methodology. Finally, | provide concluding remarks on

how the research questions have been answered and what the implications are for future research.

1.1  Literature review
The theory of policy learning studies how the beliefs of actors in public policy settings are being updated
as a result of various factors (Dunlop & Radaelli, 2013). The policy-learning literature emerged as an
alternative to power-based understandings of policy change. Its early proponents stated that power and

conflict are not the only factors explaining policy change, but both cognition and knowledge utilisation
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also deserve equal attention in explaining change. (Grin & Loeber, 2007) One of the pioneers in the field,
Heclo (1974), has called learning a process of “collective puzzlement”. In his words: “tradition teaches
that politics is about power and conflict /.../ Politics finds its sources not only in power, but also in
uncertainty — men collectively wondering what to do /.../ Policy-making is a form of collective
puzzlement on society’s behalf; it entails both deciding and knowing” (Heclo, 1974). This realisation of
collective thinking established the foundation for subsequent studies on learning in policy settings, where

knowledge and making sense of it is now seen as a crucial part of the policy process.

Since its advent in the 1950s, the field has experienced a considerable evolution and has seen the birth of
several sub-fields. In a recent review of the state of the art, Moyson et al. (Moyson et al., 2017)
distinguish between the micro, meso and macro levels in learning studies. Micro-level approaches focus
on the individual (Moyson et al., 2017) and include concepts such as epistemic communities (Haas,
1992), social learning (Hall, 1993) and advocacy coalitions (Sabatier, 1987). Studies on the meso-level
emphasise the role of organisations and how adopting a business perspective (Metcalfe, 1993) as well as
organisational learning approaches (Argyris & Schon, 1978) could be used for studying learning in
public policy settings. Macro-level research looks at the system level and comprises the fields of policy
transfer (Dolowitz & Marsh, 1996, 2000), diffusion (Marsh & Sharman, 2009; Meseguer, 2005),

convergence (Bennett, 1991) and lesson drawing (Rose, 1991).

This variety of approaches can be seen as a sign of prospering academic activity, but at the same time is
also seen as evidence of fragmentation of the field. Dunlop and Radaelli (2013) have noted that “the field
is struggling to produce systematic and cumulative knowledge” on learning. Because of the ‘lack of
communication’ between the sub-fields, it is characterised by both ‘conceptual stretching’ and a
weakened ‘analytical purchase’ (Dunlop & Radaelli, 2013). Some attempts have been made to respond to
these challenges and systematise the field. Bennett and Howlett (1992) identified the key questions of
learning to distinguish between the different concepts. Grin and Loeber (2007) placed emphasis on the
relationship between agency and structure in the different approaches, thus distinguishing between three
types of learning. Dunlop and Radaelli (Dunlop & Radaelli, 2013) provided a system based on four
learning genera for conceptualising learning. Moyson et al. (Moyson et al., 2017) categorised the field

according to the level of analysis.

Among these attempts of systematisation, the approach used by Bennett and Howlett (1992) is of
particular relevance for the current research, revealing the key topics with which the field at large is
concerned. It identifies the crucial questions such as who learns, what is learned and what is the effect of
learning (Bennett & Howlett, 1992). Borras (2011) has also added a fourth question to the list — what are
the organisational capacities required for learning? Interestingly enough, none of these questions raises

the issue of what is learning based upon. In other words, what are the sources of learning? The definition
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of policy learning used in this article states that it is the alteration or change in the thinking or beliefs of
actors in the policy setting, based on experience, analysis or social interaction and concerned with policy
objectives (Bennett & Howlett, 1992; Dunlop & Radaelli, 2013; Heclo, 1974; Sabatier & Jenkins-Smith,
1999). As such, it clearly identifies ‘experience, analysis and social interaction’ as possible sources of
learning. However, there are no accounts in the literature looking at these sources systematically. The
many reviews that have been mentioned in this chapter (Bennett & Howlett, 1992; Dunlop & Radaelli,
2013; Grin & Loeber, 2007; Moyson et al., 2017) have not gone beyond listing the ‘knowledge,
information and experience’ as sources of learning. This leaves open several questions, such as: how is
the knowledge and information acquired in the first place? how do policy makers gather and systematise
the knowledge on policies? how do they make sense of the experience in policy making? how is the
knowledge, information and experience shared among the learning actors within and beyond policy
communities? In order to fully understand policy learning, it is necessary to study the sources the
learning is founded upon. Without the latter we risk discussing only the process of learning without

approaching its substance in a meaningful and thorough manner.

Over the years, some cues going beyond the generic terms have been suggested on the possible sources
of learning. As one such example, Moyson et al. (2017), building on Dunlop and Radaelli (2013), offer a
dual distinction of the sources of learning, based on the level of control exercised over the objectives and
means of learning. If actors are in control of the objective and means of learning, i.e. they know what
they want to learn about and how, then they are likely to use ‘formal and sophisticated’ methods, such as
science-based or experimental approaches. In cases where actors are not in control of the objectives and
means, the learning process is more spontaneous and influenced by ‘social interactions and disruptions’
(Moyson et al., 2017). This dimension of learning has also been referred to as ‘level of uncertainty’ or
‘problem tractability’ (Dunlop & Radaelli, 2013). Following Dunlop and Radaelli (Dunlop & Radaelli,
2013), uncertainty is indeed the “main discriminatory factor between ‘thick’ and ‘thin’ learning”. As
such, looking at the level of control or uncertainty offers a useful way for distinguishing between formal,
sophisticated methods and informal, less analytical methods.

The literature offers some insights into both of these two types of sources. Regarding the ‘formal and
sophisticated” methods, May (May, 1992) has highlighted the importance of policy analysis and
evaluation in instrumental learning. He argues that the “clearest evidence [of instrumental learning]
consists of studies or analyses that policy elites cite as a basis for drawing lessons about policy
interventions or implementation. The studies may entail formal evaluations of policy instruments or more
ad hoc analyses” (May, 1992). Subsequent discussions and empirical analyses on the importance of
analysis and evaluations as a source for learning have nevertheless not been plentiful. The few existing

examples include Radaelli (2009) analysing regulatory impact assessment in Europe, Sanderson (2002)
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looking at the evolution of evidence-based policy making and Borras and Hgjlund (2015) studying the
learners’ perspective of evaluations. One can thus see that the use of evaluations and analysis has been
acknowledged in the literature as a base for policy learning, but has received relatively little conceptual

attention compared to the overall volume of studies in the field.

The second type of sources, referred to by Moyson et al. (2017) as ‘social interactions’, has received
somewhat more attention over the years, as learning is often considered to occur within and between
networks (Busenberg, 2001). According to Zito and Schout (2009), the “idea of networks /.../ carrying
ideas is an extremely critical dimension to the learning process” and “appears in most theories in a more
or less explicit fashion”. Examples of such theories or concepts include the advocacy coalition
framework by Sabatier (1987), where policy communities are formed by groups of actors that share the
same beliefs and values, and the policy transfer school (together with its parent-concept lesson drawing)
that looks at how policies in one political system are used as an inspiration for developing policies in
others, often through networks (Benson & Jordan, 2011; Dolowitz & Marsh, 1996). Closely related to the
latter is the concept of policy diffusion (often considered as a part of policy transfer, or vice versa (Marsh
& Sharman, 2009), focusing on how ideas and knowledge ‘diffuse across organisations and political
systems’ (Zito & Schout, 2009). Arguably, we can see here a much stronger and more diverse conceptual

base than in the case of evaluations as a source of policy learning.

However, looking deeper, it is evident that not all aspects of networks have actually been considered in
these studies. From studies in the fields of network research and organisational learning we know that
network structures are a key component in understanding the role that networks really play in social
phenomena such as learning (Barabasi & Albert, 1999; Hansen, 1999; Reagans & McEvily, 2003; Uzzi
& Lancaster, 2003). However, this role of structures has only barely been mentioned as a factor shaping
the policy learning process (Moyson et al., 2017; Witting & Moyson, 2015). Consequently, we can say
that the role of networks in policy learning is still not comprehensively conceptualised, as we do not
really know how the different structures that networks can take could influence policy learning.
Furthermore, while the organisational learning literature clearly distinguishes between formal and
informal networks (Cowan & Jonard, 2004; Krackhardt & Hanson, 1993), such a distinction has not been
made in the policy learning literature, possibly missing out on an important nuance for understanding the

dynamics of learning through networks.

Last, but not least, despite the several decades of development, numerous authors have reported a
dissatisfaction with the level of empirical studies in the field (Benson & Jordan, 2011; Borras & Hgjlund,
2015; Dunlop & Radaelli, 2013). According to Dunlop and Radaelli (2013), “we still know very little
about how communities of policy makers learn in real-world settings”. While some studies and special

issues on policy learning have been published since, notably a recent volume edited by Moyson et al.
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(Moyson et al., 2017), the situation today is not noticeably different. Furthermore, the studies on policy
learning tend to focus on a few cases at a time and neglect larger n approaches. This leaves us without a
comparative perspective on different aspects of policy learning, such as how do the formal evaluation-
based learning practices differ from country to country, or how are the less formalised, network
interaction-based types of learning conditioned by broader cross-country networks. Therefore, the limited
empirical breadth of the current research in policy learning poses an important constraint for a

comprehensive understanding of how policy makers learn.

Based on this discussion | conclude that there are three important gaps in the current literature in relation
to the sources of learning. The first gap lies in the lack of systematic attention to the sources of policy
learning. While there have been several prominent reviews over the years taking stock of and
systematising the existing studies, the issue of sources has not emerged as one of the key topics for
learning. The second gap is manifested in the lack of conceptual understanding of specific sources of
learning. Despite some of the specific sources being mentioned in the literature, such as evaluations or
informal networks, they have not been thoroughly conceptualised to provide for adequate analysis on
their role in the learning process. The third gap concerns the lack of empirical studies on how the sources
of learning are being employed in real-life policy settings. Adding to, and perhaps due to, the limited
theoretical attention paid to the sources of learning, there is little empirical evidence of how the different
sources are used by policy makers. In order to develop a more comprehensive understanding of policy
learning, it is therefore necessary to address these three gaps in a systematic way. In the next sub-chapter

I will explain in more detail how this thesis aims to achieve this.

Table 1. Gaps in the literature

Gap 1 Lack of systematic attention to the sources of policy learning

Gap 2 Lack of conceptual understanding of specific sources of policy learning

Gap 3 Lack of empirical cross-country studies on the use of these sources of policy
learning

1.2 Research question
The previous section discussed the gaps in the existing literature on policy learning. | demonstrated that
there is an overall lack of systematic attention to the sources of policy learning. Furthermore, the specific
sources of policy learning, such as evaluations and networks, are under-conceptualised. Finally, there is a
lack of empirical and comparative knowledge on how the sources actually contribute to policy learning

in different countries.
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This thesis aims at bridging these gaps; therefore, the main question this study addresses is, what are the
differences across countries, regarding the way in which they use these different sources of policy

learning?

In particular, following the distinction between two types of learning according to the level of control by
the learners (Moyson et al., 2017) (or “problem tractability’ (Dunlop & Radaelli, 2013)), I look at two

specific sources of learning: evaluations and networks.
Following the choice of these sources, I look at the following sub-questions:

Sub-question 1: How far, and if so how, are EU 28 member states developing system-oriented

innovation policy evaluations as a source of policy learning?

Sub-question 2a: What are the patterns of informal networks between policy makers as a source of

policy learning?

Sub-question 2b: What are the underlying factors that shape the informal networks of policy

makers as a source of policy learning?

The first sub-question emphasises evaluations as a source for learning that is both analytical and
controlled by the learner. While the role of evaluations in innovation policy making has been widely
analysed, their role as a source for policy learning has mostly been covered implicitly, rather than
explicitly. In addition, studies looking at evaluations of innovation policy, as well as actual evaluation
practices, have only rarely taken a systemic perspective (see Article 1 for a thorough discussion)

necessary for understanding its broader effect for learning.

The second sub-question looks at the role of informal networks as a source of learning through
interactions between policy makers of different countries. The knowledge transfer and diffusion schools
have addressed the issue of how knowledge about policies travels across borders and the role of networks
to some extent, but empirical accounts comprising several countries remain scarce (Benson & Jordan,
2011). Moreover, there is little to no information on the role that informal networks between policy

makers play in the field of innovation policy.

The third sub-question is related to the previous one, extending the discussion on informal networks to
the factors that shape the structures of these networks. There is an active discussion in innovation studies
literature on what are the proximity factors that influence the network structures of innovation actors and

their relative importance (Boschma, 2005; Crescenzi, Nathan, & Rodriguez-Pose, 2016; Graf &
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Kalthaus, 2018). However, none of these accounts has looked at networks between policy makers, where

considerable policy efforts by the EU and OECD have been directed for enhancing mutual learning.

Table 2. Research question and sub-questions

Type Research question Relation to articles

Main  research | What are the differences across countries, regarding the | Articles 1, 2, 3
question way in which they use these different sources of policy

learning?

Sub-question 1 How far, and if so how, are EU 28 member states | Article 1
developing system-oriented innovation policy evaluations

as a source of policy learning?

Sub-question 2a | What are the patterns of informal networks between policy | Article 2

makers as a source of policy learning?

Sub-question 2b | What are the underlying factors that shape the informal | Article 3

networks of policy makers as a source of policy learning?

1.3 Structure of dissertation and contributions
The thesis consists of the framing paper and three articles. The framing paper provides an overview of
the research questions, theoretical foundations and the main concepts guiding the dissertation. The three

constituting articles of the thesis study different aspects related to the research question.

The framing paper ties together the individual articles. Within this framing, | introduce the theoretical
framework of the thesis and provide an overview of the main concepts. | also present the object of study,
the data, and the research design. I conclude the framing paper by discussing the answers to the research

questions and avenues for future research.

The first article of the thesis is called “Towards System-Oriented Innovation Policy Evaluation?
Evidence from EU28 Member States” and is co-authored with Prof. Susana Borrés. In this article we
focus on one of the sources of policy learning — evaluations. More specifically, we set out to answer the
guestion of how far, and if so how, are EU 28 member states developing system-oriented innovation

policy evaluations? We create a novel conceptual framework to assess the ‘systemness’ of national
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evaluation practices, consisting of four attributes: coverage, perspective, temporality and sources. Using
data from 62 interviews and policy documents, we find large differences between member states, with
only a few countries having developed structures for innovation policy evaluation which are system
oriented.

Table 3. Overview of articles

No.

Title

Research question

Status

Towards System-Oriented

Innovation Policy Evaluation?

Evidence from EU28 Member
States (co-authored with Susana

Borras)

How far, and if so how, are EU 28
member states developing system-
policy
evaluations as a source of policy

oriented innovation

learning?

Accepted by

Research Policy

Policy learning in the EU: The
informal networks of innovation

policy directors

What are the patterns of informal
networks of policy makers as a

source for policy learning?

Not submitted

The

Informal

Rules of Attraction:
Networks of
Innovation Policy Makers in the

EU28

What are the underlying factors
that shape the informal networks
of policy makers as a source for

policy learning?

Not submitted

This article makes an important contribution to the literature on policy learning, by conceptualising one
of the key sources of policy learning and offering an empirical cross-country comparison. The literature
review of this thesis showed that there is a general lack of systematic attention paid to the sources of
policy learning as well as a lack of conceptual understanding of specific sources of policy learning. This
article addressed evaluations as a source of policy learning and provided a thorough conceptualisation of
what dimensions are critical for evaluating innovation policy in a system-oriented manner. Furthermore,
it addressed the third gap in the literature, by adopting a comparative empirical perspective and
delivering data on the evaluation practices across a large set of countries. In so doing, this article
enhances our theoretical and empirical understanding of evaluations as a source of policy learning and

ultimately provides a robust conceptual toolset for further analysis into the issue.
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The article makes an equally important contribution from the innovation policy perspective. While the
system of innovation approach has been widely recognised by innovation scholars and policy makers
alike (Kuhlmann, Shapira, & Smits, 2010), there is still a lack of empirical knowledge of whether
evaluation practices have actually followed suit. Previous work in the field of evaluations has taken
either a normative stance of how evaluators and policy makers should design specific models of ‘system
evaluation’ (Edler, Ebersberger, & Lo, 2008; Magro & Wilson, 2013) or focused on integrating the
evaluation results of individual policies with broader insights about problems in the innovation system
(Arnold, 2004; Hage, Jordan, & Mote, 2007; Jordan, Hage, & Mote, 2008). Furthermore, there has been
a significant lack of empirical evidence on if and how different countries in Europe and beyond conduct
evaluations in a systemic way (Nightingale & Yegros-Yegros, 2012). This article responds to these two
points of concern by discussing the ways systems of innovation should be addressed by evaluations and
presenting original empirical data on the extent to which the current practices are actually system

oriented.

The second article carries the title “Policy learning in the EU: The informal networks of innovation
policy directors”. It studies the other source of policy learning under observation in this thesis — the
networks of innovation policy makers. In this paper | look at the extent to which policy makers discuss
policy matters with their peers from other countries and with which of their colleagues they are more
likely to discuss policy. Put simply, the research question | aim to answer with this paper is, what are the
patterns of informal networks between policy makers as a source for policy learning? | use social
network analysis and data from interviews with 28 innovation policy directors to map their informal
networks. The analysis reveals three distinctive and roughly geographical groups of member states:

northern, central-eastern and southern, with significant differences in their respective connectedness.

The contribution of the article to the studies on policy learning lies in conceptualising informal networks
as a source of learning and providing an empirical mapping of the network patterns in Europe. As
demonstrated in the literature review section of this thesis, while the role of networks has been
acknowledged in broad terms in studies on policy learning, the role that network structures exercise for
learning has largely been overlooked. At the same time, the organisational learning literature has studied
this effect of network structures on learning within and between organisations much more systematically
(Argote, 2013; Hansen, 1999; Reagans & McEvily, 2003). Therefore, making use of the organisational
learning theory for analysing networks as a source of learning provides a conceptual advancement for the
field of policy learning. In addition, | provide novel empirical data on the cross-country structure of the

policy-maker networks, thus providing a baseline for future research on networks in innovation policy.
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Table 4. Contribution of articles

Avrticle Gap(s) addressed Contribution to the policy learning literature

Avrticle 1 Gaps 1,2and 3 - conceptualising system evaluation as a source of
policy learning
- providing novel empirical evidence on the actual

evaluation practices in EU countries

Article 2 Gaps 1,2 and 3 - conceptualising informal networks as a source of
learning
- providing a unigque empirical mapping of the

network patterns in Europe

Article 3 Gaps 1,2and 3 - advancing the conceptual understanding of what
types of ties are more likely to contribute to learning
- providing new empirical information on the factors

that enable policy learning through networks

The third article, “The Rules of Attraction: Informal Networks of Innovation Policy Makers in the
EU28”, analyses the factors that influence the network structures of policy makers. It builds on the
second article where the informal patterns were mapped and tests the effect of three types of variables:
geographical, cultural and policy proximity. Using regression analysis, | demonstrate that geographical
and cultural proximity are important determinants for both asymmetric (confirmed by one country only)
and symmetric ties (mutually confirmed by both countries). The effect of policy performance differed for
the two kinds of ties: for asymmetric ties, a larger difference in policy performance between two
countries is a stronger predictor of a connection; for symmetric ties, a smaller difference is stronger. This
shows that countries tend to stay within their cultural and geographical ‘comfort zone’, but are ready

reach beyond it for a prospect of learning about policy.

This article advances the conceptual understanding on the role of networks as a source of policy learning.
It complements Article 2 by providing an in-depth look into the factors that enable or constrain the
formation of network structures and, as a result, policy learning. The concept of networks as a source of
policy learning was given a more nuanced understanding, as | demonstrated that it is the asymmetric ties

that are first and foremost related to learning, while symmetric ties reflect more profound ties between
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countries, possibly extending beyond learning. Furthermore, it provides a relevant empirical contribution
from the innovation studies perspective, as it tested the previously identified proximity factors in a novel
empirical setting. Earlier literature on innovation-related networks has shown that in addition to pure
geographical proximity, several others factors influence the connectedness of actors, such as institutional,
cognitive, cultural-ethnic, linguistic and social determinants (Boschma, 2005; Torre & Rallet, 2005). The
strength of these factors has been tested in different empirical contexts, such as the photovoltaic industry
(Graf & Kalthaus, 2018), interregional scientific cooperation (Hoekman, Frenken, & Van Oort, 2008),
collaboration between inventors (Crescenzi et al., 2016; De Noni et al., 2018; Morescalchi et al., 2015)
and pharmaceutical research networks (Cantner & Rake, 2014). At the same time, these proximity factors
have not been used to explain the patterns in innovation policy making and neither have their results been
interpreted from a policy learning perspective. Accordingly, this article contributed to both the

conceptual and empirical knowledge in the fields of policy learning and innovation studies alike.

In summary, the main contribution of this thesis lies in its focus on the previously underexplored side of
policy learning — its sources. By studying how countries use evaluations and networks as sources of
learning, | have added a previously missing conceptual piece for understanding how policy learning
works and the factors that shape it. | conceptualised both sources to understand their role in the context
of policy learning and in a way that allowed for subsequent empirical analysis in a comparative cross-
country perspective. As the field of policy learning has been previously characterised by a lack of
empirical and comparative studies, this provided a substantial advancement in understanding how
different sources of policy learning are used in real-life settings. Consequently, this thesis makes both a

conceptual and empirical contribution to our understanding of policy learning and its sources.

2. Theoretical framework
The theoretical foundation of this thesis rests on the theory of policy learning. Policy learning theory
seeks to explain how governments learn and what constitutes the critical factors in this process. As such
it provides a suitable framework for addressing the issue of how governments make use of different

sources for learning about the policies they pursue.

2.1 Whatis policy learning?
Why do policies change and what are the factors that trigger that change? These have been central
questions guiding the discussions on learning in the field of political science. For a long time the
dominant view used to be that policy is shaped by social pressures and government itself is a passive

actor (Nordlinger, 1982). This power-based view was first challenged by Heclo (1974) and later by other
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authors (Etheredge, 1981; Haas, 1992; Rose, 1991; Sabatier, 1987), leading to several approaches that
brought about a new focus, giving knowledge a central position in studying the processes of learning and

change.

Bennett and Howlett (1992), in an early review of the literature, identified five such conceptions
emphasising the role of knowledge and learning in public policy formation: political learning,
government learning, policy-oriented learning, lesson-drawing and social learning. Bennett and Howlett
(1992) argued that the three key questions in the field are: who learns, what is learned, and to what effect.
Based on this three-fold framework, they suggested that one could in fact distinguish three main types of
learning: government learning, lesson-drawing and social learning (Bennett & Howlett, 1992). May
(1992), in a parallel review, suggested an alternative two-fold distinction in types of policy learning:
instrumental learning concerned about policy instruments and social learning focusing on broader issues
of policy formation (May, 1992). Moreover, recent decades have added new approaches to the ones
identified by Bennett and Howlett (1992) and May (1992), as seen in a rise in studies on how policies in
one jurisdiction can influence the policies in another (Marsh & Sharman, 2009). Most notably, this is
seen in the approaches of knowledge-transfer (Dolowitz & Marsh, 2000) and knowledge diffusion
(Simmons & Elkins, 2004).

Bennett and Howlett (1992) in their analysis conceded to the difficulties in reconciling the different
approaches under a single term of ‘policy learning’, instead suggesting that a distinction be made
between the three types of learning mentioned above. However, as a lowest common denominator, they
agreed that all the different approaches are similar as they address the “commonly described tendency for
some policy decisions to be made on the basis of knowledge and past experiences and knowledge-based
judgements as to future expectations”. Dunlop and Radaelli (2013), faced with a similar challenge in
reviewing the literature 20 years later, suggest an encompassing definition of learning approaches as “the
updating of beliefs at its most general level”, based on “lived or witnessed experiences, analysis or social
interaction”. As such we can see that, despite the large humber of approaches in the field, policy learning
can be considered to be a process that is based on experience or knowledge and relates to the decision-
making process in a policy setting. At the same time, while Bennett and Howlett (1992) emphasise more
the substance of what learning is based on (knowledge and past experience), Dunlop and Radaelli (2013)
focus on the method or process of reaching that substance (analysis and social interaction). As the issue
of what leads to policy learning, e.g. what is the basis of learning, is of particular relevance to this study,
the next sub-section will look at this in more detail.
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2.2.  What s policy learning based on?

This thesis looks at the sources of policy learning. In order to analyse the sources, it is important to
discuss what the policy learning theory and its different approaches see as the basis of learning. Echoing
May’s classical question: “What is learning based on?” (May, 1992), knowing what policy learning is
based on allows us to develop a discussion on the sources later on. Therefore, this subsection reviews

some of the earlier as well as later approaches with a regard to how they define learning.

In an early definition of ‘policy-oriented learning’, Sabatier (1993) suggests that policy learning is the
“relatively enduring alteration of thought or behavioural intentions that result from experience and are
concerned with the attainment (or revision) of policy objectives.” In addition, in a later review of the
concept, Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith (1999) add the notion of ‘information’ to the equation, stating that
the alteration of thought is based on “experience and/or new information”. This dual basis of experience
and information is also found in Hall’s (1993) definition of social learning: “a deliberate attempt to adjust
the goals or techniques of policy in response to past experience and new information“. From these early
definitions we can thus see a clear agreement in placing experience and knowledge at the forefront as

bases of learning.

The approach of lesson-drawing (Rose, 1991) takes a slightly different perspective. It looks at learning as
the process “by which programs and policies developed in one country are emulated by others and
diffused throughout the world” (Bennett & Howlett, 1992). This idea of seeking inspiration from other
countries as a basis for learning has been further developed by the later approaches of policy transfer and
policy diffusion. Policy transfer scholars define it as a process where “knowledge about policies,
administrative arrangements, institutions and ideas in one political setting (past or present) is used in the
development of policies, administrative arrangements, institutions and ideas in another political setting*
(Dolowitz & Marsh, 2000). In a similar fashion, policy diffusion is defined as “a process through which
policy choices in one country affect those made in a second country” (Marsh & Sharman, 2009). One can
clearly see that these approaches are relatively similar in the way they see the sources of learning — in all

three definitions we see an emphasis on the knowledge about policies in other countries.

