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Motivation
The persistent ‘block’ view on C(E)E – to what extent is it
relevant?
“(…) while [CEE] countries may be distributed somewhere along a CME–
LME divide in different areas, the distinctive features that they share in
common is of much greater significance. That is, what unites them, as a
result of their backwardness, and the lack of the working-class pressure
for coordination, is greater than their respective differences in terms of
the VoC typology. (King [2007]: 313-314, emphasis added)

Diversity in many respects in C(E)E: the relevance and feasibility
of devising and implementing RIS3

Main lines of the argument
1)Diversity in many respects ⇒ RIS3 is fairly relevant (as
opposed to ‘one size fits all’ strategies) for C(E)E countries,
perhaps even more important (more strongly needed) than
in advanced economies
2)Different starting points (historical legacies, size, past and recent
performance, challenges and opportunities)

& different dynamics/ development paths, different structural
features, different ambitions/ policy stances
⇒ most likely different ways to interpret and implement the
idea of smart specialisation (S2) imposed upon by the EC as
an ex-ante conditionality to obtain EU funds

Main lines of the argument (2)
3)The feasibility of entrepreneurial discovery processes
in the CE4 countries

• weak entrepreneurship drive, insufficient strategy setting competences
of indigenous firms (foreign-owned ones: in most cases their strategies are set at the
HQ in the home country)

• strong centralisation (at least in 3 CE4 countries), top-down policy-making
• hardly any decision-making competences at a regional level, and thus
weak policy-making capabilities (staff, experience)
• at best ad hoc involvement of stakeholders; foresight as an indicator of
the willingness/ commitment of decision-makers to engage stakeholders
(beyond validation, ‘justification’)

• poor orchestration of policies affecting RTDI processes and performance
(if at all)

∑ Strong need for, but poor chances of, EDP in CE4 countries?

SETTING THE SCENE

Historical legacies
Similar and dissimilar features

• during the centrally planned economy period

o types, timing, depth and breadth of economic (and political) reforms
o economic performance and structures (output and exports by economic sectors; size
distribution of firms; …) in the late 1980s

• during the transition process (and more recently)

o size, economic structures and performance (output and exports by economic sectors;
size and ownership distribution of firms; …) in the last 15-20 years
o speed and sequence of major steps (‘shock therapy’ vs. gradualism)
o modes of privatisation, weight and impacts of FDI, role in GVCs

Does histor(ical legac)y matter?
Impacts on mindset

difficult – if possible at all – to capture/ demonstrate
• Is strategic thinking possible? Worth it?

o central planning had failed – why to “bring it back”?
o “forced” (externally set) specialisation: CMEA (in the past), FDI (nowadays)

• Honest, transparent deliberation vs. producing the required documents
(“fooling” the “external power”)

Impacts on decision-making practices (political features)

• strong lobbies (planned economy period), state capture (more recently)
• vested interest vs. transparent, systematic and participatory strategy
setting processes

Impacts on specialisation patterns
• available knowledge and skills
• economic structure (GDP, export)

Does histor(ical legac)y matter? (2)
Mindset (policy stance)
Decision-making practices
(political features)

New specialisation

Specialisation patterns
Impacts on current differences among C(E)E countries

• S2 (RIS3/ EDP) should be perceived as an appropriate approach
to strategy setting

GDP per capita in PPS (EU27=100)

Source: author’s compilation based on Eurostat data
Countries are ranked by their performance (improvement since 2002)

MAIN FEATURES OF CE4 NIS

NIS structures and structural changes
The structural composition of the research sub-system of the
CE4 countries showed a great diversity already in 2000
Fairly significant changes have occurred since then: in both
directions, in all the three major research performing sectors
Neither a similar structural composition of the research subsystem can be observed, nor a move towards a similar
structure
Unifying external forces (transition to market economy, FDI)
YET, country differences do matter

The share of research performing sectors in employing
FTE researchers, EU10 countries, 2000 and 2012

Source: own compilation based on Eurostat data

Changes in the weight of the research performing sectors in
employing FTE researchers, EU10 countries, 2012 compared to
2000 (percentage point)
Hungary
Slovenia
Estonia
Lithuania
Czech Republic
Bulgaria
Poland
EU27
Slovakia
Latvia
Romania