Comparing these two broad sets of approaches, we can see the emergence of two types of sources. There
is a clear distinction between approaches that see learning as based on endogenous factors and the ones
that focus on the exogenous factors (following the distinction by Dolowitz and Marsh (1996)). The
former includes policy-oriented learning and the overarching definitions of policy learning that consider
learning as being first and foremost based on experience, knowledge and information. The latter
approaches include lesson-drawing, policy transfer and policy diffusion, all seeing learning as being
based on knowledge about policies in other countries. The same distinction has also been highlighted by
Dolowitz and Marsh (1996), who have argued that learning can be based on sources both endogenous
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and exogenous to a country, even though the former is preferred. This dual endogenous vs. exogenous
understanding of the sources of learning provides us with a useful theoretical backing in exploring the
specific sources of learning. These sources will be presented in the next chapter on the conceptual

framework of the thesis.

Table 5. Sources of policy learning in its different definitions

Policy learning | Policy learning | Policy- Social learning | Lesson-drawing
(Bennett & | (Dunlop & | oriented (Hall, 1993) (Rose, 1991)
Howlett, 1992) | Radaelli, 2013) | learning
. Policy transfer
(Sabatier &
. ] (Dolowitz & Marsh,
Jenkins-Smith,
2000)
1999)

Policy diffusion

(Simmons & ElIkins,

2004)
What is | Knowledge, Lived or | Experience Past (Knowledge about)
policy past witnessed and/or  new | experience and | programmes and
learning | experiences, experiences, information new policies in  other
based knowledge- analysis or information countries
on? based social
judgements interaction

3. Conceptual framework

In order to answer the research questions and properly analyse the two sources of policy learning in the
focus of this thesis — evaluations and networks — this chapter will explain the key concepts of the thesis. |
will first discuss the conceptualisation of system-oriented innovation policy evaluations, i.e. how should
innovation policy be assessed from a system of innovation perspective. Secondly, | will discuss the
concept of informal networks — what makes an informal network in a policy-making context and what

role does it play for policy learning.
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3.1  System-oriented innovation policy evaluation

Evaluations are a valuable source for policy learning. It is through evaluations that policy makers gather
the information and knowledge necessary for improving their policies. Therefore, by looking at the
evaluation practices of a country, we also understand the knowledge base available for designing and

developing their innovation policy.

Evaluations are an essential part of the policy-making process. A common definition says that they are a
“systematic inquiry leading to judgements about program (or organisation) merit, worth, and
significance, and support for program (or organisational) decision making” (Cousins, Goh, Clark, & Lee,
2004). More specifically, their purpose is seen as being to “inform policy-makers, program managers and
other stakeholders about the effectiveness, efficiency, appropriateness and impact of policy
interventions” (Edler et al., 2008). Remarkably, while playing a critical role in the policy-making
process, the way evaluations are conducted has not kept up with the development of systems thinking in
innovation policy. While policy makers have embraced the concept of system of innovation in designing
their policies (Kuhlmann et al., 2010), the theoretical approaches on how to ‘capture’ the systemic effects
have been scarce (see Article 1 for an overview) and we have little empirical information on if and how

policy makers apply a systems approach to evaluating innovation policies.

Therefore, together with Susana Borrds, we have proposed a definition and conceptualisation of the
notion ‘system-oriented innovation policy evaluation’ (Article 1). We define it as the regular and
knowledge-based set of practices that evaluate the effects of innovation policy within the innovation
system. In order to assess if the evaluation practices in a country are truly system-oriented, we
distinguish between four attributes that all contribute to capturing the system-wide effects of innovation
policy. These attributes are: wide coverage of evaluation elements, systemic perspective assessing
innovation policy performance and innovation system performance, high regularity of evaluation
practices, diversity of sources of expertise (Article 1). In the following, I will provide a brief overview of

each of the attributes.

The first attribute, coverage, captures the extent to which evaluations in a country cover the different
levels of innovation policy. These levels include policy instruments (such as individual programmes),
policy mixes (how do the different instruments aimed at a common goal interact with each other — what
is their additionality and complementarity) and the socio-economic performance (looking at the
innovation system as a whole, by combining information from different indicators with sophisticated

analytical efforts). Overall, the elements listed under this attribute capture the different levels of policy.
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The second attribute is called systemic perspective. It is directly connected to the definition of system of
innovation, as it seeks to capture the extent to which the institutional set-up (including innovation policy)
has an impact on the socio-economic performance of the country (driven by the production sector). By
combining these two constitutive elements of a system of innovation, this attribute assesses whether
policy makers strive for a strategic overview of how their policies influence the performance of the
innovation system as a whole. This kind of systemic perspective is often included in strategic reviews

carried out by international organisations, or sometimes even by governments on their own.

The third attribute in our conceptualisation is temporality. This focuses on whether governments
evaluate the different levels and aspects of their innovation policy on a regular basis and, if so, then how
regularly. It is an important aspect to consider since the regularity of assessments determines the amount

and quality of data available for analytical processing and decision making.

The fourth and final attribute is called sources. Under this title we look at whether the innovation policy
evaluations make use of various kinds of expertise to ensure a broad knowledge-base and diverse
perspectives on the policies. The selection of possible sources can include ones that are either internal or
external to the organisations making policy, as well as internal or external to the national system of
innovation involved. Thereby this attribute provides an overview of whether there is a habit of involving
a broad range of competencies in the evaluation practices of a country.

Table 6: The four attributes of ‘system-oriented innovation policy evaluation’ (adapted from Article 1)

Definition of the attributes Operationalisation for empirical analysis

Coverage: We examine whether countries are conducting

i . evaluations of the following three elements:
The extent to which the evaluation covers the

three most important elements (see the cell to - Innovation policy Instruments
the right) - Innovation policy mixes

- Socio-economic performance

Systemic perspective : We examine whether or not countries have

i . roduced reports with a systemic perspective.
The extent to which countries analyse the P P y persp

systemic  perspective between innovation
policy performance and innovation system

performance

Temporality: We examine whether countries have conducted

- L evaluations on a regular basis
The extent of regularity in the evaluation in all
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the three coverage elements

Sources: We examine whether countries use diversified

. . sources of  evaluation, articularl the
The extent to which different sources are P y

. . ) . combination of national and international, internal
involved in conducting evaluations of the three

ministerial/public and external rivate
elements above ( public) (p

consultancies, universities, think-tanks, etc.)

In summary, the concept of system-oriented innovation policy evaluation aims to capture the extent to
which the evaluation practices by governments follow a systemic perspective suggested by the national
systems of innovation concept. It does so by using a set of four attributes: coverage, systemic
perspective, temporality and sources. The combination of these attributes provides us with a
comprehensive overview of the sophistication of national evaluation routines from a system of

innovation standpoint.

3.2.  Informal networks
Informal networks constitute one of the sources of policy learning and also one of the vehicles through
which the interactions in innovation systems take place. In this study | focus on informal networks
between policy makers. While evaluations enable governments to learn from their own experience,
network connections enable them to learn from the experiences of others. It is therefore important to
understand the nature of informal networks in order to develop a comprehensive understanding of policy

learning.

In network studies, networks are generally seen as consisting of nodes and the ties connecting them
(Scott, 2017; Wassermann & Faust, 1994). With regard to the object of analysis of the current thesis, the
nodes can be seen as policy makers and the ties as exchanges between them (arguably via some form of
communication). While there are several formal structures facilitating contacts between European policy
makers, such as the EU or OECD committees and working parties, we can easily assume that there are
also exchanges that take place informally outside these official structures. It is important to consider
these informal structures, since previous research has shown that the structures of these two types of
networks can actually be very different. In their classic study on informal networks within an
organisation, Krackhardt and Hanson (1993) compared the informal and formal structures in a company

and noted that while formal networks reflect the structure of the company, it is the informal networks that
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reflect the underlying social ties and play a crucial role in the activities of the company. Therefore, this

study looks at the informal structures that often remain outside of the public scope.

As the nodes can designate different types of actors in different networks, so can the ties be based on
different criteria. In this study, given the nature of the data available, | distinguish between ties that are
reported by only one respondent and those that are reported by both respondents. I call the former type an
asymmetric tie (as it is not reciprocal) and the latter a symmetric tie (as the connection between two
nodes is mutually established). For example, if a respondent from country A reported an interaction with
country B, but the respondent from country B did not mention country A, then there would have been an
asymmetric tie. However, if the interaction was reported by both country A and country B, a symmetric

connection would be established.

These two types of ties also carry different properties. A classic debate in the field has evolved around
the dichotomy of ‘strong’ and ‘weak’ ties (Granovetter, 1973, 1983). While the strength of ties is not
given on its own and has been defined in several ways, in this study | use the approach suggested by
Friedkin (1982) that considers a symmetrical tie ‘strong’ and an asymmetrical tie ‘weak’. The properties
of the strong and weak ties are best explained through the example of transaction costs related to
knowledge transfer. For relaying sophisticated and uncodified knowledge the transaction costs in terms
of time and effort are higher, therefore a strong relationship between the parties involved is desirable
(Hansen, 1999; Reagans & McEvily, 2003). For the transfer of unsophisticated and codified knowledge,
the transfer costs are lower, and thereby a weak tie can be sufficient. At the same time, the weak ties
have also been shown to carry structural advantages for the transfer of new ideas. While strong ties
usually tie together partners that are already similar, weak ties allow for the creation of ‘bridges’ between

clusters and thus enable the spread of innovative ideas (Granovetter, 1973).

A network can be seen as a sum of nodes and ties and the way that the ties are distributed between the
nodes forms the structure of the network. This often means groups of nodes forming clusters that can be
either connected to each other or disconnected. These different structures can carry particular properties
on their own. One of the main structural features of a network is its density or cohesion. It is defined as
“the extent to which a relationship is surrounded by strong third-party ties”, meaning how tightly the
nodes in a particular cluster are connected to each other. This level of connectedness has been shown to
carry particular importance for the learning capacity of the network (Reagans & McEvily, 2003), owing

to both reputational concerns (Coleman, 1990) and reinforced cooperative horms (Granovetter, 1992).
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Table 7. Properties of the main concepts (as in Article 2)

Concept Definition Properties

Symmetric tie A tie confirmed by both nodes | Promote the transfer of

sophisticated knowledge

Asymmetric tie A tie reported by one node Promote the transfer of simple
knowledge
Network density/cohesion The extent to which a Increased willingness of

relationship is surrounded by | individuals to help each other
strong third-party connections | by engaging in knowledge

transfer

Furthermore, several proximity measures have been identified that help determine which nodes are more
likely to be connected to each other. In the field of innovation studies, the most common types of
similarities include geographic proximity, policy proximity and cultural proximity. Geographic
proximity is the most common of the measures demonstrating similarity between countries (Boschma,
2005; Hoekman et al., 2008), showing the physical distance between two actors. Another common
measure is policy proximity, which indicates the similarity of institutions in the policy field in question
(De Noni et al., 2018; Morescalchi et al., 2015). Finally, cultural similarity, often rooted in language,
geography or history (or a combination of the three), shows the degree to which two nodes share a
common set of values and norms (Hoekman, Frenken, & Tijssen, 2010; Luukkonen, Persson, &
Sivertsen, 1992; Zitt, Bassecoulard, & Okubo, 2000). All these dimensions provide a useful framework
for understanding the underlying drivers in network formation and thereby possible learning

relationships.

In conclusion, informal networks play an important role in acting as a source for policy learning based on
interactions in innovation systems. The networks consist of different types of ties and form various
structures, all of which carry different properties. Asymmetric ties facilitate the transfer of codified
knowledge between nodes and novel ideas between clusters of nodes. Symmetric ties are, in contrast,
better suited for interactions related to uncodified knowledge. Furthermore, the structure of the network
determines whether it is likely to act as a facilitating factor for learning or be an impediment to it.

29



Therefore distinguishing between the different types of ties and network structures provides a useful

conceptual framework for studying the role of informal networks in policy learning.

4. Object of study

The object of study of this thesis is innovation policy, focusing specifically on the EU member states and
studying how they make use of two kinds of sources for learning — evaluations and networks (see also
Chapter 1 on sources). Innovation policy, aimed at influencing innovation processes (Borrds & Edquist,
2013), has acquired a prominent status over the past few decades, particularly given its position at the
forefront of the EU competitiveness agenda. This rise in visibility as well as in expectations towards it
has resulted in policy efforts from both the member states as well as international organisations. These
include various measures to enhance policy learning, both internally, through encouraging a more
thorough use of evaluations, and externally, through mutual learning and sharing of good practices. The
intensity of these efforts makes innovation policy in EU member states an attractive case to look at from
a policy learning perspective. A comparative view of the member states is likely to reveal the extent to

which they have benefitted from those efforts and are making use of different sources of learning.

4.1 Innovation policy in EU member states

Innovation policy is generally defined as a combination of “actions that are undertaken by public
organizations that influence innovation processes” (Borras & Edquist, 2013). As such it includes a wide
variety of tools available for policy makers: regulatory instruments, economic and financial instruments
as well as soft instruments. These different policy instruments can be combined into policy mixes based
on the different national contexts and the particular challenges each country faces. Importantly, this
diversity in turn leads to opportunities for mutual learning. According to Borrds and Edquist (2013):
“while acknowledging differences and idiosyncrasies across countries, it is still possible to dissect and
analyse why and why-not some instrument mixes are better at addressing complex problems in the
innovation system than others”. The EU, with its 28 member states, constitutes a good ground for such
learning, especially given the wide variety of innovation policy practices among the member states
(Izsak, Markianidou, & Radosevic, 2015).

Innovation policy has enjoyed a particularly important status on the EU level as a part of its
competitiveness agenda (Borrés, 2003). Indeed, innovation has been seen as one of the primary factors to
help the EU compete with its international rivals on the economic front. The role of innovation has been
emphasised in the successive strategic plans for raising the competitiveness of the EU: the Lisbon
Agenda and EU 2020. The Lisbon Agenda set ‘enhancing innovation and economic reform’ as one of its
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key priorities and called for the foundation of the European Area of Research and Innovation (European
Council, 2000). The EU 2020 framework follows up 10 years later by declaring ‘smart growth —
developing an economy based on knowledge and innovation’ as one of its three priorities and

establishing the ‘Innovation Union’ as one of its flagship programmes (European Commission, 2010).

With innovation policy high on its strategic agenda, the European Commission has introduced many
specific steps to enhance the development of innovation policies in the member states. A particular
emphasis in this regard has been placed on advancing policy learning within and between countries. On
the one hand, through the evaluation requirements and guidance for using the EU funds for innovation
policy, it encourages member states to regularly assess their policies. On the other hand, through several
initiatives of mutual learning, it is promoting knowledge-sharing and network-creation among its
member states. The latter initiatives include, for example, the OMC and ERAC peer-reviews and the
ongoing Policy Support Facility programme. Consequently we can see that the EU provides a certain

common framework for its member states in terms of policy learning.

Given the importance of innovation policy on the strategic EU competitiveness agenda and the several
initiatives to enhance policy making in the member states through policy learning, a cross-country
comparison of member states can reveal important observations regarding the differences in the actual
use of different types of sources for policy learning in innovation policy. However, it is important to note
that the current thesis does not constitute an evaluation of the EU initiatives for enhancing policy
learning as it does not aim at establishing a causal link between these efforts and actual learning practices
in the member states. This would require a very different approach, given the multitude of factors that
may influence learning. Instead, this thesis looks at the current status among the member states regarding
the use of specific sources of policy learning, taking into account that it takes place in a common policy

space.

5. Research design, data and methodology
This chapter describes the research design and data used in the three articles. First, | describe the general
dataset and the data collection methods. Following this, 1 will provide an overview of the methodologies

used in each article: qualitative content analysis, social networks analysis and regression analysis.

5.1 Data
The thesis is based on both primary and secondary data. The primary data were collected through
interviews with policy makers and experts, the secondary data are based on policy documents. In
substance the dataset consists of two parts: information on evaluation practices and data on informal

networks. The dataset is focused on the 28 member states of the European Union that constitute the
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population of this study. | focus on the EU countries, given the substantial initiatives that have been
undertaken over the years in both academic literature (Borrds, 2004) as well as by international
organisations (such as the European Commission and OECD) to encourage mutual learning and the
spreading of good practices among the policy makers. Accordingly, the population of the EU member
states provides a good opportunity to study the possible differences among countries belonging to a

broadly similar policy space.

The primary data were collected through interviews. In total, 62 interviews were conducted®, 52 with
policy makers and 10 with academic or independent experts. The aim was to carry out at least two
interviews per country, one with a senior innovation policy manager for a strategic perspective and one
with a senior policy evaluation manager or expert with in-depth knowledge about the evaluation practices
for innovation policy. Most of the interviewees were from national ministries or agencies responsible for
innovation policy. In some cases where it was perceived that additional information was required,

academic or independent policy experts were also interviewed.

The interviews combined semi-structured and structured designs. The former was required to provide
space for improvisation when deemed necessary by the interviewer, and the latter to provide uniformity
in the way the interviewees were presented with the questions. The interview guide consisted of two
main blocks, the first using a semi-structured approach and the latter a structured one. The first block
focused on the national evaluation practices, for example on the types of evaluation carried out and their
frequency. The second block looked at the informal networks of policy makers. The questions about the
informal networks were not asked from the academic or independent experts, as, for the purpose of this

thesis, | was interested in the networks of policy makers only.

In order to verify and complement the data collected through interviews, | acquired secondary data from
policy documents. The types of documents included, for example, evaluation reports and national
evaluation strategies. The documents were received in part from the interviewees and in part from public
sources, such as the RIO database (Research and Innovation Observatory) and the SIPER database
(Science and Innovation Policy Evaluation Repository). We triangulated the secondary data with the

primary data to check for possible mismatches.

5.2. Methodologies
Each of the three articles of this dissertation is guided by a specific research question and therefore all of
them required a different methodological approach. Article 1 uses qualitative content analysis, Article 2
employs social network analysis and Article 3 utilises regression analysis. | will proceed by describing

the methodological approaches of each article separately.

! Susana Borras kindly conducted some of the interviews.
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5.2.1. Article 1 — quantitative content analysis

The empirical aim of Article 1 was to explore the extent to which national evaluation practices match our
concept of system-oriented innovation policy evaluation. The data used for this article included the
primary data from interviews and the secondary data from policy documents. Combining these data
sources and checking them against each other enabled me to build a solid dataset on national evaluation

practices that would be used for subsequent comparative analysis.

In order to analyse the qualitative data on each country and to be able to compare countries against each
other, we used qualitative content analysis (Kohlbacher, 2006; Schreier, 2012). Based on our analytical
framework (see Table 1 in Article 1) we assigned values on a three-point scale (from ‘0’ to ‘2’, according
to their intensity) to each of the conceptual attributes. Arguably, the quantitative value assignment loses
some of the depth of information as compared to qualitative value assignment. However, given the
relatively large number of cases under observation, the quantitative value assignment was necessary to

enable a comparative perspective across the 28 countries and the conceptual attributes.

5.2.2. Article 2 — social network analysis

The second article aimed at exploring the structures of the informal networks of policy makers in
innovation policy and analysing their consequences for policy learning. To fulfil this empirical aim, |
made use of the interview data on informal networks. During the interviews with policy makers the
interviewees were presented a list of EU member states and asked to rate each country on a four-point
scale (“often”, “sometimes”, “rarely”, “never”), according to the intensity of the perceived interaction®.
In order to establish a coherent and comparable subset of data, | included only the interviews conducted
with the national head of innovation policy or equivalent®. This was necessary in order to ensure that the
perspective from each country would come from a roughly similar level and thus ensure comparability
across countries. In addition, one can assume that the heads of innovation policy are in a good position to

adopt a general overview of the informal networks in their area of responsibility.

2 The exact wording of the question was: “Please mark how often do you exchange views on innovation policy with
the following countries”.

% In a small number of countries where the competence of innovation policy is equally divided between two
government offices, | merged the answers of the two respective heads of innovation policy.
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Table 3. Methodologies and methods used

No. | Title Methodology | Methods Data sources
1 Towards System-Oriented | Quantitative Semi- Transcribed interviews
Innovation Policy | content structured
Evaluation? analysis interviewing
] Documents and websites
Evidence from  EU28
Member States (co-
. Document
authored  with  Susana )
. review
Borras)
2 Policy learning in the EU: | Social network | Structured Transcribed interviews
The informal networks of | analysis interviewing
innovation policy directors
3 The Rules of Attraction: | Regression Structured Transcribed interviews for
Informal  Networks  of | analysis interviewing dependent variables

Innovation Policy Makers
in the EU28

Public databases for

independent variables

I analysed the data using social network analysis (Scott, 2017; Wassermann & Faust, 1994). This method
is specifically designed to analyse the structures of social relations in a particular setting. A social
network is perceived as a combination of nodes and ties, where the nodes are actors and ties are the
interactions between them. In my dataset | assigned values to the ties between countries based on the
intensity of data. In order to mitigate the possible discrepancies in interpreting the four categories of

intensity by the interviewees, | treated ‘often’ and ‘sometimes’ as *1” and ‘rarely’ and “never’ as ‘0’. This

binary dataset allowed me to establish a robust dataset of actors and the ties between them.
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5.2.3. Article 3 — regression analysis

In the third article I set out to analyse the determinants of the network structures, in other words, what are
the variables that are most likely to determine whether there is a tie between two countries or not. In
order to answer the question I first distinguished between dependent and independent variables. The two
dependent variables were ‘the existence of a symmetric tie’ and the ‘the existence of an asymmetric tie’,
both based on the network data collected through interviews. The independent variables included a range
of indicators under the categories of geographic, policy and cultural proximity (see Table 1 in Article 3
for a detailed overview). The independent variables were based on publically available data sources, such
as the Doing Business Index or the World Borders Dataset. Furthermore, two control variables — ‘GDP

per capita’ and ‘population” — were used, both based on data from Eurostat.

The effects of the various factors on the existence of ties were estimated through regression analysis.
More specifically, | used logit regressions (Menard, 2002), which are commonly used for analysing
binary data and therefore well suited for analysing dyadic network data. | build six models by adding
independent variables one at a time and testing them. This allows for the successive assessment of the

effects of each individual variable.

6. Conclusions

This thesis studied the topic of policy learning and the way in which countries make use of different
sources for policy learning. In particular, | focused on two distinctive sources — evaluations and informal
networks. The former was addressed in Article 1 (co-authored with Susana Borras), where we looked at
if and how EU 28 member states are developing system-oriented innovation policy evaluations. In
Article 2, | studied the latter by exploring the patterns of informal networks between policy makers. This
was further developed in Article 3, where | analysed the underlying factors influencing the informal
networks of policy makers. In this concluding chapter, I will start by discussing the main research
guestion and then proceed to answer the sub-questions one by one. | will finish with some thoughts on a

future research agenda.

6.1. Answering the sub-questions

6.1.1. Sub-question 1 “How far, and if so how, are EU 28 member states

developing system-oriented innovation policy evaluations?”

Acrticle 1 looked at the extent to which member states are evaluating their innovation polices and whether
they are doing so in a systemic way. We developed a new term, ‘system-oriented innovation policy

evaluation’, and created a conceptual framework to allow for a comparative analysis of evaluation
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practices. The frameworks consisted of four attributes, each representing a theoretically founded element
relevant for capturing the ‘systemness’ of evaluations in a country. These attributes were: coverage,

perspective, temporality and sources.

Empirical analysis based on both original interview data and secondary data from the 28 EU member
states demonstrated important discrepancies among member states and attributes alike. We found that,
based on our analytical criteria, four distinct groups of countries appear. In the first group we saw that six
countries have reached the threshold of having system-oriented innovation policy evaluation practices.
These countries have established practices that are both highly developed and well balanced in all of their
attributes. In the second group were eight countries with relatively good overall scores, but an
unbalanced performance across the attributes. There was evidence of high levels of performance in some
aspects, but lower scores in others. In the third group of five countries we found similarly unbalanced
performances across attributes, but with lower overall scores. Finally, the last and relatively large group

of nine countries showed very little evidence of having any evaluations at all.

These differences are equally pronounced with regard to the specific attributes. Within the attribute
coverage, we could see that most governments conduct evaluations of their policy instruments, albeit
with different levels of sophistication and intensity. A majority of countries also keep track of their
innovation indicators and thus assess the socio-economic performance of their innovation systems. The
least common type is the policy-mix assessment, with only a small number of countries reporting such
exercises. Looking at the second attribute — systemic perspective — we see that a majority of countries
have incorporated such exercises into their evaluation frameworks, largely owing to the efforts of
international organisations conducting and facilitating them. The attribute of temporality once again
reveals large differences between member states, with some conducting evaluations with high regularity,
some only on an ad hoc basis, and most countries in between the two extremes. The results for the last
attribute — sources — showed that most countries use more than one source of expertise for evaluating

their policies (and several even three or more).

Altogether, this shows that the use of the source ‘analysis’ for policy learning is very different among
member states. On the one hand, we can see that most countries carry out evaluations at least to some
extent and thus ensure an analytical input to their policy learning processes. On the other hand, some
countries have next to no evaluative practices, and many have only rudimentary exercises. This means
that the policy makers in many countries can be considered similar to drivers operating their vehicles
blindfolded, thus placing severe limits on their abilities to learn about their policies in an analytical

manner.
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6.1.2. Sub-question 2a “What are the patterns of informal networks

between policy makers as a source for policy learning?”

In Article 2, | analysed the second source of policy learning — informal networks between policy makers.
| used data from interviews with innovation directors from each of the 28 EU member states, to see the
connection of each individual country and to calculate the general network structures in the European
innovation policy sphere. | distinguished between asymmetric ties (reported by one country only) and
symmetric ties (confirmed by both countries), with both revealing distinct structures. The asymmetric
ties showed a core-periphery pattern and the symmetric ties a clear cluster structure. Both of the

structures reveal different consequences for policy learning.

Looking at the asymmetric ties, | discovered a core-periphery pattern. In the core of the network we
could see a small number of countries with a strong innovation performance. The rest of the countries
surrounded them at some distance. Drawing cues from the organisational literature on the relationship
between the type of tie and learning, one could expect this pattern to reveal the transfer of simple and
codified knowledge. The relay of this kind of knowledge does not carry high transaction costs, therefore
these kinds of ties are plentiful across the countries, but also show knowledge from some countries being

in more demand than others.

The symmetric ties took a clear cluster structure. One could notice a visible geographic pattern — a tightly
connected cluster of ‘northern’ member states, connected to both ‘central-eastern’ and ‘southern’
countries. As the symmetric ties are ‘stronger’ in nature, they provide a good foundation for the transfer
of sophisticated, tacit knowledge where the transaction costs would be higher. Therefore, one can
perceive better conditions for mutual learning and knowledge transfer among the groups that are more
tightly connected through symmetric ties. However, without knowing exactly what factors draw
countries together, it is difficult to draw any stronger conclusions from a learning perspective, apart from
being able to note the existence of the sources for possible learning. Therefore, the next sub-question

addresses this topic more specifically.

6.1.3. Sub-question 2b “What are the underlying factors that shape the

informal networks of policy makers?”

Article 3 explores the issue of what drives the connections between countries in the informal networks of
innovation policy makers. As a foundation, | used the same network data as in Article 2 and compared it
against variables based on multiple public data sources. | treated both the asymmetric and symmetric ties
as separate dependent variables. Following the previous studies on network proximities, | used three sets
of independent variables: geographical, policy and cultural proximity. In addition, I controlled for GDP

per capita and population.
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Using regression analysis, | estimated the effect of each of the proximity factors on the two types of ties.
Geographical and cultural proximity returned a significant and positive relationship for both kinds of ties.
Policy proximity, however, revealed a significant and positive effect for the formation of symmetric ties,
but a significant and negative effect for asymmetric ties. In other words, countries are likely to be
connected to their peers who are geographically and culturally similar to them. Given this, they are more
likely to have a symmetric tie with their peers whose policy performance is similar to them and an

asymmetric tie with countries with a different level of innovation policy performance.

From a policy learning perspective, this shows that the asymmetric ties are likely to capture the process
of learning between countries, while the symmetric ties are more likely to represent established patterns
of cooperation. One can assume that due to the transaction costs associated with any interaction,
countries are inclined towards minimising these costs. This is evident in the similarly strong effect of
geographic and cultural proximity for both types of ties. However, the observation that policy proximity
has a negative effect for asymmetric ties, shows that countries are ready to ignore the higher transaction
costs in return for new knowledge from a superior performing peer. As this is a one-way relationship (the
superior performing peer is not necessarily interested in the know-how from the lesser peer), it was not
reflected in symmetric connections. Thus we can conclude that the asymmetric ties are quite possibly a
source for policy learning in their more immediate form of information seeking, while the symmetric ties

are likely to project more established cooperation patterns extending beyond learning.

6.2  Answering the main research question
The main research question of the thesis was: “What are the differences across countries, regarding the

way in which they use the specific sources of policy learning?”

Overall, the results of these cross-country comparisons allowed for two important observations. The first
observation showed that both cases were strikingly similar in the degree polarisation between member
states with regard to their use of the two types of sources for policy learning. For the evaluations and
networks alike, the intensity of their use by member states was very different from one country to the
next. The second observation revealed that there were important similarities in how specific countries
make use of both types of sources. Interestingly, the countries that were advanced in using one type of
source were also making more use of the other type of source. | will elaborate on both of these findings

below.

With regard to the first observation, the research revealed that there is a strong variation among EU
countries in how they use evaluations in a systemic way to learn about their innovation policy. Looking

at the use of evaluations, we could notice that only six member states out of 28 approached a
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comprehensive perspective of their innovation policies by using evaluations in a system-oriented way. At
the same time, more than half of the member states reached a very low score for their use of evaluations,
suggesting that policy making in these countries is carried out without a strong evidence-base. A similar
highly polarised pattern could be seen in the use of informal networks as a source of learning. There we
could see that the only eight countries gathered 55% of all connections in the EU. Furthermore, about
two-thirds of the countries made up almost 90% of all connections. This shows a very strong degree of
polarisation in both of the two cases, each having a relatively small number of highly ‘advanced’ users of

the sources and a larger number of countries ‘lagging’ behind.

Regarding the second observation, we could see that the specific countries that were more advanced in
their use of the two sources of learning, as well as the one with poorer performance, tended to be roughly
the same. In the case of evaluations, the member states that were closest to a system-oriented innovation
policy evaluation were also the ones with higher innovation performance in general. The top ten
countries according to their evaluation practices were Austria, Finland, Germany, Ireland, the
Netherlands, Denmark, France, the United Kingdom and Belgium. These countries also hold the top
positions in international rankings of innovation performance. Similarly, the structures of informal
networks as a source of learning revealed a core group of countries that interact closely with each other
and whom others seek to interact with. This core group consisted of the same countries: Belgium, France,
the United Kingdom, Sweden, Germany, Denmark, Finland, the Netherlands, Austria and Ireland. Thus
we can see a strong similarity between the two cases — a good performance in the use of one source

corresponded to a similarly advanced use of the other.

These two observations seem to point to the issue of capacities. Borras (Borras, 2011) has demonstrated
that organisational capacities play a key role in policy learning. This also seems to be the case here. On
the one hand, the countries with established innovation policies are likely to have stronger organisational
capacities in general. These stronger capacities are then either already reflected in their advanced use of
different sources of learning, or lead to the possibility of making use of the various sources available for
learning and doing so to a significant extent. On the other hand, the countries with weaker organisational
capacities might not be able to make full use of the sources for learning, as they probably lack the
administrative resources necessary for engaging in policy learning on many different fronts
simultaneously. This calls for a dual policy action on the EU level: both for strengthening these
capacities on a member state level to allow for a better use of the available sources of policy learning as
well as introducing initiatives to make these sources more accessible. This would likely bring more
cohesion to the practices of policy learning and, as a result, help advance national innovation policies and

competitiveness.
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6.3. Policy implications and perspectives for future research
The results of the thesis reveal two-fold implications for policy. Firstly, they highlight the need for policy
makers to invest more in the national evaluative capacities to ensure a strong analytical foundation for
policy learning and eventual decision making. On the European level this implies reinforced efforts in
facilitating mutual learning and exchange of best practices as well as technical assistance on evaluation
techniques and methodologies. One can see a particular need for practical tools in capturing the

interactions within policy mixes, i.e. how different programmes complement each other.

Secondly, the results of the study show that there is a clear demand for knowledge from the advanced
performers and a drive from the member states to access that knowledge through informal networks.
Satisfying this demand could also be aided by the reinforced efforts of the European Commission and
OECD to facilitate contacts between policy makers and providing forums for mutual learning. This is

especially important with regard to overcoming the current cluster structures.

With a view to a future research agenda on policy learning, there are two paths to follow. The first should
aim at an improved understanding of the mechanisms and actors that through evaluations contribute to
policy learning (and the extent to which they actually influence policy change). In addition, more
analytical work is necessary for developing tools that can convincingly capture the interactions between
different policies and thus enable policy makers to improve their policy mixes. The second path should
be directed towards an advanced understanding of the relationship between social networks and policy

learning. This would likely require longitudinal studies and comparisons with other policy fields.
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1. Introduction

During the past decades there has been an increasing focus on the need to provide innovation policy-
makers with more comprehensive and knowledge-based tools for policy-making. The complexity of
innovation systems and the recent developments in new policy initiatives require more sophisticated
intelligence and knowledge, as key sources for policy learning. Further improvements in science and
technology foresight, technology assessment and, innovation policy evaluation have been largely seen as
key areas for strong, comprehensive and strategic policy learning (Kuhlmann et al., 1999). This paper
focuses on one of these, namely, innovation policy evaluation. In particular, the paper aims at examining
the extent to which countries have introduced system oriented innovation policy evaluation practices, and

if so, what characterises them.

Policy-makers seem to have embraced the notion of innovation system when defining innovation policy
interventions (Kuhlmann et al., 2010). However, it is still unclear the extent to which innovation policy
evaluation practices have also embraced the system oriented-perspective. As we will review in the next
section, most scholarly publications have addressed this matter from a normative perspective, suggesting
specific models for how policy-makers and evaluators could go about it. Some of these normative models
suggest the integration of different innovation policy evaluations to obtain a coherent overview (Edler et
al., 2008) (Magro and Wilson, 2013). Others put more emphasis on integrating the results of policy
evaluations with insights about specific problems and bottlenecks in the innovation system (Arnold,
2004) (Jordan et al., 2008) (Hage et al., 2007).

In spite of the relevance of these normative models for how to conduct the evaluation, we still do not
have empirical studies substantiating whether or not European countries are in fact organizing and
conducting system approach innovation policy evaluations, and if so, what characterizes them. In other
words, we still lack empirical evidence about current practices across different countries (Martin et al.,
2012). Building on the above-mentioned scholarly approaches, this article develops the concept ‘system
oriented innovation policy evaluation’. We define it as the regular and knowledge-based set of practices

that evaluates the effects of innovation policy within the innovation system.

The key attributes that constitute the concept ‘system oriented innovation policy evaluation’ are used as
analytical dimensions to gather and characterize empirical evidence about the actual evaluation practices
of EU’s 28 member states. Hence, the leading research question of this paper is: How far, and if so how,

are EU 28 member states developing system oriented innovation policy evaluations?

The paper proceeds as follows. After reviewing the literature on this topic in section 2, section 3 builds

from there and provides a clear-cut definition of system oriented innovation policy evaluation based on
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four attributes. Those attributes are operationalized in order to undertake an orderly empirical analysis,
and the data sources and some important methodological considerations of the analysis are reflected
upon. Sections 4 and 5 present the analysis, first looking at how the EU28 countries perform in terms of
each of the four attributes (section 4), and thereafter looking at a four-fold typology characterizing each
of the 28 EU countries. The conclusions summarize the findings, pointing out cross-national diversity

and discussing further research.

2. Models in the Literature

During the past two decades the innovation system approach has gained substantial endorsement among
scholars and policy-makers alike. This approach sees innovation as a complex social process of a
cumulative nature, embedded in complex institutional and organizational national contexts (Lundvall,
1992) (Nelson, 1993) (Edquist, 2005). It brings forward the notion of innovation as the outcome of
complex interactions and dynamics in the idiosyncratic socio-economic context of an economy. Yet, the
more the innovation system approach has gained the upper hand, the more apparent have the limitations

of the current innovation policy evaluations become.

With its focus on interaction and interactive learning, the system approach of innovation policies
requires more sophisticated tools to enable policy-makers to better grasp the system-wide impact of
innovation policy instruments and mixes (Smits and Kuhlmann, 2004). In his seminal paper about the
new frontiers of evaluation studies, Irwin Feller (2007) reflected upon this need for more encompassing
approaches stemming from the innovation system approach on the one hand; and the conventional praxis
of research evaluation of individual R&D programs on the other. Single evaluations are increasingly
perceived to be too limited to provide answers regarding the impacts of public initiatives in the wide
framework of the economy. “Existing evaluations touch only lightly, however, on how the strategies,
behavior, performance of the sectors or actors described in the national innovation taxonomy change as a

result of the cumulative, long term impact of a cluster of programs” (Feller, 2007).

Likewise, in their review of the literature Molas-Gallart and Davis argue that “the practice of policy
evaluation continues to lag behind advances in innovation theory. Innovation theory has produced
successive generations of more sophisticated conceptual models that seek to explain how the relationship
between scientific and technological research and the market opportunities for innovation occurs.”
(Molas-Gallart and Davies, 2006). Nevertheless, these authors argue, much of the evaluation undertaken
today is still performed at the project and program level, and is mainly based on simple models of impact

assessment and accountability. Yet, they underline that it is not an easy task to aggregate and integrate
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findings relating to specific policies and programs into an overarching framework that evaluates the
effects of policies within the national innovation systems. The innovation system approach and the
theoretical framework it implies “have proved difficult to use in the practice of evaluation, resulting in a
gap between evaluation practice and Science Technology Innovation (STI) policy theory” (Molas-Gallart
and Davies, 2006).

In response to the need of evaluation to move beyond the myriad of isolated individual program-focused
evaluations, a few models have suggested different ways to guide policy-makers’ and evaluators’
practices. In the earliest work on this theme, Arnold (2004) suggests how to develop research and
innovation policy evaluation in an innovation systems’” world. He proposes an approach to evaluation
that considers “to a greater extent the interplay of these tools with their environments” (p.2). His model
combines three levels: the traditional program evaluation, whose scope needs to be expanded to aim at
identifying regularities across programs through meta-evaluations; the evaluation of the health of the
innovation system based on a series of system-wide dimensions (such as the innovativeness of the
business sector, adequacy and provision of infrastructures, the regulatory framework conditions for
innovation, etc); and sub-systems evaluations, which target specific possible bottlenecks at a meso-level

(policy mixes, or institutions performance). (Arnold 2004).

A similar multi-level model is proposed by Jordan and Hage. Mainly focusing on developing an
epistemological and indicator-based model within which to integrate specific innovation policy
instruments’ evaluations, these authors distinguish between the micro-, meso-levels (Jordan et al., 2008),
and macro-level (Hage et al., 2007). Building on Arnold, the authors aim at outlining “a theories-based
innovation systems framework (ISF) of indicators for RTD evaluations that can aid government policy
makers in policy formulation and reformulation. The indicators that are proposed suggest protocols for
performance monitoring and evaluation” integrating innovation policy instruments and mixes’
evaluations herein (Jordan et al., 2008) (p. 118).

Other approaches focus instead on the nature of the assessment data and material upon which the
evaluation is currently based. In this sense, Edler et al (2008) suggest “using existing evaluations to learn
about policy performance and policy effects on the system level”. Inside this frame they separate two
concepts, namely, evaluation synthesis and meta-analysis, both of which serve as the basis for an overall
framework for utilizing and analyzing existing evaluation data. Evaluation synthesis is understood as “an
aggregated content analysis based on multiple evaluation reports on similar programs or projects” (Edler
et al 2008). For its part, meta-analysis allows for “an improved comparison and understanding of
interventions and their effects by taking into account the results of a large number of evaluations” (Edler

et al 2008). Hence, whereas the former aggregates and synthesizes existing evidence, the latter provides
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the basis for contextualizing such evidence in a broader context, allowing for more strategic insight and

oVerview.

A somehow similar approach has been suggested by Magro and Wilson (2013), who focus on “meta-
evaluations or secondary analyses that build on individual evaluations in trying to capture the system
oriented nature of policies; moving ahead from isolated, individual evaluations™. In that respect, they
share a common viewpoint with Edler et al (2008) focusing on the policy space, or, more concretely, on
“the innovation policy system as the conjuncture of policy mix and multi-level dimensions” (p. 1647).
They use this model in one case study, conducting an evaluation mix of the Basque Country innovation
policy. The starting point of their model is the identification of individual policy rationales and their
corresponding instruments. Hence, the evaluation mix protocol that they suggest is the practical
articulation of how to conduct this evaluation in a way that brings together the focus of policy mixes with

the recent calls for more system oriented approaches to innovation policy evaluation.

From the above we can see two main approaches. The first approach, by Arnold and Jordan-Hage, takes
the starting point in the innovation system, and strives to identify specific indicators and contents that act
as the framework within which to integrate the evaluation of specific innovation policy instruments and
mixes. The second approach by Edler et al. and Magro & Wilson begins with pre-existing innovation
policy evaluations and suggests active efforts and means to generate synthesis and meta-analysis from

them, integrating them in order to create a comprehensive system oriented innovation policy evaluation.

3. Investigating the practices of *‘System Oriented Innovation Policy Evaluation’

3.1 Definition and Operationalization

However useful the normative models reviewed in the previous section, there is still a need to develop an
analytical framework for studying empirically the current country-level practices. More concretely we
need to define the concept of ‘system oriented innovation policy evaluation’ in a way that allows for an
empirical analysis of EU28 countries practices. We need to be able to identify clearly whether or not a
concrete country has developed a system oriented innovation policy evaluation. A clear definition and its
operationalization will allow us to grasp the complexity of the empirical reality, while avoiding the
classical problem in the social sciences of ‘concept stretching’ (Sartori, 1970). Likewise, a clear concept

is important for clarifying the specific attributes that define it, and for highlighting the analytical
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dimensions required to undertake empirical studies and to characterize the diversity of empirical

practices.

We see system oriented innovation policy evaluation as a fundamental tool for creating strong,
comprehensive and strategic policy advice. Its purpose is to provide an overall, critical and strategic
overview of the performance of innovation policies in the context of the performance (and problems) of
the innovation system. To be sure, “evaluations are used to inform policy-makers, program managers and
other stakeholders about the effectiveness, efficiency, appropriateness and impact of policy
interventions” (Edler et al., 2008) p. 175. Following from all this, we define ‘system oriented innovation
policy evaluation® as: the regular and knowledge-based set of practices that evaluates the effects of
innovation policy within the innovation system. It is important to remind the readers that analytical
concepts in the social sciences are constituted by attributes (Sartori, 1970) (Goertz, 2006), which are
essential analytical elements in comparative studies and in theory-building exercises (Collier et al.,
2008). Thus, we distinguish four constitutive attributes in system oriented innovation policy evaluations:
a wide coverage of evaluation elements, a systemic perspective assessing innovation policy performance
and innovation system performance, a high regularity of evaluation practices, and a diversity of

expertise. The selection, definition and operationalization of these four attributes are explained below.

Our definition of system oriented innovation policy evaluation can be seen as an ‘ideal type’: a notion
that defines the general traits of the expected phenomena, and which is used for analytical purposes
(Goertz, 2006). Ideal models are formed deductively from theorizing endeavors and aim at providing
clear guidance for empirical analysis (Swedberg, 2012) . However, because they are ‘ideal’ they might
not be found in their ‘purity’ or ‘entirety’ in the real world. They are abstractions, and may not

necessarily to be found 100% replicated in the empirical complexity of social phenomena.

For this reason, we rarely expect to find countries carrying out ideal types of system oriented innovation
policy evaluation, because it is very demanding given the complexity of the task. Instead, in our
empirical analysis we expect to find only few countries which are conducting ‘system oriented policy
innovation evaluation” or complying in an assertive manner with the four attributes that define our ideal

model (see Table 1 below).

The first attribute, coverage, refers to the extent to which the most important elements (areas) of
evaluation are included. This attribute refers to the contents of what is being actually evaluated. This
attribute is inspired by earlier treatments in the literature that consider how extensive the object of
evaluation actually is (Dahler-Larsen, 2012). In our study, we operationalize ‘coverage’ into three
elements, namely, the evaluation of innovation policy instruments, of innovation policy mixes, and of

socio-economic performance assessment.
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By policy instrument evaluation we understand evaluation practices whose focus is to assess the impact
of one particular innovation policy programme, for example, the impact of an R&D program or of a tax

incentive scheme.

Policy mix evaluations are the assessments of more than one policy instrument at once, and take into
consideration their joint impact (additionality and complementarity). Policy-mixes have been considered
of fundamental importance in understanding the performance of innovation policies (Flanagan et al.,
2011) (Cunningham et al., 2016) and thus are highly relevant in the context of system oriented

innovation policy evaluation.

Socio-economic performance assessments refer to the appraisal of the innovation system as a whole.
These assessments use input indicators (such as employment in knowledge-intensive activities), and
output indicators (such as high-tech exports). They often discuss analytically the possible factors behind
such indicators. There is a wide variety of approaches to this kind of assessment, carried out with varying
degrees of sophistication, ranging from simple reporting of indicators to far more sophisticated large-
scale innovation performance assessments. It is important to note that merely collecting and publishing
statistical data does not amount to a socio-economic performance assessment. Instead the ‘raw’ data has

to be appraised in the national context to be considered a proper assessment.

The second attribute in our definition of system oriented innovation policy evaluations has to do with its
systemic perspective. This attribute is important for theoretical reasons. Theory holds that national
systems of innovation are based on two dimensions, namely, the institutional set-up (formal and informal
rules of the game and framework conditions — here including innovation policy) and the socio-economic
dimension (the production sector that performs innovation) (Lundvall, 1992). For this reason, countries
with system oriented innovation policy would invariably include a perspective that assesses both
dimensions. This attribute is important for our definition because the purpose of system oriented
innovation policy evaluation is to provide an overall and strategic overview of the performance of
innovation policies in the context of the performance (and problems) of the innovation system. This takes
place typically in the form of what Edler et al have conceptualized as ‘meta-analysis’, which provides the
basis of contextualizing the evidence of various innovation policy evaluations in the context of the

performance of the innovation system (Edler et al., 2008).

In order to operationalize the empirical analysis of whether a country has or not such a systemic
perspective, we look into whether that country has produced reports with a systemic perspective of the
performance of innovation policies in the context of the performance (and problems) of the innovation
system. Examples of these include (but are not limited to) the OECD reviews of innovation policy and
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country reviews by the European Commission Policy Support Facility. Thereafter we assess to what

extent these reports include an extensive analysis of both dimensions, or only a limited analysis.

The third attribute that defines ‘system oriented innovation policy evaluations’ is temporality, namely,
the extent to which there is a certain level of regularity in the evaluation of the three coverage elements
(policy instruments, policy mix and socio-economic performance) and of the reports with systemic
perspective. This attribute is part of our definition of system oriented innovation policy evaluation
because the time-dimension of evaluation practices is a fundamental aspect for an on-going strategic
overview. Furthermore, temporality is a dimension that has previously been included in evaluation
studies, as a fundamental aspect of countries’ different approaches to evaluation practices (Dahler-
Larsen, 2012). In this article we operationalize temporality by looking at whether countries have
conducted evaluations on a regular basis or not. Admittedly, different types of evaluations might have a
different temporality — for example, reports that look at systemic perspective are often undertaken in
relation to particular strategic events, such as in anticipation or after major policy overhauls; whereas,
socio-economic performance assessments might take place regularly every year. All in all, temporality is
an important attribute, because evidence-based policy-making requires not only that different parts of

innovation policy are evaluated, but also that the body of assessments is regularly updated.

Finally, the fourth constitutive attribute of ‘system oriented innovation policy evaluation’ refers to the
expertise of the evaluations, namely, the different expertise involved when conducting different
evaluation elements. Our definition emphasizes the knowledge-based nature of evaluation practices,
which is a widespread view in the evaluation literature. This fourth attribute is an essential part of the
concept because it is related to the formative dimension of evaluation in public policy contexts (rather
than the summative dimension of evaluation). The theoretical assumption is that the broader the basis of
knowledge-base, the broader the formative dimension of the evaluation practice. Formative evaluation of
public policy emphasizes learning as the ultimate goal of evaluation. Therefore, it needs a broad basis of
knowledge and expertise in order to better understand how policies achieve their effects (Sanderson,
2002).

In our operationalization we examine whether countries use diverse knowledge ahd expertise in
evaluation, in particular, if they combine national and international expertise (conducted by international
organisations such as OECD, EU, World Bank), as well as internal (conducted by governmental units)
and external expertise (by private consultancies, universities, think-tanks, etc.). Recent studies about
practices of instrument-level evaluation look at this (Edler et al., 2012); in addition, the theory of
absorptive capacity stresses the importance of combining internal and external dimensions in
organizational capabilities (Borras, 2011). In the context of our conceptualization of ‘system oriented

innovation policy evaluations’ this attribute is particularly relevant because of the widespread
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competences needed to conduct the different elements of evaluations and to deal with the complexity of

establishing a meaningful overview.

Table 1: The four attributes defining the concept “system oriented innovation policy evaluation”, their

operationalization and measurement.

Definition of the attributes

Operationalization for empirical

analysis

Measurement” scores

Coverage:

The extent to which the

We examine whether countries

are conducting evaluations of

Value 2: when there is a substantial

number and sophisticated forms of

) the following three elements: evaluations
evaluation covers three most
important elements (see the cell - Innovation policy | Value 1: fewer numbers of
to the right) Instruments evaluations and less sophisticated
- Innovation policy | Value 0: very few or none of the
mixes above
- Socio-economic
performance
Systemic perspective : We examine whether or not | Value 2: The reports include an

The extent to which countries
analyze the systemic perspective

policy
innovation

between innovation

performance and

system performance

countries have produced reports

with systemic perspective.

extensive analysis of the systemic

perspective.

Value 1: The reports only include a

limitedanalysis of the systemic

perspective.

Value 0: no reports.

Temporality:

The extent of regularity in the

evaluation in all the three

coverage elements

We examine whether countries
have conducted evaluations on

a regular basis

Value 2: evaluations are conducted

with a high level of regularity

Value 1: evaluations

conducted regularly, but others more

some are

4*See section 3.2 on data and methodology, and Section 4 for more detailed operationalization of measurement.
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sporadically

Value O:

sporadically and ad-hoc

evaluations are done

Expertise:

We examine whether countries

use diversified expertise on

Value 2: when a country has a strong

combination of national/international

The extent to which different

evaluation, particularly the | evaluations that are
expertise is  involved in o . .

combination of national and | internal/external to the government
conducting evaluation of the | . .

international, internal

three elements above Value 1:

(ministerial/public) and external

(private consultancies,
. - . above
universities, think-tanks, etc)
expertise. Value 0: when a country has only one

or none of the above

3.2 The Data and Methodology

Data about the system oriented innovation policy evaluation practices in EU countries are not easily
accessible. For this reason the research strategy of the present study has been to use a sequential research
design to collect different types of data as a means of obtaining solid empirical evidence. Firstly, we have
conducted a total of 62 semi-structured interviews in all EU28 countries: 52 with high-ranked
government experts, and 10 with academic/independent researchers. The interviews were conducted
between January 2016 and June 2017, with at least 2 interviews per EU28 country (see Annex 1). They
were based on a guideline with specific semi-structured questions related to the items conceptualized
above. Open room for discussion allowed gathering additional relevant information. The second set of
data used in this study was gathered from a number of directly relevant documents on each country’s
evaluation practices. The RIO database® (Research and Innovation Observatory) and the SIPER
database® (Science and Innovation Policy Evaluation Repository) have been particularly valuable in this
regard. Additional documents were provided by interviewees, or found by the authors on the Web. The
information obtained from the interviews was triangulated with those documents. On the few occasions

when there was a mismatch, we conducted additional interviews and searches.

5 https:
¢ http:

rio.jrc.ec.europa.eu/en

si-pefr.eu
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The next step of the research design was to assign specific values to each country’s attributes (See Table
2). We assigned scores of 0, 1 or 2, according to the intensity in the data (see Table 1). Regarding the
assignation of values it is important to note two methodological issues. First, creating an analytical
conceptual framework that aims at being used in empirical context requires one way or another to assign
values to the empirical data. The value assignment can be done qualitatively (qualitative analysis of cases
with in-depth rich description, relating the descriptive empirical data with the attributes of the concept) or
can be done quantitatively (doing the same by assigning quantitative values to each attribute of the
empirical cases under study). Each method has its pros-and-cons: the qualitative provides very rich and
nuanced case-by-case in-depth analysis which is suitable for a few cases; and the quantitative method
provides a better overview and overall indication of general trends, which is suitable for larger n. In our
paper we have chosen a quantitative approach to value assignment for the empirical analysis because we
have a relative large sample of cases (all EU28 member states). This will allow us to keep the analysis at

a level where we can meaningfully compare the countries under study.

Second, we assign ordinal values of 0, 1 or 2 according to the performance of the country on each of the
four attributes. They position an item in an ordering scale, yet they do not measure any distance. This
ordering is useful as it provides a conceptually solid overview of EU28 countries’ evaluation practices,

allowing a cross-country comparison.

In order to secure the reliability of the assignation of individual values (the coding of the data), the data
was coded meticulously and repeatedly by the two authors, in an internal working procedure similar to
inter-coder reliability practices.

After the full analysis of the data (assignation of scores), we verified the findings between September and
October 2017 using feed-back from national experts in the field (see Annex 1). The findings were
subsequently checked by the authors. The verification focused on eliminating possible misunderstandings
or misinterpretations of the data. Adjustments were introduced where needed.

4. Empirical Evidence in EU28

This section provides empirical evidence about how EU28 countries are organising their evaluation
practices. In this section we report the findings according to each of the four attributes. Thereafter,

section 5 will report the findings according to cross-country comparison.
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Table 2. Scores related to the four attributes defining system oriented innovation policy evaluation

Coverage Systemic Temporality | Expertise | Total
perspective (internal/ | score
external)
Instrument | Policy- Socio-
evaluation | mix economic
evaluation | performance
assessment

Austria 2 2 1 2 2 2 11
Belgium 2 1 1 1 1 2 8
Bulgaria 0 0 0 1 0 1 2
Croatia 0 0 0 1 0 1 2
Cyprus 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Czech Republic 0 0 1 1 0 1 3
Denmark 2 2 1 1 1 2 9
Estonia 1 1 1 1 1 2 7
Finland 2 2 1 2 2 2 11
France 2 1 1 2 1 2 9
Germany 2 1 2 2 2 1 10
Greece 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hungary 1 0 0 1 1 1 4
Ireland 2 2 2 2 2 1 11
Italy 1 0 0 0 0 0 1
Latvia 1 0 1 1 1 1 5
Lithuania 1 0 1 2 1 2 7
Luxembourg 0 0 0 1 0 1 2
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Malta 0
Poland 8
Portugal 3
Romania 2
Slovakia 1
Slovenia 7
Spain 5
Sweden 11
The Netherlands 12
United Kingdom 8

4.1 Coverage

There is a wide diversity across EU28 countries in their extent of coverage of the three evaluation
elements. Regarding policy instrument evaluations, we have divided countries into three categories:
countries where all policy instruments are evaluated, countries where only some policy instruments are
evaluated, and countries where only few policy instruments are evaluated (or are simply monitored, not
evaluated as such). In the first category we have the following countries: Austria, Belgium, Denmark,
Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, the Netherlands, Sweden and the United Kingdom. In these countries
there is a strong tendency to evaluate every programme, and hence we assign them a score of 2 (see table
2). Some of these countries have rigid structures for evaluations, grounded in legal or quasi-legal acts.
For example, in the Netherlands, evaluations of programs are tied to the general budgetary framework
and each instrument has to be evaluated (The_Netherlands_Goverment, 2014). In other countries, there is
no specific legal obligation to evaluate every program but they have a strong evaluation culture. For
example, in Austria or the UK, there is a strong tradition of evaluating all innovation policy programs, or

a “general expectation” that all programs should be evaluated (see interviewees 1, 62).
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Another group has less developed traditions and fewer legal requirements to evaluate programmes, but
these countries still conduct a considerable amount of policy instrument evaluation. Such countries
include Estonia, Hungary, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Portugal, Spain and Slovenia (score 1 in
Table 2). Many of these countries assess the impact of their innovation policy instruments following the
rules of the EU Structural Funds. While the ‘EU rules’ only prescribe some minimum requirements
regarding the rigor of the evaluations, the countries in this group have developed approaches that exceed

these minimum requirements.

Finally, countries for which there is very little evidence of conducting policy instrument evaluations (i.e.
received a score of O in Table 2) are Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Greece, Luxemburg,
Malta, Romania and Slovakia. These countries typically resort to either the bare minimum required by
the EU Structural Fund regulations, or their practices are closer to descriptive monitoring rather than real
evaluations. For example, the Czech Republic has established procedures for the “evaluation of finished
programmes”(Office_of the_Government_of_the Czech_Republic, 2013), but in practice only basic
output data of the programmes are reported (Verification 1).

As the second element of the coverage attribute, we look at policy-mix evaluations. Our data show that
policy-mix evaluations, being a relatively new phenomenon, are not as widespread as policy instrument
evaluations. We have defined three groups of countries according to the level of their policy-mix
assessments. Firstly, there are countries that have carried out assessments on additionality and/or
complementarity in their policy mixes. Secondly, some countries have treated the issue of policy
interactions on a smaller scale, often within the framework of other types of evaluations. While these
countries do not apply policy-mix evaluations in a pure form, they are addressing the issues relevant to
policy-mix and such endeavours should thus be recognized. Thirdly, there are countries with very weak

or no signs of policy-mix evaluations taking place.

In the first group we find Austria, Denmark, Finland, Ireland and the Netherlands. For example, in
Denmark, the Danish Agency for Science, Technology and Innovation commissioned two studies to
assess the effects and interactions of different programmes on firm performance (DASTI, 2014) (Daly
and Christensen, 2016). In Finland, different meta-analyses are bundled together to gain insight into the
policy-mix performance (interviewee 20). In Ireland the analysis of the policy-mix forms an integral part
of their comprehensive programme of evaluations (Department_of Jobs, 2015). In the Netherlands, a
policy mix analysis assessing the interactions between instruments has been carried out for the so-called
top-sector policy, a strategic initiative launched by the Dutch government aimed at boosting the

competitiveness of priority sectors through a combination of policy measures (interview 45).
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The second group consists of countries where we have detected some signs of policy-mix thinking
without full scale policy-mix evaluations: Belgium (Flanders), Estonia, France, Germany, Poland,
Sweden, the United Kingdom. For example, the innovation agency Enterprise Estonia has been carrying
out a biannual evaluation of the impact of its policy mix, addressing also the additionality effects of the
policies (interviewee 18). In France, some of the interactions between policies have been covered in the
evaluation of the “Programme d’Investissement d’Avenir” (interview 22). The countries in the third
group, those that do not seem to assess the interactive effects of their policy-mixes, are Bulgaria, Croatia,
Cyprus, Czech Republic, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxemburg, Malta, Portugal,

Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia and Spain.

Regarding the coverage element socio-economic performance assessments, the countries are as well
divided into three groups: those conducting sophisticated exercises to assess their innovation
performance; those who follow their innovation indicators analytically, but less rigorously; and those
who merely resort to statistical reporting. The very few countries belonging to the first group have set up
specific advanced formats for analytical assessments of their innovation performance, often maintained
by non-governmental entities. Here we find Germany, Ireland, the Netherlands, and Sweden. In
Germany, the scientific Commission of Experts for Research and Innovation (EFI) analyses the structure

and trends of Germany’s innovation performance in an encompassing manner(EFI, 2017).

A large majority of the EU28 countries belong to the intermediate category, as they have developed some
form of general analysis of their innovation indicators, often in association with the monitoring of
national innovation strategies or similar. These countries typically assess their socio-economic
performance by focusing on conventional analysis of general innovation indicators. This is the case for
Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland,
Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, the United Kingdom (with score 1 in Table 2). As an
example, in Flanders, the Centre for Research & Development Monitoring (ECOOM) has been set up to
provide the Flemish government with information on the innovation performance and reports on a

biannual basis on the development of the key innovation indicators (Koenraad and Veugelers, 2015).

About one third of the EU member states do not have any specific practices for analysing their socio-
economic innovation performance. Even if statistical data are collected, that is not supported by broader
analytical efforts. These countries are Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Greece, Hungary, Italy, Luxemburg and
Malta. As an example, in Cyprus the statistical data on innovation performance are reported to
international organizations, such as the European Commission, but no specific analyses are conducted in

the country.
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4.2 Systemic perspective

With regard to reports that examine systemic perspective, our data show that the large majority of EU
member states recognizes the importance of paying attention to innovation policy performance and
innovation system performance. However, the level of attention to these issues differs among countries.
Following the three-scale measurement above, we found the following countries in the first group:
Austria, Finland, France, Germany, Ireland, Lithuania, the Netherlands, Poland, Slovenia and Sweden.
All of these countries have had one or several reports analyzing extensively the performance of policy
with the economic perspective regarding innovation performance. These reports have often been
conducted by the OECD or the World Bank, but there have also been nationally-led exercises conducted
by other institutions. As an example of the latter is the Austrian “System Evaluation”, carried out by a
consortium of research institutes. It combines the analysis of Austrian innovation policy with insights
into Austrian performance in productivity growth and innovation, its external competitiveness and the
innovative performance of companies (Aiginger et al., 2009). Likewise, Germany’s Expert Commission
for Research and Innovation (EFI) has conducted extensive analysis of issues which exhibit important
shortcomings, such as the limited digitalization and entrepreneurship in the German innovation system

and its policies.

In the intermediary group we have countries that have produced reports with a strong focus on evaluating
the policy dimension, but less on its relation with the innovation performance of the country. Here we
find Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Germany, Hungary, Latvia, Spain,
Luxemburg and the United Kingdom. Most of these countries have had a European Commission
facilitated peer-review (either CREST, ERAC or PSF), where the primary focus is on policy performance
and less on its relation with the innovation system performance. It is worth noting that three of the
countries in this group (Croatia, Bulgaria and Luxemburg) have ordered relatively sophisticated reports
that focus on innovation system performance. However, we argue that because of the lack of quality
input from policy evaluations in these countries (virtually no “coverage” in all three, and hence no
possibility for meta-analysis — see above), the basis for the assessments is rather limited. It is worth
noting that although the UK is a strong performer in “coverage” and in policy and economic assessments,
it does not seem to be fully exploiting this potential, as it has a limited number of reports that truly
examine systemic perspective. Possibly, the sheer size of its economy and its complex innovation system

represents a challenge in those terms.

Finally, the last group of countries with no significant reports about systemic perspective is formed by
Cyprus, Greece, Italy, Malta, Portugal, Romania and Slovakia. These countries have not taken part in any
of the peer-review exercises facilitated by the European Commission, OECD or any other international

organisation and neither have we found any other evidence in that regard.
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4.3 Temporality

The analysis of the next attribute, namely, temporality applies the above classification of the countries
into three main groups according to the data collected. First we have countries with a high degree of
temporality, where various kinds of evaluations are conducted rather frequently and routinely. Secondly
we have countries with a medium degree of temporality, where some types of evaluations are performed
frequently, but others much less so. Finally we have countries with a low degree of temporality. In the
first group of countries we find Austria, Finland, Germany, Ireland, the Netherlands, the UK and
Sweden. In these countries the temporality of evaluative activity is high, with different elements of the
innovation system being evaluated frequently and consistently. In the second group we have Belgium,
Denmark, Estonia, France, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Slovenia, and Spain. These countries
display a medium level of temporality, meaning that their evaluation practices are very frequent in some
aspects, but less frequent in others. In the third group we have countries such as Croatia, Czech Republic,
Cyprus, Greece, Italy, Luxembourg, Malta, Portugal, Romania and Slovakia. In these countries the

overall level of temporality is low, with evaluations being conducted rarely and infrequently.

4.4 Expertise

As the fourth attribute, we look at the diversity of expertise used in the system oriented evaluations of
innovation policy. More specifically, we look at the extent to which EU member states are combining
national and international, internal (ministerial/public) and external (e.g. private consultancies,
universities, think-tanks) expertise in evaluating their innovation policies. We assign values to the
countries according to the diversity of this expertise. Firstly there are countries that make use of
diversified expertise, where the expertise is both internal and external to national government bodies and
where international expertise is used in innovation policy evaluation. Secondly we have countries with
less diversified expertise in evaluation, where only two of the different basis of expertise listed above is

present. Finally, we find countries where only one of the basis of expertise mentioned is relied upon.

In the first group we have Austria, Belgium, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Lithuania, the
Netherlands, Poland, Slovenia and Sweden. These countries make use of all three basis of expertise in
their evaluations. For example, Finland has strong evaluative capacities in its innovation-agency TEKES
and its public research institution VTT, making as well strong use of external consultants and academic
institutions. Furthermore, it has had two international reviews, an OECD innovation review (OECD,
2017) and an earlier “‘custom-made’ international review (Veugelers et al.). As two other examples, both
Lithuania and Poland have demonstrated the use of a variety of expertise in assessing their innovation
policies. Lithuania has had an OECD innovation review (OECD, 2016) and a CREST review (Edler,
2007), while a government think-tank MOSTA as well as private sector evaluators have contributed
significantly to its evaluative activity. In Poland, the Polish Agency for Enterprise Development (PARP)
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is using in-house resources as well as external evaluators to assess the innovation policy. On the
international side, the World Bank carried out a strategic review of the Polish innovation system (Kapil,
2013).

The second group consists of Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech Republic, Germany, Hungary, Ireland, Latvia,
Luxembourg, Portugal, Romania, Spain and the United Kingdom. They use a more limited range of
expertise, combining either internal/external to the government (both national expertise), or internal to
the government (national) and international expertise, or external to the government and international
expertise. For example, Germany, Ireland and the United Kingdom have generally sophisticated
evaluative activity, but all three use almost exclusively national expertise for evaluating their innovation
policy. The UK had a CREST review in 2007 (Cunningham, 2007), but that was of limited scale and was

not followed up since then.

In the third group we find Cyprus, Greece, Italy, Malta and Slovakia. These countries have a low
evaluative activity in general and they typically make use of only of a single basis of expertise for their

few evaluations.

5. Evidence of System oriented Innovation Policy Evaluations in EU28

Having examined the attributes one-by-one, we are going to make sense of these findings by dividing
them into quartiles. Following our previous definition, a ‘system oriented innovation policy evaluation’
will exhibit high scores in all of the four attributes, that is: extensive coverage of evaluation elements,
systemic perspective between innovation policy evaluation and innovation system assessments, high

regularity, and broad expertise.

From our analysis we find that Austria, Finland, Germany, Ireland, the Netherlands and Sweden have
developed comprehensive practices of system oriented innovation policy evaluation (which we might call
‘holistic’ due to their comprehensiveness in terms of system approach). All of these countries
demonstrate a steady performance across the different categories of our typology. For example, Austria
has a strong routine for evaluating all its innovation policy programmes, it presents an annual report to
the parliament on the performance in the research and technology field, has had both a CREST peer
review and a national “system evaluation” (also covering its policy-mix). As another example, in the
Netherlands innovation policy programmes are routinely evaluated, with a policy-mix perspective being
added at seven-year intervals. Furthermore, an annual report is prepared for the parliament on innovation

performance, and both OECD as well as CREST reviews have been conducted.
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In the second quartile of countries we find Belgium, Denmark, Estonia, France, Lithuania, Poland,
Slovenia and the United Kingdom. What characterizes the countries in this group is that all of the
attributes making a system oriented innovation policy evaluation are present, but with varying degrees of
sophistication. In terms of coverage, while a large majority of the countries conduct evaluations in all the
three main areas (policy instruments, policy-mixes and socioeconomic assessments), we find that some
countries have strong instrument evaluation practices, but there is less activity in policy-mix evaluations
and socio-economic performance assessments. We can also see that the countries in this group are
relatively strong in employing a variety of expertise for evaluation, though with some important
variation. When looking at the temporality of evaluations in the group we see that it is almost uniformly
lower than in the holistic group. Again, the UK is an outlier here, as it has high regularity. Therefore,
when looking at ‘temporality’ and ‘expertise’ we can see that the UK has sophisticated evaluation
frameworks and demonstrates outstanding practices on several other dimensions, but is not there yet in

terms of all the key features of system oriented evaluation.

In the third quartile we find countries that have generally little diversity of content and a low frequency
of evaluative activity. The countries in this group include Czech Republic, Hungary, Latvia, Portugal
and Spain. These countries all have some evaluation activity, but not a uniform coverage regarding
content — some elements of “coverage” are there, but others not at all. We can see that none of the
countries is conducting evaluations on their policy-mix. At the same time, a large majority of the
countries in this group are making some effort of a systemic perspective, having ordered either a CREST,
ERAC, PSF or a national strategic review. The latter effort is also contributing to some variety of
expertise used in evaluations, adding an international dimension to a field mainly dominated by domestic
actors. Similarly to the previous group, the overall frequency of evaluative activity in these countries is

relatively low.

Last, we have countries which do not have any true system oriented innovation policy evaluation. The
countries in this group are Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Greece, ltaly, Malta, Luxemburg, Romania and
Slovakia. None of these countries has any considerable evaluation activity. While some evaluations have
taken place over time, they have been isolated examples. For example, Cyprus has had an ERAC peer
review of its innovation system, but almost no other evaluations. Italy has carried out some evaluations
on its policy instruments, but there is very scarce activity otherwise. While several of these countries
have made plans for developing their evaluation capacities in order to provide a better understanding of

the innovation system,’ these initiatives are yet to take effect.

" For example Malta has ordered a PSF study on the monitoring of the Maltese national research and innovation strategy
(Interview 43).
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6. Conclusions

This paper has provided new empirical insights about an under-researched phenomenon in innovation
and evaluation studies, namely, the actual practice in ‘system oriented innovation policy evaluations’. It
has conceptualized this term, identifying its four constitutive attributes, which have then been
operationalized and measured. The findings show that only six out of the EU28 countries have developed
system oriented innovation policy evaluation practices (The Netherlands, Austria, Finland, Germany,
Ireland and Sweden). These countries fulfil with great intensity the four attributes that define system
oriented innovation policy evaluation. That is, a wide coverage of evaluations, analyses of systemic
interactions between policy performance and socio-economic performance, a high level of regularity of
those evaluations, and broad and varied basis of expertise. In the second group of countries their
evaluation practices are less well developed. Eight out of 28 countries are found in this group: Denmark,
France, Belgium, Poland, the UK, Estonia, Lithuania and Slovenia. While the countries in this second
guartile are still relatively strong in instrument evaluations, the policy-mix evaluations and socio-
economic performance assessments are less prominent. Also, the overall frequency of evaluations is

visibly smaller. For this reason, they cannot be considered system oriented innovation policy evaluation.

The third quartile of countries consists of Latvia, Spain, Hungary, Czech Republic, and Portugal. These
are countries with an uneven regularity of evaluation activities and uneven variation of the expertise.
Their coverage is rather limited, and so is their systemic perspective. But these countries have made clear
attempts to engage with the available expertise and tap into the available knowledge, typically from
international expertise, and to comply with conditions slightly above the minimum required by external
funders. These are countries which have taken the first steps towards creating some basic structures of
what could in the future become a system oriented approach. Last, we find a relatively large group of
countries in the European Union (9 out of 28) without any real evaluation, let alone what could be a
system oriented innovation policy evaluation: Bulgaria, Croatia, Luxemburg, Romania, Italy, Slovakia,
Cyprus, Greece and Malta. Our conceptual boundary is very clearly defined here, as these countries have
none or extremely few of the attributes of coverage, perspective, temporality, and expertise. From our
data we could not find any reasonable evidence of evaluation activities being conducted in a systemic
manner. However, it is worth mentioning that some countries in this group are planning to do so in the

future.

Given the current fundamental debates about the future of innovation policy in the context of innovation
systems, it is somehow surprising to see that only few countries in the EU28 have truly developed a

system oriented evaluation. The limited systemic approach in evaluation means that most policy makers
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in Europe lack a very important source for policy learning, namely, the source that is based on a careful

assessment of their own innovation system and policies’ performance.

Our findings point as well to a series of highly relevant research questions for future analysis. The most
obvious empirical questions have to do with how and how far system oriented innovation policy
evaluations are being used: are they transformative in the sense of inducing relevant learning processes in
policymaking? In what way is the evidence produced by the system oriented innovation policy
evaluations used as a source for policy learning? Who are the policy learners in that process, and what
are they actually learning? While some recent anecdotal evidence exists at regional and EU level

(Aranguren et al., 2017) (Borras and Hgjlund, 2015), further cross-national comparison is highly needed.

Moreover, there are also a series of questions which are more normative in nature, and which have to do
with how countries could build up their capacity in terms of systemic evaluation approach. The questions
here could be more focused on identifying the mechanisms and incentives that could make countries take
that step, and the methodologies most suitable for their specific nature of innovation system and policies.
We would need to start by acknowledging that there is no possible “one size fits all” model for
innovation systems and policies; and that a systemic evaluation approach requires important knowledge
and organisational capacities in each country. Hence, the critical question would be to identify suitable

ways of building such systemic evaluation capacity at the national level.

New opportunities might emerge as well in the context of other sources of policy learning. Traditional
sources of policy learning in innovation policy, such as evaluation, technology foresight and technology
assessment could be combined with new sources of policy learning like experimental policy labs, ex-ante
impact assessment, networks of policy-makers, or electronic forms of direct citizen engagement.
Bringing these different sources together might create a solid and encompassing basis for policy learning.
Therefore another set of crucial questions that remain unanswered is: to what extent are EU28 countries
building capacities in these diverse sources of policy learning, and how could they best build that.
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Annex 1. List of interviewees

Austrian Ministry for Transport, Innovation

1 Austria Senior manager and Technology 29.04.16
2 Austria Senior manager Joanneum Research 04.11.16
3 Austria Senior policy expert Austrian Institute of Technology 24.03.17
4 Belgium Senior manager Scientific and Technical Information Service 01.06.16
5 Belgium Senior policy expert Directorate of Economic Policy, Wallonia 16.11.16
6 Belgium Associate professor KU Leuven 14.06.17
7 Bulgaria Senior manager Ministry of Economy 01.06.16
Independent
innovation policy
8 Bulgaria expert 19.05.17
9 Croatia Senior manager Ministry of Science, Education and Sports 06.05.16
Ministry of Economy, Entrepreneurship and
10 | Croatia Senior manager Crafts 27.01.17
11 | Cyprus Senior manager Research Promotion Foundation 23.05.16
Ministry of Energy, Commerce, Industry and
12 | Cyprus Senior manager Tourism 22.11.16
Czech 07.11.16
13 | Republic Senior manager Prime Minister's Office (written)
Czech 02.12.16
14 | Republic Senior manager Ministry of Economy and Trade (written)
Danish Agency for Science, Technology and
15 | Denmark Senior policy expert Innovation 27.05.16
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Danish Agency for Science, Technology and

16 | Denmark Senior manager Innovation 18.01.17
Ministry  of  Economic  Affairs  and

17 | Estonia Senior manager Communications 27.01.16

18 | Estonia Senior manager Enterprise Estonia 30.12.16

19 | Finland Senior manager Ministry of Employment and the Economy 20.01.16

20 | Finland Senior manager TEKES 15.11.16
Ministry for Economy, Industry and Digital

21 | France Senior manager Affairs 09.12.15

22 | France Senior policy expert France Strategie 17.11.16

23 | France Professor Université de Paris-Est 15.03.17

24 | Germany Senior manager Federal Ministry for Science and Technology | 28.01.16
Max Planck Institute for Innovation and

25 | Germany Senior manager Competition, Munich 16.05.16
Ministry of Education, Research and Religious

26 | Greece Senior manager Affairs 04.05.16

26.10.16

27 | Greece Senior policy expert Ministry of Economy (written)

28 | Greece Professor University of Athens 20.03.17
National Research, Development  and

29 | Hungary Senior manager Innovation Office 23.05.16

30 | Hungary Senior manager Prime Minister's Office 27.03.17

31 | Ireland Senior manager Department of Jobs, Enterprise and Innovation | 15.06.16

32 | Ireland Senior policy expert Department of Jobs, Enterprise and Innovation | 21.06.16

33 | ltaly Policy officer Ministry of Economic Development 24.10.26
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07.04.17

34 | ltaly Senior official Agency for Cohesion Policy (written)

35 | ltaly Professor Universita degli Studi di Urbino 31.03.17
Ministry of Economics of the Republic of

36 | Latvia Senior manager Latvia 28.01.16

37 | Latvia Senior manager Ministry of Education and Science 20.02.17

38 | Latvia Director Ministry of Education and Science of Latvia 23.02.17
Ministry of Economics of the Republic of

39 | Lithuania Senior manager Lithuania 17.03.16
Research and Higher Education Monitoring

40 | Lithuania Senior manager and Analysis Centre (MOSTA) 12.01.17

41 | Luxembourg | Senior manager Ministry of Higher Education and Research 02.06.16

42 | Luxembourg | Independent expert 24.05.17

43 | Malta Senior policy expert Malta Council for Science and Technology 29.04.16

44 | Malta Senior manager Malta Enterprise 15.02.17

The

45 | Netherlands | Senior manager Ministry of Economic Affairs 26.01.16
The the Netherlands Organisation for applied

46 | Netherlands | Senior strategist scientific research (TNO) 10.11.16

47 | Poland Senior manager Ministry of Economic Development 19.05.16
Polish Agency for Enterprise Development

48 | Poland Senior manager (PARP) 08.11.16

49 | Portugal Senior manager National Innovation Agency 20.05.16

50 | Portugal Senior policy expert Ministry of Economy 17.01.17

51 | Romania Senior counsellor 02.06.16

National Authority for Scientific Research and
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Innovation

National Authority for Scientific Research and | 21.02.17

52 | Romania Senior counsellor Innovation (written)

53 | Slovakia Senior manager Ministry of Economy 30.05.16

24.11.16

54 | Slovakia Senior policy expert Slovak Innovation and Energy Agency (written)

55 | Slovenia Professor University of Ljubljana 21.06.16

56 | Slovenia Senior manager Ministry of Economy 01.07.16

57 | Spain Senior manager Ministry of Economy and Competitiveness 02.06.16

Centre for Industrial Technological

58 | Spain Senior policy expert Development (CDTI) 10.11.16

59 | Spain Professor Universidad Autonoma de Madrid 26.06.17

60 | Sweden Senior manager Ministry of Enterprise and Innovation 14.01.16

61 | Sweden Senior manager VINNOVA 29.11.16
United

62 | Kingdom Senior manager Department for Business, Innovation & Skills | 25.05.16
United

63 | Kingdom Senior manager Innovate UK 18.11.16
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Policy learning in the EU: The informal networks of innovation policy
directors

Mart Laatsit, Copenhagen Business School, Denmark

Abstract

This article explores the informal networks between the policy makers of the European Union member
states — which countries are connected to which and what this tells us about policy learning. Previous
literature in policy learning has only lightly touched on the role of networks as a source of learning and
how the network structures hold different properties for learning. | use data from interviews with the
senior innovation policy managers of the 28 EU countries to map the structures of their informal
networks. | find a centre-periphery pattern based on asymmetric ties and a cluster structure based on
symmetric ties. With regard to the different properties of the two kinds of tie, | find that the network
structures provide favourable conditions for the exchange of unsophisticated knowledge across the EU,

but the exchange of sophisticated knowledge is largely limited to specific clusters.

Keywords: policy learning, innovation policy, informal networks, social network analysis

1 Introduction

Previous research has shown that knowledge flows first via people. A well-known study by Tom Allen
(1977) carried out in the 1970s at MIT showed that other people — as opposed to impersonal sources —
were the primary source of knowledge for the surveyed scientists and engineers. In this article, | look at
the sources of policy learning and focus on one in particular — the informal networks between policy
makers. | do this in the context of the EU, where a significant effort has been made over time to create
stronger ties between member states. This is especially evident in the case of innovation policy where
several network-building and knowledge-sharing initiatives have been carried out in past decades or are

still ongoing.
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Policy learning can be defined as alteration or change in the thinking or beliefs of actors in the policy
setting, based on experience, information or knowledge and concerned with policy objectives (Bennett
and Howlett, 1992; Dunlop and Radaelli, 2013; Heclo, 1974; Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, 1999). It
emerged among several other learning approaches as an alternative to the power-based explanations of
policy change, emphasising the importance of knowledge use in the policy process (Grin and Loeber,
2007). The knowledge that is used for learning can be collected from different sources, ranging from
‘formal and sophisticated” methods to the more spontaneous ‘social interactions and disruptions’
(Moyson, Scholten and Weible, 2017). The former includes methods such as evaluations (Borras and
Hgjlund, 2015), regulatory impact assessment (Radaelli, 2009) and foresight activities (Havas,
Schartinger and Weber, 2010). The latter mostly emphasises the role of networks (Howlett, Mukherjee
and Koppenjan, 2017), which can be either formal (Hobolth and Sindbjerg Martinsen, 2013) or informal
(Berardo, 2009), and disruptive events such as crises (Kamkhaji and Radaelli, 2017).

The EU context provides an important setting for studying policy learning, given the significant efforts to
encourage knowledge sharing and learning among member states. It has even been described as a
‘massive transfer platform’ where knowledge and information about policies are disseminated among
member states (Benson and Jordan, 2011; Radaelli, 2000). Despite this important role, Zito and Schout
(2009, p.1116) noted, in a special issue on learning and governance in the Journal of European Public
Policy, that there is a ‘mismatch between the extent to which learning instruments are now applied in the
EU and our understanding of learning in complex multi-level systems’. While studies of policy learning
in the EU have, over the years, looked at policy convergence (Busch and Jérgens, 2005; Knill, 2005) and
specific tools for learning (Borras and Jacobsson, 2004; Casey and Gold, 2005; Kaiser and Prange, 2004;
Kerber and Eckardt, 2007), only a few have looked explicitly at the role of networks. Recent examples of
these include studies on administrative networks in the EU (Mastenbroek and Sindbjerg Martinsen,
2018), transgovernmental networks (Hobolth and Sindbjerg Martinsen, 2013) and policy networks
among selected member states (Kriesi, Adam and Jochum, 2006).

However, the current work on networks in the EU context has left two important aspects unattended —
what the role of network structures is for learning and what the empirical patterns of informal networks
are in the EU. The structures matter because the way the actors are connected to each other is deemed to
be a crucial factor for spreading knowledge among different levels of an organisation (Witting and
Moyson, 2015) as well as between organisations and jurisdictions (Lee, Lee and Feiock, 2012).
Considering informal networks (as opposed to the formal ones mentioned above) is necessary because it
provides insight into the interactions that are not directly visible for the casual observer but that, owing to
their constitutive nature, can be important determinants of organisational success (Berardo, 2009;
Krackhardt and Hanson, 1993).

78



This article therefore focuses on the question: what are the patterns of informal networks between policy
makers as a source of policy learning? More specifically, | look at two aspects: how are the informal
networks between policy makers structured and what do these network structures imply for policy

learning?

To answer these questions, | study the case of innovation policy. Given its central role on the EU
competitiveness agenda (European Commission, 2010; European Council, 2000), this field has seen a
high level of attention from national and EU policy makers alike (Borras, 2003; Edler and Fagerberg,
2017). This has been accompanied by a steady development of knowledge-sharing mechanisms aimed at
fostering ties between member states, from the Open Method of Coordination (Borras, 2011; Kerber and

Eckardt, 2007) to the current Policy Support Facility.®

| use data gathered from interviews with the senior innovation policy managers of the 28 European
Union member states and map their informal networks with their colleagues. | identify the ties between
countries, rank the most central among them and visualise the clusters. Borrowing from the field of
organisational learning, | analyse what the properties of different types of tie (Friedkin, 1982;
Granovetter, 1973, 1983) and network structure (Reagans and McEvily, 2003) imply for learning in these

informal networks.

The article makes a two-fold contribution to the field. On one hand, it renews emphasis on sources in the
discussions on policy learning, focusing in particular on network structures between countries and using
concepts from organisational learning to interpret these structures. On the other hand, it provides unique
and original insight into the empirical structures of the informal networks among member state policy
makers. Combining these conceptual and empirical contributions, this article provides an original and

novel insight into policy learning in the EU.

| proceed as follows: first, | give an overview of the literature on networks as a source of policy learning
and previous empirical evidence of it; second, | define the main concepts used in the analysis; third, |
give an overview of the data and methodology; fourth, I provide a descriptive overview of the data and
perform a network analysis; and, finally, | discuss the findings in relation to the research question.

2 Literature review

Policy learning emphasises the role of knowledge in the process of policy change. As such, it emerged as
distinctive from the power-based explanations that dominated studies on policy processes until the 1970s

(Grin and Loeber, 2007). Over the years, several approaches formed that contribute to these studies. In a

® https://rio.jrc.ec.europa.eu/en/policy-support-facility.
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recent review of the literature, Moyson et al. (2017) distinguish between three levels of approach: micro,
meso and macro. The micro-level approach focuses on the individual and includes the schools of social
learning (Hall, 1993), epistemic communities (Haas, 1992) and advocacy coalitions (Sabatier, 1987). The
meso-level is primarily concerned with organisational learning (Argyris and Schén, 1978). The macro-
level looks at learning on the system level, ‘often across government units’ (Moyson et al., 2017, p.163),
and comprises lesson drawing (Rose, 1991), policy transfer (Dolowitz and Marsh, 1996) and diffusion
(Braun and Gilardi, 2006). While quite different in the way that they see learning and its role in the
policy process, Dunlop and Radaelli (2013, p.600) suggest that this diversity can be contained under a

consensus that learning is the ‘updating of beliefs at its most general level’.

Traditionally, policy-learning literature has been concerned with questions of who learns, what they learn
and the effect of learning (Bennett and Howlett, 1992). However, this does not touch on a critical issue —
what is the source of learning, that is, where does the knowledge that learning is based on come from?
Recent reviews have provided some cues on it; for example, Moyson et al. (2017), borrowing from
Dunlop and Radaelli (2013), suggest that this depends on the level of control that learners have over the
objectives and content of learning. In cases where learners are in control of the content of learning,
formal and sophisticated approaches are used. Where learners have less control over the content, the
learning is likely to rely on less-formal tools, such as “‘social interactions and disruptions’ (Moyson et al.,
2017, p.167). The former can include different analytical methods (May, 1992), such as evaluations
(Sanderson, 2002) and impact assessment (Radaelli, 2009). The latter can be on networks (Busenberg,
2001) or unforeseen events (Kamkhaji and Radaelli, 2017). While there has been quite some research on
formal, analytical methods as a source of learning (Borrés and Hgjlund, 2015; May, 1992; Sanderson,
2002; Schneider and Ingram, 1990), the role of networks seems to have been given a somewhat less

prominent role in the discussions on policy learning.

Looking into policy learning approaches, we can see that networks figure either explicitly or implicitly in
several of these strands. According to Zito and Schout (2009, p.1107), the ‘idea of networks [...]
carrying and inserting ideas is an extremely critical dimension to the learning process’. As such, they
argue, the notion of networks has been more or less explicitly acknowledged by most of the theoretical
strands of learning (Zito and Schout, 2009). This is particularly evident for the concepts of epistemic
communities (Haas, 1992) and advocacy coalitions (Sabatier, 1987), both of which see learning as a
result of specific interactions. Furthermore, networks are implicitly present in the schools of transfer
(Dolowitz and Marsh, 1996; Stone, 2004), diffusion (Marsh and Sharman, 2009) and lesson drawing
(Rose, 1991), all of which study ‘the process by which knowledge about policies [...] in one political
system (past or present) is used in the development of policies [...] in another political system” (Dolowitz

and Marsh, 2000, p.5). This knowledge about policies is often accessed through networks (Rogers,
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2003), either directly from ‘established innovators’ from abroad (Benson and Jordan, 2011) or through

intermediary ‘transfer agents’ (Dolowitz and Marsh, 2000).

Recent examples of empirical studies on learning in the EU context focus mainly on issues of transfer
and diffusion. These include the role of the EU as a transfer agent (Radaelli, 2000; Stone, 2004; Zito,
2009), other transfer agents active within the EU (Bomberg, 2007; De Jong and Edelenbos, 2007) and the
institutional factors shaping the process of transfer (Bulmer and Padgett, 2005; Padgett, 2003). In
addition, there have been a few recent studies on formal networks in the European public policy sphere
that have not directly connected to the learning theories (Boswell, 2008; Hobolth and Sindbjerg
Martinsen, 2013; Mastenbroek and Sindbjerg Martinsen, 2018). While all of these studies treat networks
either implicitly or explicitly, none of them considers the role of network structures in the process of
learning, focusing instead on other determinants. This largely echoes the early verdict by Dolowitz and
Marsh (1996) that the transfer studies tend to focus primarily on content and other issues, while

neglecting the underlying structures shaping the transfer process.

The issue of network structures is therefore important to consider. We also know from the organisational
learning literature that networks hold different properties for learning according to how they are
structured (Granovetter, 1973, 1983; Krackhardt, 1993). In the field of policy learning, we can see a few
hints of the kinds of structure we could expect networks to take. For example, Radaelli (2000) and
Benson and Jordan (2011) both suggest that dominant countries with stronger policy performance are
likely to be more central in the learning networks. However, these assumptions have not been
conceptualised to the extent that we can know more precisely what particular structures may mean for
policy learning. In addition, we can see that recent examples of empirical studies focus mainly on formal
networks. However, from the organisational learning literature, we know that the formal structures rarely
provide a picture of the real interactions within or between organisations (Krackhardt and Hanson, 1993).
These two issues combined — lack of information on the network structures in general and on informal
networks in particular — leave us without a potentially valuable perspective for understanding the role of

networks as a source of learning.

What are the key lessons from the current literature? To start with, we see that the literature
acknowledges the importance of networks as one of the sources for acquiring the knowledge necessary
for learning. However, we notice a lack of conceptual discussion on the role of network structures — we
do not know much about their influence on learning. In addition, there is a lack of empirical knowledge
on the structures that cross-country interactions take in the EU. Finally, the previous empirical work has
mainly focused on formal networks, but we lack information on the informal networks. In order to
address these challenges, | now conceptualise what different network structures imply for learning in

order to allow for a subsequent empirical analysis of the informal networks.
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3 Conceptual framework and operationalisation

In this section, | give an overview of the main concepts used in this study and their operationalisation. |

discuss the different types of tie and network structure, as well as the properties they carry for learning.

The focus of this study is informal networks between EU member states. Guided by the concept of
‘advice networks’ (Krackhardt and Hanson, 1993) in organisational learning studies, | define informal
networks as ‘networks of prominent policy makers in a policy field to whom other policy makers turn for
policy-related information’. With this definition, | delimit the actors in the informal network to policy

makers and its focus to information sharing on policies.

In order to map and analyse the informal networks, I use the conceptual tools from network analysis. The
basic units of network analysis are nodes that are connected by ties (Wassermann and Faust, 1994). In
the current analysis, the nodes are EU member states and the ties between them represent exchange of
policy-related information. On the aggregate level, this provides us with an overall view of the informal
networks in the given policy area. These general structures allow us to address the main question of the
research project and discuss the role of informal networks between policy makers as a source of policy

learning.

In the analysis of social networks, it is important to consider that both the individual ties between nodes
and the resulting network structures can carry different properties. | discuss these properties in the

following two subsections.
3.1 Properties of ties

In social network analysis, the relationships between countries can be characterised in different ways. We
can look at whether a tie exists, what the direction of a tie is, whether the tie is mutual/symmetrical or
unidirectional/asymmetric and what the relative strength of it is (Scott, 2017).

Often, discussion on the properties of ties revolves around the distinction between ‘strong’ and ‘weak’
ties (Granovetter, 1973; Krackhardt, Nohria and Eccles, 2003). For example, Hansen (1999) has argued
that strong ties promote the transfer of complex knowledge and weak ties simple knowledge. Strong ties
are said to be more likely to facilitate the transfer of complex, uncodified knowledge, because of the
increased transaction costs in terms of time and effort (Reagans and McEvily, 2003). At the same time,
weak ties carry ‘strengths’ of their own. Granovetter (1973) has argued that while strong ties tend to bind
similar actors in an organisation into clusters, weak ties act as ‘bridges’ between the different clusters.
Thus, they are particularly important for innovation, allowing for new ideas to transfer from one group to

another.
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Equally important to discussions on the properties of strong and weak ties is what constitutes a strong or
a weak tie. Some have made the distinction according to the frequency of interactions between the nodes
(Scott, 2017). Others have considered a mutually confirmed tie between two nodes a strong tie and a tie
stated by only one node a weak tie (Friedkin, 1980). Given the binary nature of the data, | use the latter

approach, considering a symmetric tie equivalent to a strong tie and an asymmetric tie to a weak tie.

3.2 Properties of network structures

Similarly to how individual ties can be analysed in different ways, network structures can be analysed
through different measures. Examples of the structural features of networks include density, centrality,
betweenness and range (Scott, 2017), each revealing a different part of the structural properties of a

network.

It has been argued that the density of ties inside a cluster is particularly relevant for determining the
learning potential inside a network (Reagans and McEvily, 2003). Often conceptualised as ‘cohesion’ in
the organisational learning literature, it has been defined as ‘the extent to which network connections
span institutional, organisational, or social boundaries’ (Reagans and McEvily, 2003, p.245). Cohesion is
manifested in the relative density of ties within a cluster, showing the extent to which different members
of the cluster are connected to each other. Owing to reputational concerns (Coleman, 1990) and
reinforced cooperative norms (Granovetter, 1992), the overall density in a network (or part of it) is likely

to increase knowledge sharing between individual actors.

In sum, conditions for learning are determined by both the types of tie between individual actors and the
overall structures these ties form (Table 1). Symmetric ties are more likely to act as a channel for
sophisticated, uncodified knowledge and asymmetric ties provide for the transfer of codified,
unsophisticated knowledge. The structural features of networks can either reduce or amplify the
properties of individual connections, often depending on the level of cohesion inside the network.
Therefore, in order to discuss the role of networks as a source of policy learning, | look at both

symmetric and asymmetric ties and consider their structural features.

Table 1 Properties of the main concepts

Concept Definition Properties

Symmetric tie A tie confirmed by both nodes Promotes the transfer of

sophisticated knowledge
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Asymmetric tie A tie reported by one node Promotes the transfer of

simple knowledge

Network cohesion The extent to which a Increases transfer of
connection is surrounded by knowledge between
other connections individuals

4 Data and methods

To analyse the learning patterns in Europe, | gathered data on the informal network structures of the
senior innovation policy makers from all EU member states. | targeted the heads of innovation policy (or
equivalent), assuming that they would have the broadest and most strategic perception of cross-border
contacts regarding innovation policy making. In a few cases where the head of innovation policy was
unreachable, | turned to either the head of international cooperation or a senior innovation policy expert
to provide a generalisable overview of the learning patterns in the policy area. Altogether, in 22 member
states, | reached the head of innovation policy, in three cases the head of innovation policy analysis, in
two cases a senior policy expert and in one case the head of international cooperation (Appendix 1). |
conducted all of the interviews with officials in the national ministry responsible for innovation policy. In
countries where innovation policy competence is divided between ministries (often between the ministry
responsible for research and the ministry for economic affairs), | interviewed both respective directors

and merged the answers (a country mentioned by either of the interviewees received a positive score).

| asked each interviewee whom they would consider the most important external partners in developing
and evaluating innovation policy. More specifically, 1 provided the interviewees with a list of EU
member states and asked them to mark how often they exchange views on innovation policy with other
EU countries, using a four-point scale: ‘often’, ‘sometimes’, ‘rarely’, ‘never’ (see Appendix 2 for the
guestionnaire). Given the subjective nature of this classification, | reduced the four classes to a binary
system — countries mentioned as ‘often’ or ‘sometimes’ scored 1 and countries mentioned as ‘rarely’ or
‘never’ scored 0. While giving up some of the nuance, we nevertheless received a more robust overview
of the communication patterns. Overall, we can assume that a score of 1 indicates a solid connection and

a score of 0 a relatively weak or inexistent connection.

For data analysis, | used the statistical computing and graphics software ‘R’, more specifically its

packages ‘ggplot2’ and ‘igraph’.
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5 Analysis

In this section, | present the main findings of the analysis. | start with an overview of the basic network

measures then proceed to mapping the network structures.

Looking at the overall counts of ties, we can see significant differences among member states regarding
both asymmetric and symmetric ties. Starting with asymmetric ties, we first need to distinguish between
indegrees and outdegrees. In network analysis terminology, an outdegree is a connection the node directs
to others, that is, a country mentioning another country, while an indegree is a connection to the node,
which, in the current context, means a country being mentioned by another country. For example, if
Sweden mentions Spain, this means an outdegree for Sweden and an indegree for Spain. Thus, the
number of outdegrees shows the extent to which a country reaches out to other countries and the number
of indegrees demonstrates how sought after that country is by others. It also important to consider that
both outdegrees and indegrees are the different sides of the same coin — an outdegree for one country is

an indegree for another country. Therefore, the total number of both degrees remains exactly the same.

The data presented in Figure 1 provide evidence of large differences between the countries regarding the
extent to which they are used as sources by others and the extent to which they see others as a source of
learning. Looking at the indegrees, we can see that a few countries stand out from others as considerably
sought-after. These countries are mainly the high innovation performers that occupy the top ranks of
innovation scoreboards such as the European Innovation Scoreboard (European Commission, 2018). For
example, Germany is the country most often turned to (mentioned 21 times), but has itself mentioned
only six countries it interacts with. At the same time, the outdegrees show that a large number of
countries reach out to other countries considerably more than they are contacted. Perhaps unsurprisingly,
these countries are mainly among the smaller member states with relatively weaker innovation
performance. As an example, Malta and Croatia both claim to reach out to the highest number of
countries — 16; at the same time, they have themselves been mentioned only two and three times,
respectively.
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Figure 1 Count of asymmetric ties by indegrees and outdegrees
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Considering the symmetric ties (Figure 2), we see that the same group of countries that proved to be
more ‘attractive’ in terms of indegrees also has more symmetric ties. This makes sense from a
mathematical point of view, since having more indegrees raises the probability of a match with the
outdegrees. Even more interestingly, for the group of high innovation performers, the number of
symmetric ties is either equal or close to the number of outdegrees. In other words, the countries that they
pointed out mentioned them as well, hinting at a reciprocal relationship. These countries are, for

example, Germany, the Netherlands, Sweden and Denmark, all of whom have an equal number of

outdegrees and symmetric ties.

Figure 2 Count of asymmetric ties (outdegrees) and symmetric ties
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Looking at the general network measurements (Table 2), we can see that the average number of

connections is significantly higher in the case of asymmetric connections than for symmetric
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connections. This hints at a wide discrepancy between how policy makers see their network and how
their peers see it. This is also reflected in the average path length — a measure of how many points would
need to be passed to reach a destination (Scott, 2017). We see that these connections are much shorter for
the network based on asymmetric ties than for symmetric connections, suggesting that the graph based on
asymmetric ties is much more ‘tightly knit” than the graph of symmetric ties. The density measure shows
the extent to which all the potential ties are actually present. We can see that its value is roughly similar
for both the asymmetric as well as the symmetric ties, demonstrating a relatively similar intensity of

interaction in network graphs based on both types of tie.

Table 2 Overview of the main network measures

Measure Value based on asymmetric ties Value based on symmetric ties
Average path length 2.18 3.38
Average number of 8.42 3.21

connections

Density 0.15 0.12

This descriptive overview of the data provides us with a rough idea of the extent to which countries in
the EU use others as sources of learning or are used as sources. However, to know more precisely who is
connected to whom, we need to map the network structures. Starting with the graph of asymmetric ties
(Figure 3), we can see a centre-periphery pattern, with core actors in the middle and others surrounding
them. The central cluster consists of countries with a large number of asymmetric ties. These include
Belgium, France, Germany, the Netherlands, Sweden, Denmark, Finland and the United Kingdom.
Orbiting the central cluster is the rest of the member states, spread out around the core relatively evenly.
Given that this pattern is based on the centrality measures, it largely reflects the ‘popularity’ of the
countries, placing the countries with the largest number of asymmetric ties pointed at them (as well as the
countries tightly connected to them) in the middle. For a more nuanced picture, however, we would also

have to consider the symmetric ties between countries.
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Figure 3 Asymmetric ties between policy makers (weighted by the number of indegrees)
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Graphing the mutual connections between countries — the symmetric ties — we can see a clearly clustered
constellation (see Figure 4). First, we see a strong and tightly knit cluster of the ‘northern’ member
states: Belgium, France, Germany, the Netherlands, Sweden, Denmark, Finland and the United
Kingdom. Austria and Ireland are also connected to this group, but with a smaller number of ties. We can
visually distinguish two more clusters of countries with closer ties between them. There is a smaller
group of ‘southern’ member states — Italy, Spain, Portugal and Greece — with Spain in the middle. We
can also see a larger group of ‘central-eastern’ member states comprising Poland, Czech Republic,
Slovenia, Slovakia, Croatia and also Malta. All of them have symmetric ties with at least two other
countries in the cluster. While there are a few countries with only one mutual connection, Cyprus and

Romania stand apart from the rest, as our data did not reveal any symmetric ties in their case.
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Figure 4 Symmetric ties between policy makers (weighted by the number of indegrees)
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Having mapped the network structures, we can see a clear hierarchy between countries as expressed by
the centre-periphery pattern emerging from the asymmetric ties. Looking at the symmetric ties, there is a
more nuanced and distinctive cluster-structure with three distinct groups of countries — the ‘northern’,
‘central-eastern’ and ‘southern’ clusters. Furthermore, adding the layer of asymmetric ties to the structure
of symmetric ties shows dense connections between the central cluster and the two peripheral ones, while
connections between the peripheral groups are somewhat weaker. Having demonstrated the overall
structure of the informal networks between policy makers, in the next section, | turn to the central issue

of this article — how do these patterns act as a precondition for learning between countries?
6 Discussion

In this section, | focus on this article’s research question — what are the patterns of informal networks
between policy makers as a source of policy learning? | start by discussing the extent to which informal
networks are used as a source of learning and the structures these networks take. | then elaborate on the

implications that particular network structures may have for policy learning.

From the data analysis, we can see that countries have very uneven practices regarding the extent to
which they use informal networks as a source of learning. On the one hand, looking at asymmetric ties,
we see that countries with relatively weaker innovation performance tend to reach out extensively to

other countries, mostly to better performers. These good performers themselves tend to reach out to their
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peers relatively less and mostly to other good performers. From the organisational learning literature, we
learned that asymmetrical ties are best for transferring unsophisticated, codified knowledge. As the
transaction costs for exchanging this kind of knowledge are relatively low (Reagans and McEvily, 2003),
the asymmetric ties between actors can often be plentiful. We can see this in the relatively high overall
number of asymmetric ties between countries as well as in their concentration towards a core of good
performers. Therefore, we can say that there is generally good access to unsophisticated knowledge from
other countries and that relatively weaker performers tend to be most keen to make use of that as a source

of policy learning.

On the other hand, good performers are much better connected to each other through symmetric ties. This
is well illustrated by the graph based on symmetric ties (Figure 4), where we see the countries in the
‘northern’ cluster tightly connected to each other. Studies on organisational learning show that symmetric
ties are necessary for the transfer of sophisticated, codified knowledge. The costs associated with this
kind of transfer are also much higher than for unsophisticated knowledge through asymmetric ties,
making it harder to create and maintain this kind of tie. This is also evident in the current mapping,
where symmetric ties are much less numerous than asymmetric ties and form a three-cluster pattern.
Among the three clusters of countries, the ‘northern’ cluster is relatively tightly connected, but the
countries in the other two clusters are much more loosely connected to each other and to the other
clusters, limiting their access to sophisticated knowledge. This can have consequences for eventual
policy learning, with a small number of countries having good access to sophisticated knowledge from
other countries and a larger number of countries having only limited access to sophisticated knowledge.

The structures that the informal networks among policy makers take further emphasise these points. The
asymmetric ties form a core-periphery pattern, meaning that unsophisticated knowledge is sought from a
small number of core countries. The existence of these ties also means that these countries are accessible
for providing this knowledge. The symmetric ties form a three-fold cluster structure, suggesting that the
exchange of sophisticated knowledge is relatively constrained to particular groups of countries. We can
see that there are three small and roughly geographically-bound groups that exchange knowledge with
each other — the ‘northern’, ‘southern’ and ‘central-eastern’ clusters. These clusters have only a small
number of ties between each other, meaning that the exchange of sophisticated knowledge is quite
constrained between different groups of countries. Furthermore, the concept of network cohesion
(Reagans and McEvily, 2003) tells us that the level of connectedness within a cluster determines the
extent to which individual countries are likely to engage in knowledge transfer. The network analysis
shows that cohesion is highest in the ‘northern’ cluster, lower in the ‘central-eastern’ cluster and very
low in the ‘southern’ cluster. This provides further evidence of the unevenness in the use of informal

networks as a source of learning as the ‘northern’ cluster provides better structural conditions for
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learning than the other two clusters. In addition, the clusters are only weakly connected to each other,
meaning that most of the exchange of sophisticated knowledge is constrained to particular clusters and

does not travel easily across Europe.

In sum, we see a large degree of unevenness between countries with regard to the extent to which
informal networks are used as a source of learning and the implications that these network structures
eventually have for policy learning. First, we see that a large number of countries are reaching out to a
small number of good innovation performers through asymmetric ties. Second, these good innovation
performers are themselves mostly in connection with other good performers, resulting in a relatively
larger number of symmetric ties among them. Given the different properties of the asymmetric and
symmetric ties, these observations point at two consequences with regard to learning. On the one hand,
there is good access for all member states to unsophisticated knowledge. On the other hand, a small
number of countries has relatively better access to sophisticated knowledge and a large number of
countries has only limited access to sophisticated knowledge. The latter is further emphasised by the
network structures that show a high cohesion in the ‘northern’ cluster and lower cohesion in the other
two clusters, providing better conditions for knowledge exchange in the ‘northern’ cluster than in the two
others. This shows an uneven use of the sources of learning among EU member states, with exchange of
unsophisticated knowledge being relatively common, but exchange of sophisticated knowledge highly
divided.

7 Conclusions

This article addressed the issue of policy learning by looking at the informal networks of national policy
makers in the EU. More specifically, | used interview data from all 28 EU member states to map the
structures of the informal networks of innovation policy directors and discussed the findings in the
context of policy learning. | found that the overall network structures favour the transfer of
unsophisticated, codified knowledge, while the transfer of sophisticated, uncodified knowledge is more

constrained.

Analysis of the previous literature revealed that policy learning can have several sources and that
networks are acknowledged as one of them. However, | also identified two significant gaps in the current
literature on policy learning in the EU context. First, while there is some discussion in the literature on
the sources of learning, these accounts fall short of discussing how different network structures can
influence learning. Second, despite the recent empirical work on networks in the EU, these studies do not
attempt to map the actual structures that these networks take. These are relevant issues to consider, since
studies in other strands of learning, notably organisational learning, have revealed the importance of

network structures for learning outcomes.
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I looked at two kinds of tie between countries: asymmetric, based on the reports of one country only, and
symmetric, based on mutually confirmed reports from both sides. The aggregation of both types of tie
revealed very different structures: a centre-periphery pattern for asymmetric ties and a cluster structure
for symmetric ties. As both kinds of tie carry different properties for knowledge transfer between
individual actors, they also constitute different conditions for learning among EU member states.
Looking at the aggregate structures of asymmetric ties, | argued that this creates favourable conditions
for the transfer of unsophisticated, codified knowledge among EU countries and that member states can
reach out to each other relatively easily. This fits well with the previous knowledge in the organisational
learning literature — as the transfer of codified knowledge does not demand significant resources, these
ties are likely to be more abundant. The clustered pattern revealed by symmetric ties shows that
exchange of uncodified knowledge between member states is likely to be less common and confined to
specific clusters. This also fits the previous understanding that the higher transaction costs of uncodified
knowledge set limits on the number of mutual connections a country is able to maintain. Furthermore, the
differences in the internal cohesion of the clusters show that countries in the ‘northern’ cluster are
relatively better positioned to exchange sophisticated knowledge among themselves than countries in the

other two clusters.

In conclusion, | provided empirical evidence on the network structures of innovation policy makers in
Europe and analysed the implications of these structures for policy learning. | demonstrated that the
network based on asymmetric ties reveals a core-periphery pattern, providing good conditions for the
exchange of unsophisticated knowledge across Europe. The network based on symmetric ties has a
cluster structure, therefore largely limiting the transfer of sophisticated knowledge to within its
boundaries. These findings have two-fold policy implications for EU policy makers. On one hand, they
call for more action to reinforce the ties within clusters, to provide for better learning between similar
countries. On the other hand, efforts should be made to strengthen ties between clusters and thus provide
for the transfer of sophisticated knowledge beyond the small groups. These two goals could be achieved
by reinforcing the mutual learning exercises of the European Commission, paying particular attention to

ensuring a diverse range of participants and a broad dissemination of the results.

While the current study expanded our understanding of networks as a source of learning, it also opened
new perspectives for future research. First, I showed which countries are connected through informal
networks, but could not provide specific underlying reasons why certain countries are linked together.
Could these linkages be based on geographical or cultural similarity or some other form of proximity?
Second, | discussed how the network structures potentially condition learning, but did not analyse
whether actual learning has taken place. Further research is thus necessary to provide evidence of actual

policy change as a result of these networked interactions. Finally, the population of the study was limited
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to the EU member states, but for a more comprehensive analysis of learning in a policy sector, a global

perspective would be necessary.
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Appendix 1. List of interviewees

Nr Country Rank Organisation Date

1 Austria Senior manager Austrian Ministry for Transport, Innovation | 29.04.16
and Technology

2 Belgium Senior manager Scientific and Technical Information Service | 01.06.16

3 Belgium Senior policy expert Directorate of Economic Policy, Wallonia 16.11.16

4 Bulgaria Senior manager Ministry of Economy 01.06.16

5 Croatia Senior manager Ministry of Science, Education and Sports 06.05.16

6 Croatia Senior manager Ministry of Economy, Entrepreneurship and | 27.01.17
Crafts

7 Cyprus Senior manager Ministry of Energy, Commerce, Industry and | 22.11.16
Tourism

8 Czech Republic | Senior manager Ministry of Economy and Trade 02.12.16

(written)
9 Denmark Senior manager | Danish Agency for Science, Technology and | 18.01.17
(policy analysis) Innovation

10 Estonia Senior manager Ministry of Economic  Affairs and | 27.01.16
Communications

11 Finland Senior manager Ministry of Employment and the Economy 20.01.16

12 France Senior manager Ministry for Economy, Industry and Digital | 09.12.15

Affairs
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13 France Professor Université de Paris-Est 15.03.17
14 Germany Senior manager Federal Ministry for Science and Technology | 28.01.16
15 Greece Senior manager Ministry of Education, Research and | 04.05.16
Religious Affairs
16 Greece Senior policy expert Ministry of Economy 26.10.16
(written)
17 Hungary Senior manager National Research, Development and | 23.05.16
Innovation Office
18 Ireland Senior manager Department of Jobs, Enterprise and | 15.06.16
Innovation
19 Italy Senior manager | Ministry of Economic Development 24.10.26
(international
relations)
20 Latvia Senior manager Ministry of Economics of the Republic of | 28.01.16
Latvia
21 Lithuania Senior manager Ministry of Economics of the Republic of | 17.03.16
Lithuania
22 Luxembourg Senior manager Ministry of Higher Education and Research | 02.06.16
23 Malta Senior policy expert Malta Council for Science and Technology 29.04.16
24 Netherlands Senior manager Ministry of Economic Affairs 26.01.16
25 Poland Senior manager Ministry of Economic Development 19.05.16
26 Portugal Senior policy expert Ministry of Economy 17.01.17
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27 Romania Senior counsellor National Authority for Scientific Research | 02.06.16
and Innovation
28 Slovakia Senior manager Ministry of Economy 30.05.16
29 Slovenia Senior manager Ministry of Economy 01.07.16
30 Spain Senior manager Ministry of Economy and Competitiveness 02.06.16
31 Sweden Senior manager Ministry of Enterprise and Innovation 14.01.16
32 United Senior manager | Department for Business, Innovation & | 25.05.16
Kingdom (policy analysis) Skills
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Appendix 2. Interview form

Policy learning networks in innovation policy

Interview guide

Mame: Date, place:

1. Who would you consider your most important external partners in developing and evaluating
innovation policy?
a. Please mark how often you have exchanged views on innovation policy with the
following countries:

Often sometimes Rarely Mever

Austria

Belgium

Bulgaria

Croatia

Rep. of Cyprus

Czech Republic

Denmark

Estonia

Finland

France

Germany

Greece

Hungary

Ireland

Italy

Latwvia

Lithuania

Luxembourg

Malta

Metherlands

Poland

Portugal

Romania

Slovakia

slovenia

Spain

Sweden

UK
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Article 3 - Towards System Oriented Innovation Policy Evaluation?

Evidence from EU28 Member States
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The rules of attraction: Informal networks of innovation policy makers
in the EU28

Mart Laatsit, Copenhagen Business School

Abstract

The aim of this article is to analyse which proximity factors matter most for cross-country connections
between policy makers and what this tells us about policy learning. Looking at the informal networks of
the innovation policy directors from 28 EU member states and the resulting 756 possible pairs, | use
logistic regressions to test three types of proximity: geographical, policy and cultural. | find that for both
asymmetric and symmetric ties, geographical and cultural closeness is important. At the same time, for
asymmetric ties a larger difference between policy performances is necessary, while for symmetric ties a
similar level of performance is better. These findings provide useful knowledge on the process of policy

learning, as we see countries reaching beyond their ‘natural’ peers in search of new knowledge.

Keywords: innovation policy, informal networks, proximity factors, policy learning

1 Introduction

Policy makers from EU countries meet often: they gather at committee meetings in Brussels, they are
invited to the same conferences and many of them see each other at OECD fora. These meetings take
place very much in the public eye and it is easy to follow who participates in these gatherings. However,
what we cannot see is what happens between and beyond these meetings. Which of their international
colleagues do these policy makers interact with once everyone is back at their desks? Do they talk to all
of their colleagues regularly or are there some they are in contact with more often? Moreover, what do
these patterns tell us about policy learning?

These are the questions that form the focus of this research. More specifically, I aim to explore what are
the underlying factors that influence the informal networks of policy makers. In other words, what
characteristics of a country make its policy makers more likely to be connected to their colleagues of
another country — is it a shared language, similar policies or being geographically close? Furthermore, |
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aim to look beyond the structures and explore to what extent these connections can be considered sources

of policy learning.

In order to cast light on these issues, the study focuses on innovation policy, where considerable effort
has been made over the past decades to strengthen ties between countries and foster mutual learning
(Borras and Jacobsson, 2004; Kerber and Eckardt, 2007). The international institutional framework of
innovation policy also provides a considerable number of public fora for policy makers to meet and
create ties. These include the EU’s European Research Area and Innovation Council and the Economic
Policy Group’s subcommittee on innovation policy, as well the OECD Committee on Science and
Technology Policy and its Working Group on Innovation and Technology Policy. Therefore, with this
multitude of opportunities for networking, it is relevant to see how the informal networks compare

against these formal structures.

Moreover, these developments in the world of practice have taken place in parallel with efforts in
academia to reach a better understanding of how policy makers learn. An important subfield of political
science where the process of learning in public policy settings is studied is called policy learning. The
concept of policy learning is defined in this study as alteration or change in the thinking or beliefs of
actors in the policy setting, based on experience, information or knowledge and concerned with policy
objectives (Bennett and Howlett, 1992; Heclo, 1974; Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, 1999). Since the 1990s,
there has been an extensive conceptual effort to arrive at a better understanding of what the term entails
and what the different expressions of it are (Bennett and Howlett, 1992; Dunlop and Radaelli, 2013;
Radaelli, 1995; Sabatier, 1993). At the same time, the field is still characterised by a considerable lack of
empirical work and real-world observations of policy learning (Dunlop and Radaelli, 2013). We do not
really know how learning happens in the everyday life of policy making, how policy makers learn, or,
most importantly, who they learn from.

In sharp contrast, in the fields of innovation studies and economic geography, the number of empirical
studies on innovation-related networks has steadily increased over the past years. These networks studies
have focused on the factors, apart from geographical proximity, that actually determine who is connected
to whom (Boschma, 2005; Torre and Rallet, 2005). Several proximities suggested by these oft-cited
papers have been empirically tested over the years, such as institutional (including the structure and
functionality of national research systems), cognitive, cultural-ethnic, linguistic and social determinants
(Cantner and Rake, 2014; Crescenzi, Nathan and Rodriguez-Pose, 2016; Graf and Kalthaus, 2018;
Morescalchi, Pammolli, Penner, Petersen and Riccaboni, 2015). These recent accounts also cover a
diverse set of cases, such as international knowledge networks in the photovoltaic industry (Graf and
Kalthaus, 2018), patterns of scientific cooperation across European regions (Hoekman, Frenken and

Tijssen, 2010), inventor collaboration (Crescenzi et al., 2016; De Noni, Orsi and Belussi, 2018;
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Morescalchi et al., 2015) and international research networks in pharmaceuticals (Cantner and Rake,
2014). However, while these accounts are all, to some degree, related to innovation policy and often treat
innovation policy as an independent variable, none of them actually looks at policy making, especially
connections between civil servants as a dependent variable. At the same time, using these proximity
factors to understand connections between national policy makers is likely to provide a unique insight

into what makes policy actors connect to each other and possibly engage in policy learning.

| address these gaps in the literature by employing social network analysis to map the connections
between policy makers and regression analysis to test which proximity factors are more likely to
determine whether two countries are connected in the informal networks. | use data from interviews with
the innovation policy directors from all 28 EU member states and analyse the resulting 756 pairs of
countries that either have a connection or do not. | find that for the cases where countries are connected
through an asymmetric tie (only one country reported the connection), the likelihood of a connection is
increased by a shared border, linguistic similarity and a difference in policy performance. For symmetric
ties (where both countries confirmed the connection), the likelihood of connecting is also determined by
a shared border and language similarity, but, interestingly, by a similarity in policy performance. | argue
that the asymmetric ties thus represent an immediate and direct form of policy learning (through a top-
down, teacher-learner mechanism), while the symmetric ties embody established cooperation structures,
where possible learning takes place over a longer time horizon and is based on an equal relationship and

mutual learning.

I proceed as follows: first, | provide an overview of the literature and develop the hypotheses; second, |
introduce the methodology and data; third, | present the variables and regression results; and finally, |
discuss the results and conclude with notes for further research.

2 Literature review and hypotheses

This study, with its aim to demonstrate whether and how countries learn through informal networks,
stands on three strands of literature. First, the policy learning literature provides a definition for learning
and a general framework of how to understand learning. Second, the organisational learning literature
helps to understand the mechanisms that drive specific countries to learn from each other. Finally,
accounts from economic geography and innovation economics provide cues on the proximity factors that
may play a role in explaining why some countries are more likely to be connected than others. In this

chapter, I provide an overview of these three literatures.
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2.1 Policy learning

The central focus of this research is on policy learning. While learning can have different sources, | am
interested in how learning occurs through interpersonal and informal connections between policy makers.
Moreover, | wish to explore to what extent these informal connections can actually be considered

learning.

To start with, we need to define learning. From the literature on policy learning, we know that it is
usually considered to be alteration or change in the thinking or beliefs of actors in the policy setting,
based on experience, information or knowledge and concerned with policy objectives (Bennett and
Howlett, 1992; Heclo, 1974; Radaelli and Dunlop, 2013; Sabatier and Jenkins-Smith, 1999). As such, we
can see that policy learning has a clear input in the form of ‘experience, information or knowledge’ and
this input can arguably originate from various sources. For example, we can think of policy makers in a
country learning from their own experience, using different sorts of policy evaluations to capture that
knowledge (Borrds and Hgjlund, 2015). At the same time, we can also think of learning from the

experience of others, with the knowledge conveyed through either formal or informal channels.

A large share of the literature in the field has so far focused on the conceptual issues, including efforts to
understand the link between learning and change (Bennett and Howlett, 1992) and differentiating among
different types of learning (Dunlop and Radaelli, 2013; Radaelli, 2009). At the same time, there has been
limited discussion in the field on how learning is actually arrived at, for example what exactly the inputs
to learning are and how they are gathered and processed. Moreover, the field has been characterised by a
lack of empirical work (Dunlop and Radaelli, 2013). Inter alia, there is very limited evidence of learning

in an international and cross-border context.

2.2 Organisational learning

Given these gaps in the policy learning literature, organisational learning, with its more developed
empirical perspective, is likely to cast light on what frames the interactions between countries. From the
organisational learning literature, we know that learning between actors is bound by transaction costs
(Hansen, 1999; Reagans and McEvily, 2003). The higher the transaction costs, the less likely it is that
two actors engage in (interactions possibly leading to) learning. On the other hand, the lower the costs,

the more likely it is that learning will happen.

This tension is well captured in the discussions on ‘strong ties’ and ‘weak ties’, whereby developing and
maintaining the former carries higher transaction costs and vice versa (Friedkin, 1982; Granovetter,
1973, 1983). Information exchanged through the different kinds of tie can be either codified or

uncodified, with both kinds posing a challenge for the strength of the interactions of the actors involved
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(Friedkin, 1982; Granovetter, 1973; Reagans and McEvily, 2003). Transferring codified knowledge
requires less effort, therefore the transaction costs are lower and ‘weak’ ties may be sufficient.
Transferring uncodified knowledge requires more effort — significant investment in time and resources —
therefore the transaction costs are higher (Hansen, 1999) and ‘strong’ ties are likely to be needed.

Transaction costs can thus be reduced by similarities between the parties involved in the transfer.

We can argue that for a pair of countries to engage in a learning relationship, one of the two conditions
would need to be satisfied: either the transaction costs would have to be sufficiently low to make the
exchange of information worthwhile or the expected information would have to be deemed valuable
enough by at least one of the parties to overcome the potential dissimilarities and the corresponding

higher transaction costs.

We can also expect that learning would require something to learn about, that is, one party would need to
possess some experience, knowledge or information that the other party did not have. Therefore, we
could expect that, in learning relationships, there would be a difference between the levels of knowledge
on subject matter in the two countries. In cross-border settings where significant transaction costs are
involved almost by definition, this knowledge gap would have to be large enough to make the transaction
worthwhile. In innovation policy, this is likely to be reflected in the difference between the innovation

performances of the two countries: the larger the difference, the more there is for the learner to learn.

As transaction costs are strongly related to how similar countries are, it is important to consider these
similarities because they can help us to develop hypotheses about who is likely to learn from whom in an
intergovernmental policy context. In network studies, this concept is also known as homophily
(McPherson, Smith-Lovin and Cook, 2001; Rivera, Soderstrom and Uzzi, 2010), suggesting that
connections are likely to occur between actors who are in some way similar to each other. These
similarities are likely to reduce information costs and therefore make it more likely for organisations to
cooperate (Lee, Lee and Feiock, 2012). The possible similarities between countries are discussed more
thoroughly in the next section.

2.3 Similarity measures

Transaction costs associated with learning can be mitigated through different measures of proximity.
From the studies on innovation-related cooperation — an area in which the issue of cross-border
cooperation has been particularly addressed — we have seen that several factors play a role in whether
cooperation between two actors is likely to occur or not. In broad terms, we can distinguish between
three groups of similarities or proximities: physical proximity looking at the geographic closeness of

countries; institutional similarity focusing on policies and their performance; and cultural similarity often
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looking at the linguistic closeness of countries. Below, | give an overview of each of these characteristics

and derive relevant hypotheses from them.

2.3.1 Geographic proximity

Geographic proximity shows the physical distance between two countries, that is, how far two countries
are situated from each other — what the distance between their capitals or geographic centres is and

whether or not they share a border.

The distance between countries is considered an important proximity measure because it can make it
either easier or more difficult for countries to interact. Owing to the costs associated with travel and
communication, physical distance has been considered an obstacle for cooperation (Morescalchi et al.,
2015). While it can be argued that, with the development of advanced means of communication, distance
now plays a smaller role, physical co-presence is still considered important for interactions regarding
sophisticated, knowledge-related matters (Hoekman et al., 2010), such as research, public policy and

business administration.

First, communication does not entail language alone; much of the information in face-to-face interaction
is passed on indirectly via different means involved in the behavioural complex (Hoekman et al., 2010;
Storper and Venables, 2004). This carries particular importance in building a common understanding and
reference frames among the partners, inter alia through real-time feedback, subtle and informal
communication and shared local context (Olson and Olson, 2000). These kinds of direct interaction are
crucial for creating trust between two partners, necessary for building sustained cooperation and

transferring sophisticated, tacit knowledge (Hansen, 1999; Reagans and McEvily, 2003).

Second, geographic closeness can act as a proxy for other types of proximity, such as cultural closeness.
If countries are situated next to each other, we can presume that exchanges between them have taken
place over time and across sectors and are possibly also reflected in the current communication patterns.

Recent studies have looked at the role of geographical distance from different angles and, while mostly
agreeing that distance matters (Boschma, 2005; Hoekman, Frenken and Van Oort, 2008), their
conclusions differ on the extent to which it does. Research on patterns of scientific cooperation has
shown that, while spatial proximity still matters, territorial borders have become less important over time
(Hoekman et al., 2010). There has also been evidence to the contrary — studying the cooperation patterns
of innovators in the EU over time, Morescalchi et al. (2015) showed that the constraint imposed by
country border and distance decreased until a certain point in time and then started to increase again. In
the same way, research on inventors’ cooperation provided evidence that geographical proximity is still

relevant for the development of networks (Crescenzi et al., 2016).
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Furthermore, it has been demonstrated that, while both the average distance between cooperation
partners and the relative cost of interregional research cooperation may have increased over time, the
benefits of cooperation often outweigh those costs, thus reinforcing core-periphery type of ties
(Morescalchi et al., 2015). This is especially relevant when distinguishing between asymmetric and
symmetric ties, as we could expect the transaction costs for asymmetric interactions to be relatively
lower, thus allowing for a possibly larger difference in distance. At the same time, the transaction costs
for exchanging tacit knowledge through symmetric ties would already be very high, thus making the

added burden associated with increased geographical distance undesirable.

Given that geographic proximity has been found relevant in analysing various networks where
sophisticated knowledge and information are exchanged, | suggest two hypotheses for the context of

policy-maker networks:

e Hypothesis 1a Geographical proximity has a positive effect on developing symmetric ties.

o Hypothesis 1b Geographic proximity does not have a positive effect on developing asymmetric ties.
2.3.2 Policy proximity

Policy proximity indicates the degree to which countries share similar institutions in a particular policy
field. It can be based on similarity in individual policy measures, the composition of the policy mix, the

modes of execution or, as a proxy, the results delivered.

Policy similarity is an important factor because it can facilitate policy discussions between countries by
providing a common frame of reference. If all parties involved in the discussion have an equal level of
expertise concerning the particular policies, it makes any exchange easier and faster given that less time
has to be spent on mapping or explaining the issue. On the other hand, lack of such a common
framework can render any policy discussions more difficult. For example, in the context of innovation
policy, it has been argued that ‘institutional friction arising from country-to-country differences creates
challenges for collaboration across national systems of innovation’ (Morescalchi et al., 2015, p.652). In
addition, it has been argued that efficiency of knowledge transfer between regions depends on the
structuring of the regional innovation systems (De Noni et al., 2018; Fritsch, 2000; Tédtling and Trippl,
2005). This is quite understandable, given the diversity of policies employed for fostering innovation in
general (Borrés and Edquist, 2013; Flanagan, Uyarra and Laranja, 2011; Magro and Wilson, 2013) or in
specific sectors (Costantini, Crespi and Palma, 2017; Kivimaa and Kern, 2016; Rogge and Reichardt,
2016).

Furthermore, policy performance can be considered a proxy for the innovation policy setting, as
differences in policies employed are likely to result in different performance. Both in the European
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context as well as globally, we can observe that countries delivering better results in terms of outputs and
outcomes of innovation also have more sophisticated policies and structures for promoting innovation
(Breschi and Lissoni, 2009). For example, it has been argued that, in research cooperation, it is the
national innovation capacity that matters most, given its role in framing innovation activities and
influencing long-term innovation performance (Furman, Porter and Stern, 2002). Before a meaningful
conversation on policy issues can be developed, common understanding on them is likely to be reflected
in roughly similar innovation performance, as it is difficult to imagine countries with a large difference in
innovation policy employing policies of equal sophistication. On a regional level, it has been
demonstrated that organisations in top-performing innovation systems tend to network first among
themselves (Hoekman, Frenken and Van Oort, 2009; Ter Wal and Boschma, 2009). Therefore, to have a
more sophisticated discussion, there would have to be a deeper level of mutually shared understanding of
the policies. On the other hand, we can also argue that for more extensive learning (as opposed to deeper
learning) to take place, a gap between the policies might not necessarily be a hindrance, because it would
increase the potential learning space for the learner. However, whereas a smaller distance would lead to a
more equal and possibly mutual discussion, a wider distance would likely lead to more one-sided

learning.

With regard to the role of policy/institutional similarity in shaping cross-border interactions, earlier
research has largely argued for the positive effect of policy similarities between countries. Looking at
factors determining countries’ positions in the international photovoltaics knowledge network, Graf and
Kalthaus (2018) showed that both the structure and the functionality of national research systems as well
as the overall policy mix act as important factors. In a study on international research networks in
pharmaceuticals, Cantner and Rake (2014) found that similarity in the research strengths of two countries
is a significant predictor of mutual cross-border research cooperation. The more similar are two countries
in terms of performance measured by research output, the more likely it is that they will cooperate
together on research. Finally, research on collaboration between inventors in the UK showed that
organisational proximity is strongly and positively associated with likelihood to cooperate (Crescenzi et
al., 2016).

Given these results of previous studies and the discussion above, | propose two hypotheses:

e Hypothesis 2a Similarity in institutional settings and innovation policy performance has a positive
effect on developing symmetric ties.
e Hypothesis 2b Dissimilarity in institutional settings and innovation policy performance has a positive

effect on developing asymmetric ties.
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2.3.3 Cultural proximity

Cultural proximity indicates the extent to which countries have a shared understanding of different
aspects related to their societies, common values and the world at large. This can be rooted in various
aspects, such as common historical background or geographical closeness, and be reflected in linguistic

similarities.

Having a shared culture is relevant for cooperation and knowledge sharing between countries because it
can create a common frame of reference for understanding each other and thus reduce the transaction
costs of mutual exchanges. While cultural similarity is difficult to capture directly owing to its
complexity, a proxy that closely reflects it is common language. It is widely recognised that language
plays an important role in both structuring and communicating our understanding of the world (Balconi,
Pozzali and Viale, 2007). We can think of the linguistic closeness between two countries being beneficial
in two ways. First, if the policy makers from two countries speak the same language as a mother tongue,
it is likely to reduce transaction costs and allow for a faster as well as more nuanced communication.
Speaking English, the lingua franca among policy makers, or another language fluently can ease
communication to a great extent. Second, sharing a linguistic background can also reflect a deeper
cultural proximity. Even if two countries’ native speakers do not fully understand each other’s native
language, they are likely to share a common frame of reference, facilitating interactions between them.
Moreover, sharing a deeper understanding of each other’s culture helps to navigate the more complex
layers of communication and thus extract more meaning from the communication as well as avoiding
possible misunderstandings. For example, sharing a common cultural background can lead to a shared

‘logic of appropriateness’ (March and Olsen, 2004) and thus contribute to more efficient communication.

Several of the previous studies on cooperation networks have looked at culture or language as a possible
factor influencing interactions between actors. Studying research collaboration across European regions,
Hoekman et al. (2010) found that linguistic borders have an effect on cooperation ties, with co-
publication rates between researchers being higher in linguistically similar areas. Moreover, Luukkonen
et al. (1992) and Zitt et al. (2000) demonstrated the importance of culture when choosing collaboration
partners for international scientific cooperation. However, a recent study on international knowledge
networks in pharmaceutical research did not reveal that similarity of languages in two countries would

have a strong effect on their inclination to collaborate (Cantner and Rake, 2014).

All in all, the previous discussions and empirical studies on the importance of cultural proximity provide
a rationale for testing its importance in the context of international cooperation. | therefore suggest two

hypotheses:
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¢ Hypothesis 3a Similar cultural background has a positive effect on developing symmetric ties.
o Hypothesis 3b Similar cultural background does not have a positive effect on developing asymmetric

ties.
3 Data and research methodology
3.1 Data

This study is based on data purposefully gathered through interviews with national policy makers from
the 28 EU member states. The aim of the interviews was to map who tends to discuss policy with whom,

thereby serving as a basis for the subsequent network and regression analyses.

The interviews were conducted with innovation policy directors from each of the EU member states. |
aimed at reaching the management level, as managers are arguably well positioned to have the best
overview of interactions with other countries. While the networks of individual policy officials in a
national innovation policy team may vary to some extent, the directors are likely to have a strategic
perspective on the most important cross-border exchanges. As such, the responses from directors of
innovation policy act as proxies for countries. Altogether, | reached the head of innovation policy in 22
member states, while in the remaining six cases the interview was conducted with the head of
international cooperation, the head of innovation policy analysis or a senior innovation policy expert
(Appendix 1). In each country, | targeted the ministry responsible for developing national innovation
policy. In a few countries where the innovation policy competences were equally divided between two
ministries (for example the ministry of economic affairs and the ministry of research), | merged the

answers of the two directors.

The interviewees were asked who they would consider the most important external partners in
developing and evaluating innovation policy. The question was accompanied by a list of all EU member
states, where the respondents could mark each of the countries on a four-point scale: ‘often’,
‘sometimes’, ‘rarely’ or ‘never’ (Appendix 2). In order to reduce the potential subjectivity in the
respondents’ perceptions of these categories, | converted the responses into a binary system, with ‘often’
and ‘sometimes’ counting as 1 and ‘rarely’ and ‘never’ counting as 0. | considered that while this might
reduce the overall level of detail of the data, it would likely return a more coherent picture distinguishing

between solid and weak/non-existent connections.
3.2 Variables

3.2.1 Dependent variables
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The two dependent variables are asymmetric ties and symmetric ties.
Asymmetric ties

An asymmetric tie is a connection between two countries based on whether one country has been

mentioned by the other. The reciprocity of the connection is not controlled for.
Symmetric ties

A symmetric tie signifies a connection where the reciprocity has been controlled for, that is, both

countries have mentioned each other (see Section 3.3.1 for a more specific explanation).

In the context of the current article, the asymmetric ties are a proxy for immediate policy learning, that is,
learning based on swift exchange of knowledge and information (codified knowledge). The symmetric
ties are seen as a proxy for established cooperation, where learning takes place on a more sophisticated

level, based on the exchange and creation of tacit, uncodified knowledge.
3.2.2 Independent variables
Shared border

Here | look at whether any two countries in our population of 28 share the same border, either a land
border or a maritime border. The latter is included because, given the relatively small distances in
Europe, countries divided by sea can still be relatively close culturally. The examples include (but are not

limited to) the United Kingdom and Ireland, Sweden and Denmark, and Finland and Estonia.
National policy mix

This represents a measure of policy similarity between countries. | use a classification by lzsak et al.
(2015) as a baseline to check whether both countries in a given pair have a similar type of innovation
policy mix. They used data from Erawatch and INNO Policy TrendChart to perform different clustering
analyses and found that the EU member states can be divided into five groups based on the features of
their innovation policy. I check whether the two members of each pair belong to the same group.
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Table 1 Overview of the variables

Proximity factor | Measure Source Type
Dependent
variables
Asymmetric tie A tie between two | Own data set, | Binary
countries that is | based on interview
reported by one | data
country only
Symmetric tie A tie between two | Own data set, | Binary
countries that is | based on interview
confirmed by both | data
countries
Independent
variables
Shared border Geographic Whether two | World Borders | Binary
proximity countries have a | Dataset
shared border or
not (inc. maritime
borders),  binary
variable
National  policy | Policy proximity Classification  of | Izsak et al. (2015) | Binary
mix countries
according to their
policy types,
binary variable
Innovation Policy proximity Difference in | Global Innovation | Continuous
performance country scores in | Index 2017
the Global
Innovation  Index
(GII)
Business Policy proximity Difference in | Doing  Business | Continuous
environment country scores in | 2018
the Doing
Business scorecard
Language Cultural proximity | Language group Binary
by the main
language spoken,
binary variable
Income Structural distance | Difference in GDP | Eurostat, National | Continuous
per capita Accounts
Population Structural distance | Difference in the | Eurostat, Continuous
number of | Population
inhabitants
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Innovation performance

To provide a comparison between the innovation performance of countries, | use the Global Innovation
Index (GII).° Published in cooperation between Cornell University, INSEAD and WIPO, it uses 81
indicators to assess the innovation performance of countries. Its European analogue, the European
Innovation Scoreboard,™ while widely used among practitioners, has been chastised for its (lack) of
methodological underpinnings (Edquist and Zabala, 2015). Thus, the GlI, owing to its more sophisticated
coverage, can as such be considered a more reliable measure. | look at the difference between the scores

of the pairs of countries.
Business environment

This variable enables comparison of the overall business environment of countries and is based on the
Doing Business scoreboard developed by the World Bank and consisting of 11 indicator sets focusing on
different aspects of the national business regulation environment. Providing a broad view of the
regulatory environment in a country, it can also be a proxy for the policy distance more generally.

Similarly to the previous variable, | check the difference in scores for each pair of countries.
Language

In order to look at the broader cultural proximity of countries, | use language as a proxy. More
specifically, | look at whether countries belong to the same linguistic area, based on the main language
spoken. Overall, I distinguish between the six main language groups in Europe and check for a match in

the pairs of countries.
3.2.3 Control variables
Income

| use GDP per capita as a proxy for the wealth of a country, controlling for the structural differences
between countries. The data is derived from the National Accounts section of the Eurostat database. | use
it to control for the extent that the overall wealth of a country may interfere with the other variables. |
look at the difference of its value for the pairs of countries.

Population

o https://www.globalinnovationindex.org/.
10 http://ec.europa.eu/growth/industry/innovation/facts-figures/scoreboards_en.
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This variable refers to the number of inhabitants in a country according to the Population section of the
Eurostat database. | use it as a proxy for the size of the country, given that the population is a better
measure accounting for the economic potential of a country than the size of sheer geographic surface. As
such, it provides another measure for controlling for the structural differences between countries | check

for the difference of the total population of two countries in a pair.
3.3 Methodology
3.3.1 Social network analysis

Social network analysis aims at highlighting the interactive relationships between actors in a system
(Scott, 2017; Wassermann and Faust, 1994). In social network analysis, the key components making a
network are nodes and ties. Nodes are the actors within a network and ties are the relationships between

them.

In the framework of the current research, the nodes are countries — the 28 EU member states. The ties
signify the connections between these countries, more specifically the flows of information between
them. The combination of the nodes and connecting ties allows us to establish the general structure of the
network, by revealing who is connected to whom and which (if any) clusters emerge from that.
Therefore, social network analysis allows us to establish an overview of the connections between
countries in the EU, thus providing information on the overall cross-border flows of information and

knowledge in the field of innovation policy.

Our data allow for distinction between asymmetric and symmetric ties. Asymmetric ties are all the
instances where one country mentions another. For example, when Country A mentions Country B and
Country C then we have identified two asymmetric ties. Symmetric ties, on the other hand, reflect the
instances where countries’ reports match with each other. If we continue on the previous example, then,
if Country A mentions Country B and Country B also mentions Country A then there is a symmetric
connection between Countries A and B. As Country C has not mentioned anyone, or been mentioned by

anyone, it does not have any connections in our mapping.
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Figure 1 Examples of asymmetric connections (left) and a symmetric connection (right, between A
and B)

3.3.2 Regressions

I use regression analysis to analyse the impact that different similarities have on the existence and type of
connections between countries. More specifically, and given the characteristics of the data (that is,

dyadic relationships expressed via binary dependent variables), | use logistic regressions.

Altogether, 756 connections are possible among the current set of countries. Out of these potential
connections, my data show 236 asymmetrical connections and 45 symmetrical connections between
countries. The average number of asymmetric ties between countries is 8.4 and the average number of

symmetric ties is 3.2.

| analyse the extent to which the independent variables affect the likelihood of having a connection
between each of the possible pairs by employing logistic models of generalised linear regressions. |
control for the GDP per capita of the country and the population. | estimate six models with variables
added one at a time in order to see the robustness of the coefficients of previous models with the

inclusion of each new variable.
4 Empirical results

In this section, | present the regression results. As the analysis has two dependent variables — asymmetric
and symmetric ties — | have created a similar set of models for both of them, adding independent
variables in the order in which they were described in Section 2. I first present the results for asymmetric
and symmetric ties separately and then discuss them comparatively.
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4.1 Asymmetric ties
Table 2 demonstrates the regression results for asymmetric ties.

The first model contains the variables shared border and policy similarity. We see that a shared border
has a positive and significant effect on the likelihood of having an asymmetric tie between the two
neighbours. Deploying a similar innovation policy mix (following the categorisation by lzsak et al.
(2015)) has an insignificant effect.

In the second model, the variable innovation performance is added to the previous two variables. It is
evident from the results that the difference between the innovation performances of two countries, as

estimated by their Gl scores, is both positive and significant.

In the third model, the variable business environment is introduced. We can notice that the difference
between the business friendliness of two countries’ regulatory environments (according to their scores in

Doing Business) is both positive and significant.

The fourth model sees the introduction of the variable language. The regression shows that the effect of
two countries belonging to the same language family by the main language spoken is both positive and

significant.

In the fifth and sixth model, the two control variables — income and population — are added. Difference in
income between two countries does not return a significant effect, but difference in population shows a
significant and positive effect. This indicates that the larger the difference between the populations of
two countries, the more likely it is that we will see an asymmetric tie between them. Arguably, this hints
at a possibility that the larger member states of the European Union occupy a more central position in the
informal networks in innovation policy and are often turned to by their colleagues from smaller

countries.

The effect of the shared border remains positive and significant through all of the six models. Thus, it
rejects Hypothesis 1b, which stated that geographic proximity does not have a positive effect on
developing asymmetric ties. In fact, while we could think that because transaction costs are relatively
lower, geographic proximity might not matter as much, the regression results show that it still does. This
tells us that even for cases where the threshold of cooperation is already low, policy makers are still
inclined to look for a lower cost. As the distance itself should not matter as much for asymmetric ties
(possibly much of the exchange of uncodified knowledge happens via phone or email), it might instead

reveal a possible covariation of cultural and geographical proximity.
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Table 2 Regression results for asymmetric ties

1 2 3 4 5 6
Estimate
Shared border 1.930164*** 2.196685*** 2.24118*** 2.00385*** 2.013728*** 2.0594799***
(0.228) (0.245) (0.248) (0.257) (0.258) (0.263)
National policy mix -0.004072 0.033625 0.04571 0.03810 0.050488 0.0946289
(0.215) (0.227) (0.230) (0.234) (0.234) (0.236)
A Innovation 0.080871*** 0.06496*** 0.06955*** (0.082640*** 0.0742015***
performance (0.009) (0.010) (0.010) (0.015) (0.015)
A Business environment 0.06134*** 0.06199*** 0.053018**  0.0431303*
(0.016) (0.016) (0.017) (0.018)
Language 1.17070*%** 1.178978*** 1.1963779***
(0.225) (0.225) (0.229)
A Income -0.002677 -0.0004436
(0.002) (0.002)
A Population 0.4368080***
(0.117)
Constant -1.108203 -1.304786 -1.34377 -1.56892 -1.575573 -1.6188582
(0.098) (0.113) (0.116) (0.129) (0.130) (0.133)

Signif. codes: 0 “**** 0.001 “*** 0.01 “** 0.05°."0.1°" 1

With regard to Hypothesis 2b — dissimilarity in institutional settings and innovation policy performance
has a positive effect on developing asymmetric ties — our analysis shows that it is partially confirmed.
The difference between the overall innovation performances of two countries is a strong and consistent
predictor of asymmetric ties. The difference in business environments also appears as a relatively solid
indicator of the likelihood of having an asymmetric tie between countries. The combined strength of
these two variables shows that countries are likely to seek to ‘learn from the best’ and are possibly
inclined to ‘preferential attachment’ (Barabasi and Albert, 1999). However, difference in national
innovation policy mixes did not show any significance using the given measures. Thus, we can consider

the hypothesis partially confirmed.

The results of the regressions effectively reject Hypothesis 3b, which predicted that a similar cultural
background does not have a positive effect on developing asymmetric ties. Using language as a proxy for
shared cultural background, we see that it carries a significant role through all the regression models.
This is surprising, since we could expect that, with English being effectively the lingua franca among

policy makers, the role of language in shaping cross-border connections would be less important.
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Furthermore, as language was treated here as a proxy for cultural proximity, it is interesting that it
matters as much for asymmetric ties, where we would not expect the transaction costs to matter as much.
However, the results showing the importance of language are consistent with those showing the
importance of geographic proximity, as both are, to a certain extent, proxies for shared
cultural/historical/social ties that are very likely to be based on physical proximity and reflected in

linguistic closeness.

All-in-all, we can notice that asymmetric ties provide an interesting combination of similarities and
differences. First, there is a tendency towards more similarity in terms of physical and cultural closeness.
Second, there is an inclination towards more difference regarding policy performance (both innovation
policy performance and that of the business environment in general). The former can be explained by a
search for lower transaction costs, while the latter seems to point to a search for new ideas and better
knowledge. On one hand, countries seem to be reaching beyond their comfort zone for the prize of better
knowledge, but, on the other hand, they are still pulled towards countries that are somewhat similar. This
is a model that very much depicts policy makers as rational actors, seeking to balance the gains and pains

while reaching out to their colleagues for information and knowledge.
4.2 Symmetric ties
The regression results for symmetric ties are presented in Table 3.

| pursue a similar modelling strategy as previously, with the first model including the variables shared
borders and policy similarity. We can observe that sharing a border has a significant and positive effect
on the development of symmetric ties. At the same time, the effect of having a similar innovation policy

mix is insignificant.

Adding the variable innovation performance in the second model returns a significant and negative
effect. It tells us that the smaller the gap between the innovation performances of two countries, the more
likely it is that they have a mutual connection.

In the third model, innovation performance is added as a variable, showing the difference in the
innovation performances of two countries, as measured by the GlI. Its effect is significant and negative,
indicating that the more similar two countries are regarding their innovation performance, the more likely

it is that they are mutually connected.

Fourth, the variable business environment is included in the model. The effect of the gap between the
levels of enterprise friendliness of regulatory environments, based on the Doing Business scores, is

negative but insignificant.
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In the fifth model, I add the variable language, demonstrating whether two countries belong to the same

language family. The estimation results are significant and positive.

Table 3 Regression results for symmetric ties

Shared border

National policy mix

A Innovation

performance

A
Environment
Language

A Income

A Population

Constant

Business

1
Estimate

2.4356% %
(0.355)

0.2791
(0.417)

-2.7266
(0.242)

2

2.28911%***
(0.364)

0.25085
(0.420)

-0.12242%*
(0.038)

-1.81243
(0.336)

2.18001***
(0.372)

0.18706
(0.425)

-0.11815%*
(0.038)

-0.06832
(0.058)

-1.49002
(0.423)

1.88884***
(0.395)

0.20758
(0.445)

-0.09760*
(0.041)

-0.06774
(0.058)

1.63130%**
(0.380)

-2.09454
(0.468)

1.852799%**
(0.404)

0.149053
(0.452)

-0.068709
(0.044)

-0.058013
(0.058)

1.501554%**
(0.385)

-0.015709 .
(0.008)

-1.834964
(0.482)

1.933587%**
(0.416)

-0.096178
(0.469)

-0.087154 .
(0.046)

-0.027308
(0.063)

1.556284%**
(0.389)

-0.012009
(0.008)

-1.019431*
(0.479)

-1.285643
(0.548)

Signif. codes: 0 “**** 0.001 “*** 0.01 “** 0.05°."0.1°" 1

Of the two control variables income and population, only population shows a degree of significance. The

relationship between population size and asymmetric ties is negative, indicating that the more similar are

the population sizes of countries, the more likely it is that they will have a symmetric tie between them.

Looking at the hypotheses, we can first observe that sharing a border has a significant and positive effect

through all the models, thereby effectively confirming Hypothesis 1b (geographical proximity has a

positive effect on developing symmetric ties). This is consistent with the discussion in Section 2 on the

idea that developing and maintaining symmetric ties involves high transaction costs, and therefore

countries being physically close to each other may help to reduce those costs. In addition, we can also

expect that geographic proximity is likely to include a degree of cultural similarity, further reinforcing

the argument about lower transaction costs.
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Regarding Hypothesis 2a — similarity in institutional settings and innovation policy performance has a
positive effect on developing symmetric ties — we can consider it partially confirmed. While similarity in
policy mixes employed and in the business environment did not return significant results, looking at
innovation performance showed across several models a significant but negative relationship. This means
that the smaller the difference in the innovation performance scores of two countries, the more likely
they are to develop symmetric ties. It fits well with the previous findings in the field that actors with
similar performance are more likely to be attached (Cantner and Rake, 2014; Hoekman et al., 2009; Ter
Wal and Boschma, 2009).

Figure 2 Summary of relationships between dependent and independent variables

[ Asymmetric tie Symmetric tie ]

Cultural proximity

—  Significant — = Partially significant + Positive -« Negative
relationship relationship relationship relationship

Finally, Hypothesis 3a stated that a similar cultural background has a positive effect on developing
symmetric ties. The regression results confirm this hypothesis, as language (used as a proxy for cultural
similarity) proved to be significant and positively related through the different models. This showed that
belonging to the same language group, even if this does not necessarily mean sharing the mother tongue,
is an important factor in reducing the transaction costs of the otherwise costly symmetric ties. This is in
line with previous accounts that have demonstrated the relevance of linguistic ties for facilitating cross-
border cooperation in various innovation-related activities (Hoekman et al., 2010; Luukkonen et al.,
1992).

In sum, we can see that, for symmetric ties, the proximities that matter most are geographical and
cultural. Being physically close and belonging to the same language group are strong predictors for a
symmetric tie between countries. In addition and contrary to what we saw with asymmetric ties,
similarity in policy has a positive effect on tie formation. Therefore, we can say that, for symmetric ties,

the key is to be as close as possible on as many levels as possible.
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5 Discussion

Comparing the regression results for both asymmetric and symmetric ties, we notice two important
tendencies. First, the gaps in both innovation performance and business environment are positively and
significantly correlated to the development of asymmetric ties, while for symmetric ties, only the gap in
innovation performance shows some (and negative) correlation to the creation of symmetric ties. This is
an interesting finding, pointing at a likely explanation that the results for are makers choose their
partners to discuss policy with according to their (superior) innovation policy performance and business-
friendly regulatory environment, then we can easily argue that the purpose is to gather the necessary
knowledge and information on which policy learning is ultimately based. After all, from the definition of
policy learning (see Section 2), we recall that for any interaction to be considered policy learning, it has
to concern policy objectives. As our data show that difference in policy performance plays an
outstanding role in the relationship, we can also presume that it is likely to constitute policy learning.
Furthermore, during the interviews, | asked each policy maker to name three countries they considered
important to follow (not necessarily to contact) with regard to policy development. Interestingly, all of
the European countries mentioned (the question was not limited to any geographical region) matched the

countries actually contacted often, thus reinforcing this conclusion.

On the other hand, in the case of symmetric ties, the effect of innovation policy performance was
negative and only weakly significant, meaning that countries are somewhat likely to interact with
countries on the same level with them. This shows that asymmetric ties provide evidence for a much
more immediate kind of policy learning with a clear mentor-mentee relationship (expressed by
difference in innovation performance), while symmetric ties, being much more stable over time (Rivera
et al., 2010), are likely to show more established cooperation patterns between equal partners. As
transaction costs are lower for asymmetric connections, it makes it also easier to bridge gaps in
performance and connect to countries that are better performers. For symmetric connections, transaction
costs are higher and therefore it is likely to be more demanding to establish and maintain such
connections between countries that are very different in terms of the levels of their policy development.

This corresponds well to the classic discussions on organisational learning, where ‘weak ties’
(comparable to asymmetric ties) have been considered beneficial for the search for new ideas and the
transfer of codified knowledge outside one’s immediate entourage, whereas ‘strong ties’ (comparable to
symmetric ties) show established connections through which sophisticated and tacit knowledge is

exchanged within one’s own cluster (Granovetter, 1983; Reagans and McEvily, 2003).

Second, physical and cultural proximity matter for both kinds of tie. While this could have been expected

for symmetric ties, it was surprising to see the importance of these variables also for asymmetric ties.
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Building on the argument about transaction costs, it seems that there are costs involved in any kind of
relationship, therefore it is intuitive to try to minimise these costs by always looking for more similarity.
This also supports the classical argument of homophily that ‘birds of a feather flock together’
(McPherson et al., 2001), as we see a striving for a higher degree of physical/cultural proximity in both
kinds of tie.

In order to control for the personal level characteristics, | also gathered biographical data on the
respondents from LinkedIn and other publicly available sources. However, testing the results against

variables such as gender, age and education did not yield significant results.
6 Conclusions

The aim of this article was to show which proximity factors matter most for connections between policy
makers in different countries and what this tells us about policy learning. Looking at the informal
networks of the innovation policy directors from the 28 EU member states, | distinguished between
asymmetric and symmetric connections. | used pairwise regression analysis to test three categories of
variable explaining proximity: geographical, policy and cultural proximity. | found that, for both
asymmetric and symmetric ties, geographical and cultural closeness are important. At the same time, for
asymmetric ties, a larger difference in policy performance is necessary, while for symmetric ties, a
similar level of performance is better. This finding provides useful knowledge about the process of policy
learning, as we see countries reaching beyond their immediate peers in the search for new knowledge and

thee information necessary for learning.

Previous research on policy learning has provided us with a strong conceptual understanding of what
constitutes learning and what the different kinds of learning are. At the same time, we still lack empirical
knowledge on how policy learning materialises in cross-country settings and what factors determine who
is learning from whom. As policy learning is often regarded as a latent phenomenon that is difficult to
observe directly, | focused on the flow of information and knowledge as a necessary input for learning. |
treated the informal networks as a source providing the knowledge and information necessary for

learning.

| used a novel data set based on interviews with the innovation policy directors of the 28 EU member
states. Through social network analysis, | was able to map the network of connections between countries
and distinguish between asymmetric and symmetric ties. | used logistic regressions to analyse the
strength of different independent variables in predicting the likelihood of existence of these two types of
tie. Building on previous work on cross-border cooperation in the field of innovation and research, |

focused on three groups of proximities: geographical, policy-based and cultural.
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The results of the regression analysis showed that for asymmetric ties, all three proximities yielded
mostly significant and positive effects. This means that for two countries to have a strong likelihood of
having an asymmetric tie, they would need to be close geographically and culturally and, at the same
time, have different levels of policy performance. For symmetric ties, geographic and cultural closeness
are still strong predictors, but the effect of policy performance is inverted — the smaller the performance

difference, the more likely a symmetric connection is.

Comparing the results for the two types of tie sharpens our understanding of policy learning. For both
kinds of tie, countries seek to connect to partners that are geographically and culturally similar. This is
natural, given that in any kind of network interaction, the logical thing would be to seek to keep
transaction costs low. However, for asymmetric ties, a higher degree of difference in policy performance
is actually a catalyst, while for symmetric ties a smaller difference is better. This distinction shows that
by looking at asymmetric ties we have been able to capture a quest for learning — the connections tend to
be between countries of unequal performance level, thus indicating a clear teacher—learner relationship.
Indeed, we could think that it is this difference in performance that motivates one country to reach out to
the other, overcoming the potentially higher transaction costs associated with this difference. On the
other hand, with asymmetric ties, we see cooperation between equals. Given their equal similar level of
performance, it is not likely to be about the immediate search for new ideas or knowledge; rather, it is
likely to be an expression of more established and long-term-oriented relationships. This is also evident
in the difference in numbers of tie types — as it is less costly to create an asymmetric tie, they are more
plentiful, while there are significantly fewer symmetric ties because they demand more time and

resources.

I have thus demonstrated that asymmetric ties capture policy learning in its immediate form of
knowledge and information seeking. | have also shown that symmetric ties likely reveal established
relationships that may involve more long-term-oriented cooperation. As performance difference is
significant for asymmetric ties, we can expect this to be a faster and more immediate way of learning in
the form of a teacher—learner relationship. This is different from symmetric ties, where any learning may

take the form of a joint search, where equal partners discover novelties over a long time horizon.

Having demonstrated these general patterns, more work is left for future research on what exactly lies
behind these ties and what kind of information policy makers actually trade through these connections?
Furthermore, while this research tried to capture learning by focusing on its inputs, more research is
necessary to look at learning from the opposite angle — its outputs — for example by looking at cases of
actual policy change as a result of information acquired through these connections. Only by connecting
the inputs with the outputs will we be able to surround and capture the latent phenomenon of policy

learning.
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Appendix 1. List of interviewees

Nr Country Rank Organisation Date

1 Austria Senior manager Austrian Ministry for Transport, Innovation | 29.04.16
and Technology

2 Belgium Senior manager Scientific and Technical Information Service | 01.06.16

3 Belgium Senior policy expert Directorate of Economic Policy, Wallonia 16.11.16

4 Bulgaria Senior manager Ministry of Economy 01.06.16

5 Croatia Senior manager Ministry of Science, Education and Sports 06.05.16

6 Croatia Senior manager Ministry of Economy, Entrepreneurship and | 27.01.17
Crafts

7 Cyprus Senior manager Ministry of Energy, Commerce, Industry and | 22.11.16
Tourism

8 Czech Republic | Senior manager Ministry of Economy and Trade 02.12.16

(written)
9 Denmark Senior manager Danish Agency for Science, Technology and | 18.01.17
(policy analysis) Innovation

10 Estonia Senior manager Ministry of Economic Affairs and 27.01.16
Communications

11 Finland Senior manager Ministry of Employment and the Economy 20.01.16

12 France Senior manager Ministry for Economy, Industry and Digital | 09.12.15

Affairs

132




13 France Professor Université de Paris-Est 15.03.17
14 Germany Senior manager Federal Ministry for Science and Technology | 28.01.16
15 Greece Senior manager Ministry of Education, Research and 04.05.16
Religious Affairs
16 Greece Senior policy expert Ministry of Economy 26.10.16
(written)
17 Hungary Senior manager National Research, Development and 23.05.16
Innovation Office
18 Ireland Senior manager Department of Jobs, Enterprise and 15.06.16
Innovation
19 Italy Senior manager Ministry of Economic Development 24.10.26
(international
relations)
20 Latvia Senior manager Ministry of Economics of the Republic of 28.01.16
Latvia
21 Lithuania Senior manager Ministry of Economics of the Republic of 17.03.16
Lithuania
22 Luxembourg Senior manager Ministry of Higher Education and Research | 02.06.16
23 Malta Senior policy expert Malta Council for Science and Technology 29.04.16
24 Netherlands Senior manager Ministry of Economic Affairs 26.01.16
25 Poland Senior manager Ministry of Economic Development 19.05.16
26 Portugal Senior policy expert Ministry of Economy 17.01.17
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27 Romania Senior counsellor National Authority for Scientific Research 02.06.16
and Innovation
28 Slovakia Senior manager Ministry of Economy 30.05.16
29 Slovenia Senior manager Ministry of Economy 01.07.16
30 Spain Senior manager Ministry of Economy and Competitiveness 02.06.16
31 Sweden Senior manager Ministry of Enterprise and Innovation 14.01.16
32 United Senior manager Department for Business, Innovation & 25.05.16
Kingdom (policy analysis) Skills
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Appendix 2. Interview form

Policy learning networks in innovation policy

Interview guide

Name: Date, place:

1. Who would you consider your most important external partners in developingand evaluating
innovatian policy?
3. Pleaze mark how often you have exchanged views oninnovation policy with the
following countries:

Often Sometimes Rarely Mever

Austria

Belgium

Bulgaria

Croatia

Rep. of Cyprus

Czech Republic

Denmark

Estonia

Finland

France

Germany

Greece

Hungary

Ireland

Italy

Latvia

Lithuania

Luxe mbourg

Malta

Metherlands

Poland

Portugal

Romania

slovakia

Slovenia

Spain

Sweden

UK
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Martin Grieger
Internet-based Electronic Marketplaces
and Supply Chain Management

Thomas Basball
LIKENESS
A Philosophical Investigation

Morten Knudsen

Beslutningens vaklen

En systemteoretisk analyse of mo-
derniseringen af et amtskommunalt
sundhedsvaesen 1980-2000

Lars Bo Jeppesen

Organizing Consumer Innovation

A product development strateqy that
is based on online communities and
allows some firms to benefit from a
distributed process of innovation by
consumers

Barbara Dragsted

SEGMENTATION IN TRANSLATION
AND TRANSLATION MEMORY
SYSTEMS

An empirical investigation of cognitive
segmentation and effects of integra-
ting a TM system into the translation
process

Jeanet Hardis

Sociale partnerskaber

Et socialkonstruktivistisk casestudie
af partnerskabsaktarers virkeligheds-
opfattelse mellem identitet og
legitimitet

Henriette Hallberg Thygesen
System Dynamics in Action

Carsten Mejer Plath
Strategisk @konomistyring

Annemette Kjaergaard
Knowledge Management as Internal
Corporate Venturing

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

— a Field Study of the Rise and Fall of a
Bottom-Up Process

Knut Arne Hovdal

De profesjonelle i endring
Norsk ph.d., ej til salg gennem
Samfundslitteratur

Saren Jeppesen

Environmental Practices and Greening
Strategies in Small Manufacturing
Enterprises in South Africa

— A Critical Realist Approach

Lars Frode Frederiksen

Industriel forskningsledelse

— pa sporet af menstre og samarbejde
i danske forskningsintensive virksom-
heder

Martin Jes lversen

The Governance of GN Great Nordic
—in an age of strateqgic and structural
transitions 1939-1988

Lars Pynt Andersen

The Rhetorical Strategies of Danish TV
Advertising

A study of the first fifteen years with
special emphasis on genre and irony

Jakob Rasmussen
Business Perspectives on E-learning

Sof Thrane

The Social and Economic Dynamics
of Networks

— a Weberian Analysis of Three
Formalised Horizontal Networks

Lene Nielsen

Engaging Personas and Narrative
Scenarios — a study on how a user-
centered approach influenced the
perception of the design process in
the e-business group at AstraZeneca

S.J Valstad
Organisationsidentitet

Norsk ph.d., gj til salg gennem
Samfundslitteratur
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23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

Thomas Lyse Hansen
Six Essays on Pricing and Weather risk
in Energy Markets

Sabine Madsen
Emerging Methods — An Interpretive
Study of ISD Methods in Practice

Evis Sinani

The Impact of Foreign Direct Inve-
stment on Efficiency, Productivity
Growth and Trade: An Empirical Inve-
stigation

Bent Meier Sarensen
Making Events Work Or,
How to Multiply Your Crisis

Pernille Schnoor

Brand Ethos

Om troveerdige brand- og
virksomhedsidentiteter i et retorisk og
diskursteoretisk perspektiv

Sidsel Fabech

Von welchem Osterreich ist hier die
Rede?

Diskursive forhandlinger og magt-
kampe mellem rivaliserende nationale
identitetskonstruktioner i @strigske
pressediskurser

Klavs Odgaard Christensen
Sprogpolitik og identitetsdannelse i
flersprogede forbundsstater

Et komparativt studie af Schweiz og
Canada

Dana B. Minbaeva

Human Resource Practices and
Knowledge Transfer in Multinational
Corporations

Holger Hgjlund

Markedets politiske fornuft

Et studie af velfeerdens organisering i
perioden 1990-2003

Christine Mglgaard Frandsen
A.s erfaring
Om mellemvaerendets praktik i en

29.

2005

10.

transformation af mennesket og
subjektiviteten

Sine Ngrholm Just

The Constitution of Meaning

— A Meaningful Constitution?
Legitimacy, identity, and public opinion
in the debate on the future of Europe

Claus J. Varnes

Managing product innovation through
rules — The role of formal and structu-
red methods in product development

Helle Hedegaard Hein
Mellem konflikt og konsensus
— Dialoguadvikling pa hospitalsklinikker

Axel Roseng

Customer Value Driven Product Inno-
vation — A Study of Market Learning in
New Product Development

Sgren Buhl Pedersen
Making space
An outline of place branding

Camilla Funck Ellehave

Differences that Matter

An analysis of practices of gender and
organizing in contemporary work-
places

Rigmor Madeleine Lond
Styring af kommunale forvaltninger

Mette Aagaard Andreassen
Supply Chain versus Supply Chain
Benchmarking as a Means to
Managing Supply Chains

Caroline Aggestam-Pontoppidan
From an idea to a standard

The UN and the global governance of
accountants’ competence

Norsk ph.d.

Vivienne Heng Ker-ni
An Experimental Field Study on the
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12.

13.

14.

15

16.

17.

18.

19.

Effectiveness of Grocer Media
Advertising

Measuring Ad Recall and Recognition,
Purchase Intentions and Short-Term
Sales

Allan Mortensen
Essays on the Pricing of Corporate
Bonds and Credit Derivatives

Remo Stefano Chiari

Figure che fanno conoscere

Itinerario sull’idea del valore cognitivo
e espressivo della metafora e di altri
tropi da Aristotele e da Vico fino al
cognitivismo contemporaneo

Anders Mcllguham-Schmidt

Strategic Planning and Corporate
Performance

An integrative research review and a
meta-analysis of the strategic planning
and corporate performance literature
from 1956 to 2003

Jens Geersbro

The TDF — PMI Case

Making Sense of the Dynamics of
Business Relationships and Networks

Mette Andersen

Corporate Social Responsibility in
Global Supply Chains

Understanding the uniqueness of firm
behaviour

Eva Boxenbaum
Institutional Genesis: Micro — Dynamic
Foundations of Institutional Change

Peter Lund-Thomsen

Capacity Development, Environmental
Justice NGOs, and Governance: The
Case of South Africa

Signe Jarlov
Konstruktioner af offentlig ledelse

Lars Staehr Jensen

Vocabulary Knowledge and Listening
Comprehension in English as a Foreign
Language

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

29.

An empirical study employing data
elicited from Danish EFL learners

Christian Nielsen

Essays on Business Reporting
Production and consumption of
strategic information in the market for
information

Marianne Thejls Fischer
Egos and Ethics of Management
Consultants

Annie Bekke Kjaer

Performance management i Proces-
innovation

— belyst i et social-konstruktivistisk
perspektiv

Suzanne Dee Pedersen
GENTAGELSENS METAMORFOSE

Om organisering af den kreative geren
i den kunstneriske arbejdspraksis

Benedikte Dorte Rosenbrink
Revenue Management

@konomiske, konkurrencemaessige &
organisatoriske konsekvenser

Thomas Riise Johansen

Written Accounts and Verbal Accounts
The Danish Case of Accounting and
Accountability to Employees

Ann Fogelgren-Pedersen
The Mobile Internet: Pioneering Users’
Adoption Decisions

Birgitte Rasmussen
Ledelse i fellesskab — de tillidsvalgtes
fornyende rolle

Gitte Thit Nielsen

Remerger

— skabende ledelseskraefter i fusion og
opkaob

Carmine Gioia
A MICROECONOMETRIC ANALYSIS OF
MERGERS AND ACQUISITIONS
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33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

2006

Ole Hinz

Den effektive forandringsleder: pilot,
paedagogq eller politiker?

Et studie i arbejdslederes meningstil-
skrivninger i forbindelse med vellykket
gennemforelse af ledelsesinitierede
forandringsprojekter

Kjell-Age Gotvassli

Et praksisbasert perspektiv pa dynami-
ske

leeringsnettverk i toppidretten

Norsk ph.d., gj til salg gennem
Samfundslitteratur

Henriette Langstrup Nielsen

Linking Healthcare

An inquiry into the changing perfor-
mances of web-based technology for
asthma monitoring

Karin Tweddell Levinsen

Virtuel Uddannelsespraksis

Master i IKT og Laering — et casestudie
i hvordan proaktiv proceshandtering
kan forbedre praksis i virtuelle leerings-
miljoer

Anika Liversage

Finding a Path

Labour Market Life Stories of
Immigrant Professionals

Kasper EImquist Jargensen
Studier i samspillet mellem stat og
erhvervsliv i Danmark under

1. verdenskrig

Finn Janning
A DIFFERENT STORY
Seduction, Conquest and Discovery

Patricia Ann Plackett

Strategic Management of the Radical
Innovation Process

Leveraging Social Capital for Market
Uncertainty Management

Christian Vintergaard
Early Phases of Corporate Venturing

10.

11.

Niels Rom-Poulsen
Essays in Computational Finance

Tina Brandt Husman

Organisational Capabilities,
Competitive Advantage & Project-
Based Organisations

The Case of Advertising and Creative
Good Production

Mette Rosenkrands Johansen

Practice at the top

— how top managers mobilise and use
non-financial performance measures

Eva Parum
Corporate governance som strategisk
kommunikations- og ledelsesvaerktg;

Susan Aagaard Petersen

Culture’s Influence on Performance
Management: The Case of a Danish
Company in China

Thomas Nicolai Pedersen

The Discursive Constitution of Organi-
zational Governance — Between unity
and differentiation

The Case of the governance of
environmental risks by World Bank
environmental staff

Cynthia Selin
Volatile Visions: Transactons in
Anticipatory Knowledge

Jesper Banghgj
Financial Accounting Information and
Compensation in Danish Companies

Mikkel Lucas Overby
Strategic Alliances in Emerging High-
Tech Markets: What's the Difference
and does it Matter?

Tine Aage

External Information Acquisition of
Industrial Districts and the Impact of
Different Knowledge Creation Dimen-
sions
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

2007

A case study of the Fashion and
Design Branch of the Industrial District
of Montebelluna, NE Italy

Mikkel Flyverbom

Making the Global Information Society
Governable

On the Governmentality of Multi-
Stakeholder Networks

Anette Grgnning

Personen bag

Tilstedeveer i e-mail som inter-
aktionsform mellem kunde og med-
arbejder i dansk forsikringskontekst

Jorn Helder
One Company — One Language?
The NN-case

Lars Bjerregaard Mikkelsen

Differing perceptions of customer
value

Development and application of a tool
for mapping perceptions of customer
value at both ends of customer-suppli-
er dyads in industrial markets

Lise Granerud

Exploring Learning

Technological learning within small
manufacturers in South Africa

Esben Rahbek Pedersen
Between Hopes and Realities:
Reflections on the Promises and
Practices of Corporate Social
Responsibility (CSR)

Ramona Samson

The Cultural Integration Model and
European Transformation.

The Case of Romania

Jakob Vestergaard

Discipline in The Global Economy
Panopticism and the Post-Washington
Consensus

10.

Heidi Lund Hansen

Spaces for learning and working

A qualitative study of change of work,
management, vehicles of power and
social practices in open offices

Sudhanshu Rai

Exploring the internal dynamics of
software development teams during
user analysis

A tension enabled Institutionalization
Model; “Where process becomes the
objective”

Norsk ph.d.
Ej til salg gennem Samfundslitteratur

Serden Ozcan

EXPLORING HETEROGENEITY IN
ORGANIZATIONAL ACTIONS AND
OUTCOMIES

A Behavioural Perspective

Kim Sundtoft Hald
Inter-organizational Performance
Measurement and Management in
Action

— An Ethnography on the Construction
of Management, Identity and
Relationships

Tobias Lindeberg

Evaluative Technologies
Quality and the Multiplicity of
Performance

Merete Wedell-Wedellsborg

Den globale soldat

Identitetsdannelse og identitetsledelse
i multinationale militaere organisatio-
ner

Lars Frederiksen

Open Innovation Business Models
Innovation in firm-hosted online user
communities and inter-firm project
ventures in the music industry

— A collection of essays

Jonas Gabrielsen
Retorisk toposleere — fra statisk 'sted’
til persuasiv aktivitet
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12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

Christian Moldt-Jgrgensen

Fra meningsles til meningsfuld
evaluering.

Anvendelsen af studentertilfredsheds-
malinger pa de korte og mellemlange
videregaende uddannelser set fra et
psykodynamisk systemperspektiv

Ping Gao

Extending the application of
actor-network theory

Cases of innovation in the tele-
communications industry

Peter Mejlby

Frihed og feengsel, en del af den
samme drem?

Et phronetisk baseret casestudie af
frigerelsens og kontrollens sam-
eksistens i veerdibaseret ledelse!

Kristina Birch
Statistical Modelling in Marketing

Signe Poulsen

Sense and sensibility:

The language of emotional appeals in
insurance marketing

Anders Bjerre Trolle
Essays on derivatives pricing and dyna-
mic asset allocation

Peter Feldhutter
Empirical Studies of Bond and Credit
Markets

Jens Henrik Eggert Christensen
Default and Recovery Risk Modeling
and Estimation

Maria Theresa Larsen

Academic Enterprise: A New Mission
for Universities or a Contradiction in
Terms?

Four papers on the long-term impli-
cations of increasing industry involve-
ment and commercialization in acade-
mia

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

Morten Wellendorf
Postimplementering af teknologi i den
offentlige forvaltning

Analyser af en organisations konti-
nuerlige arbejde med informations-
teknologi

Ekaterina Mhaanna
Concept Relations for Terminological
Process Analysis

Stefan Ring Thorbjgrnsen

Forsvaret i forandring

Et studie i officerers kapabiliteter un-
der pavirkning af omverdenens foran-
dringspres mod @get styring og leering

Christa Breum Amhgj

Det selvskabte medlemskab om ma-
nagementstaten, dens styringstekno-
logier og indbyggere

Karoline Bromose

Between Technological Turbulence and
Operational Stability

— An empirical case study of corporate
venturing in TDC

Susanne Justesen

Navigating the Paradoxes of Diversity
in Innovation Practice

— A Longitudinal study of six very
different innovation processes — in
practice

Luise Noring Henler
Conceptualising successful supply
chain partnerships

— Viewing supply chain partnerships
from an organisational culture per-
spective

Mark Mau

Kampen om telefonen

Det danske telefonvaesen under den
tyske besaettelse 1940-45

Jakob Halskov

The semiautomatic expansion of
existing terminological ontologies
using knowledge patterns discovered
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30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

2008

on the WWW - an implementation
and evaluation

Gergana Koleva

European Policy Instruments Beyond
Networks and Structure: The Innova-
tive Medicines Initiative

Christian Geisler Asmussen
Global Strateqy and International
Diversity: A Double-Edged Sword?

Christina Holm-Petersen

Stolthed og fordom

Kultur- og identitetsarbejde ved ska-
belsen af en ny sengeafdeling gennem
fusion

Hans Peter Olsen

Hybrid Governance of Standardized
States

Causes and Contours of the Global

Requlation of Government Auditing

Lars Bagge Sgrensen
Risk Management in the Supply Chain

Peter Aagaard

Det unikkes dynamikker

De institutionelle mulighedsbetingel-
ser bag den individuelle udforskning i
professionelt og frivilligt arbejde

Yun Mi Antorini

Brand Community Innovation

An Intrinsic Case Study of the Adult
Fans of LEGO Community

Joachim Lynggaard Boll

Labor Related Corporate Social Perfor-
mance in Denmark

Organizational and Institutional Per-
spectives

Frederik Christian Vinten
Essays on Private Equity

Jesper Clement
Visual Influence of Packaging Design
on In-Store Buying Decisions

10.

11.

Marius Brostrem Kousgaard

Tid til kvalitetsmaling?

— Studier af indrulleringsprocesser i
forbindelse med introduktionen af
kliniske kvalitetsdatabaser i speciallae-
gepraksissektoren

Irene Skovgaard Smith
Management Consulting in Action
Value creation and ambiquity in
client-consultant relations

Anders Rom

Management accounting and inte-
grated information systems

How to exploit the potential for ma-
nagement accounting of information
technology

Marina Candi

Aesthetic Design as an Element of
Service Innovation in New Technology-
based Firms

Morten Schnack

Teknologi og tveerfaglighed

—en analyse af diskussionen omkring
indfarelse af EPJ pa en hospitalsafde-
ling

Helene Balslev Clausen

Juntos pero no revueltos — un estudio
sobre emigrantes norteamericanos en
un pueblo mexicano

Lise Justesen

Kunsten at skrive revisionsrapporter.
En beretning om forvaltningsrevisio-
nens beretninger

Michael E. Hansen

The politics of corporate responsibility:
CSR and the governance of child labor
and core labor rights in the 1990s

Anne Roepstorff

Holdning for handling — en etnologisk
undersagelse af Virksomheders Sociale
Ansvar/CSR
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13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

Claus Bajlum
Essays on Credit Risk and
Credit Derivatives

Anders Bojesen

The Performative Power of Competen-
ce —an Inquiry into Subjectivity and
Social Technologies at Work

Satu Reijonen

Green and Fragile

A Study on Markets and the Natural
Environment

llduara Busta
Corporate Governance in Banking
A European Study

Kristian Anders Hvass

A Boolean Analysis Predicting Industry
Change: Innovation, Imitation & Busi-
ness Models

The Winning Hybrid: A case study of
isomorphism in the airline industry

Trine Paludan

De uvidende og de udviklingsparate
Identitet som mulighed og restriktion
blandt fabriksarbejdere pa det aftaylo-
riserede fabriksqulv

Kristian Jakobsen
Foreign market entry in transition eco-
nomies: Entry timing and mode choice

Jakob Elming
Syntactic reordering in statistical ma-
chine translation

Lars Brgamsge Termansen

Regional Computable General Equili-
brium Models for Denmark

Three papers laying the foundation for
regional CGE models with agglomera-
tion characteristics

Mia Reinholt
The Motivational Foundations of
Knowledge Sharing

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

2009

Frederikke Krogh-Meibom

The Co-Evolution of Institutions and
Technology

— A Neo-Institutional Understanding of
Change Processes within the Business
Press — the Case Study of Financial
Times

Peter D. @rberg Jensen

OFFSHORING OF ADVANCED AND
HIGH-VALUE TECHNICAL SERVICES:
ANTECEDENTS, PROCESS DYNAMICS
AND FIRMLEVEL IMPACTS

Pham Thi Song Hanh

Functional Upgrading, Relational
Capability and Export Performance of
Vietnamese Wood Furniture Producers

Mads Vangkilde

Why wait?

An Exploration of first-mover advanta-
ges among Danish e-grocers through a
resource perspective

Hubert Buch-Hansen

Rethinking the History of European
Level Merger Control

A Critical Political Economy Perspective

Vivian Lindhardsen

From Independent Ratings to Commu-
nal Ratings: A Study of CWA Raters’
Decision-Making Behaviours

Gudrid Weihe
Public-Private Partnerships: Meaning
and Practice

Chris Ngkkentved

Enabling Supply Networks with Colla-
borative Information Infrastructures
An Empirical Investigation of Business
Model Innovation in Supplier Relation-
ship Management

Sara Louise Muhr
Wound, Interrupted — On the Vulner-
ability of Diversity Management



10.

11.

12.

13.

Christine Sestoft
Forbrugeradfaerd i et Stats- og Livs-
formsteoretisk perspektiv

Michael Pedersen

Tune in, Breakdown, and Reboot: On
the production of the stress-fit self-
managing employee

Salla Lutz

Position and Reposition in Networks

— Exemplified by the Transformation of
the Danish Pine Furniture Manu-
facturers

Jens Forssbaeck
Essays on market discipline in
commercial and central banking

Tine Murphy

Sense from Silence — A Basis for Orga-
nised Action

How do Sensemaking Processes with
Minimal Sharing Relate to the Repro-
duction of Organised Action?

Sara Malou Strandvad

Inspirations for a new sociology of art:
A sociomaterial study of development
processes in the Danish film industry

Nicolaas Mouton

On the evolution of social scientific
metaphors:

A cognitive-historical enquiry into the
divergent trajectories of the idea that
collective entities — states and societies,
cities and corporations — are biological
organisms.

Lars Andreas Knutsen
Mobile Data Services:
Shaping of user engagements

Nikolaos Theodoros Korfiatis
Information Exchange and Behavior
A Multi-method Inquiry on Online
Communities

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

Jens Albaek

Forestillinger om kvalitet og tvaerfaglig-
hed pa sygehuse

— skabelse af forestillinger i lzege- og
plejegrupperne angaende relevans af
nye idéer om kvalitetsudvikling gen-
nem tolkningsprocesser

Maja Lotz
The Business of Co-Creation — and the
Co-Creation of Business

Gitte P. Jakobsen

Narrative Construction of Leader Iden-
tity in a Leader Development Program
Context

Dorte Hermansen

“Living the brand” som en brandorien-
teret dialogisk praxis:

Om udvikling af medarbejdernes
brandorienterede demmekraft

Aseem Kinra
Supply Chain (logistics) Environmental
Complexity

Michael Ngrager

How to manage SMEs through the
transformation from non innovative to
innovative?

Kristin Wallevik
Corporate Governance in Family Firms
The Norwegian Maritime Sector

Bo Hansen Hansen
Beyond the Process
Enriching Software Process Improve-
ment with Knowledge Management

Annemette Skot-Hansen

Franske adjektivisk afledte adverbier,
der tager praepositionssyntagmer ind-
ledt med praepositionen a som arqu-
menter

En valensgrammatisk undersogelse

Line Gry Knudsen
Collaborative R&D Capabilities
In Search of Micro-Foundations
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25.

26.

27.
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Christian Scheuer
Employers meet employees
Essays on sorting and globalization

Rasmus Johnsen

The Great Health of Melancholy

A Study of the Pathologies of Perfor-
mativity

Ha Thi Van Pham

Internationalization, Competitiveness
Enhancement and Export Performance
of Emerging Market Firms:

Evidence from Vietnam

Henriette Balieu

Kontrolbegrebets betydning for kausa-
tivalternationen i spansk

En kognitiv-typologisk analyse

Yen Tran

Organizing Innovationin Turbulent
Fashion Market

Four papers on how fashion firms crea-
te and appropriate innovation value

Anders Raastrup Kristensen
Metaphysical Labour

Flexibility, Performance and Commit-
ment in Work-Life Management

Margrét Sigrun Sigurdardottir
Dependently independent
Co-existence of institutional logics in
the recorded music industry

Asta Dis Oladottir

Internationalization from a small do-
mestic base:

An empirical analysis of Economics and
Management

Christine Secher

E-deltagelse i praksis — politikernes og
forvaltningens medkonstruktion og
konsekvenserne heraf

Marianne Stang Valand
What we talk about when we talk
about space:

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

End User Participation between Proces-
ses of Organizational and Architectural
Design

Rex Degnegaard

Strategic Change Management
Change Management Challenges in
the Danish Police Reform

Ulrik Schultz Brix

Veerdi i rekruttering — den sikre beslut-
ning

En pragmatisk analyse af perception
og synliggarelse af veerdi i rekrutte-
rings- og udvaelgelsesarbejdet

Jan Ole Simila

Kontraktsledelse

Relasjonen mellom virksomhetsledelse
oqg kontraktshandtering, belyst via fire
norske virksomheter

Susanne Boch Waldorff

Emerging Organizations: In between
local translation, institutional logics
and discourse

Brian Kane

Performance Talk

Next Generation Management of
Organizational Performance

Lars Ohnemus

Brand Thrust: Strategic Branding and
Shareholder Value

An Empirical Reconciliation of two
Critical Concepts

Jesper Schlamovitz
Handtering af usikkerhed i film- og
byggeprojekter

Tommy Moesby-Jensen

Det faktiske livs forbindtlighed
Forsokratisk informeret, ny-aristotelisk
neoc-taenkning hos Martin Heidegger

Christian Fich

Two Nations Divided by Common
Values

French National Habitus and the
Rejection of American Power
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17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

Peter Beyer

Processer, sammenhaengskraft

oq fleksibilitet

Et empirisk casestudie af omstillings-
forlab i fire viksomheder

Adam Buchhorn

Markets of Good Intentions
Constructing and Organizing
Biogas Markets Amid Fragility
and Controversy

Cecilie K. Moesby-Jensen

Social leering og feelles praksis

Et mixed method studie, der belyser
leeringskonsekvenser af et lederkursus
for et praksisteellesskab af offentlige
mellemledere

Heidi Boye

Fadevarer og sundhed i sen-
modernismen

— En indsigt i hyggefeenomenet og
de relaterede fadevarepraksisser

Kristine Munkgard Pedersen
Flygtige forbindelser og midlertidige
mobiliseringer
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