Businesses

Government

Higher education

28.4
21.3
20.6
12.7
6.7
6.5
4.7
0.5
-8.0
-10.9
-42.0

-12.7
-14.2
-9.0
-15.8
-13.6
-20.4
0.2
-3.1
-6.0
0.6
13.4

-15.7
-4.5
-12.3
3.1
7.3
13.3
-5.2
2.5
13.8
10.3
28.0

Source: own calculations based on Eurostat data

The share of research performing sectors in performing GERD,
EU10 countries, 2000 and 2012

Source: own compilation based on Eurostat data

Changes in the weight of the research performing sectors in
performing GERD, 2012 compared to 2000 (percentage point)
Bulgaria
Estonia
Hungary
Slovenia
Lithuania
Poland
EU27
Czech Republic
Latvia
Slovakia
Romania

Businesses

Government

Higher education

39.1
34.9
21.3
20.9
5.1
1.1
-1.4
-6.4
-17.7
-24.5
-40.4

-38.6
-13.8
-11.7
-13.6
-22.3
-4.2
-1.4
-6.9
5.0
-0.2
28.7

-1.8
-20.2
-5.6
-6.2
17.2
2.9
2.7
13.3
12.7
24.5
11.2

Source: own calculations based on Eurostat data

NIS structures and structural changes: Discussion
Several factors might have been at play

• conscious STI policy efforts
• differences in working conditions among the three main
research performing sectors
• the type and pace of privatisation (e.g. domestic vs. foreign capital)
• structural changes in the economy
• brain drain to other occupations or to foreign countries
• fiscal policy, ideological stances vis-à-vis the Academy of Sciences
• ...

It is unlikely that a single factor can be identified as a decisive
one

Innovation activities and performance
Major differences
•
•
•
•
•
•

the share of innovative firms
turnover from innovation
labour productivity (micro, meso and macro issues/ factors)
EIS indicators (input, throughput, output)
composite indices (SII, GII)
business-academia collaboration (as an important factor to influence
innovation performance)

o the weight of business resources in funding R&D activities conducted at universities and
other publicly financed R&D organisations
o information sources for innovation
o innovation co-operation methods

The share of innovative enterprises (%)
19982000
Estonia
Czech R.
EU27*
Slovenia
Slovakia
Lithuania
Hungary
Bulgaria
Latvia
Poland
Romania

35.7
30.3
n.a.
21.1
19.5
28.0
23.3
11.4
19.3
17.3
17.0

Source: Eurostat
* EU28 in 2010-2012

20022004
48.7
39.5
38.3
26.9
22.9
17.5
28.5
16.1
20.8
24.8
19.5

20042006
48.2
38.9
35.0
35.1
24.9
16.2
22.3
20.2
20.1
23.0
20.7

20062008
47.9
n.a.
39.3
34.4
21.7
20.1
23.9
23.9
20.8
19.8
19.7

20082010

20102012

46.7
34.8
39.0
34.7
28.1
22.6
18.4
17.7
16.7
16.2
14.3

38.4
36.0
35.6
32.7
19.7
19.5
18.9
16.9
16.4
16.1
6.3

The share of innovative enterprises: Summary
Considerable fluctuation since 1998 in several countries (in the
range of, e.g., 11.4-23.9%; 18.9-28.5%; 6.3-20.7%, 21.1-35.1%)

Neither a clear increasing nor a decreasing trend for the EU10
countries as a whole with three exceptions
•
•
•
•
•

decline from a fairly low and a higher level (LT, HU)
a nearly monotonous growth until 2008-2010 (SI)
inverted U shape (BG, EE, PL, RO, SK)
sharp increase, followed by oscillation (CZ)
swings in a narrow range (LV)

Turnover from innovation, selected EU countries, 2004-2010
(% of total turnover)
Top 4: SK, ES, DE, FI
Bottom: SE, PL, BG, LT, UK, LV
Improve CIS?!?

Source: own compilation based on Eurostat data

Summary Innovation Index
Slovenia, Estonia, and the Czech Republic are No. 11, No. 12, and
No. 14, respectively by the SII
The remaining 7 EU10 countries are at the bottom 7 positions
The relevance of the EIS indicators
Composite indicators: how to perceive any ranking
• the final word (‘judgement’) vs.
• a starting point for meaningful and detailed comparative analyses, tailored
to the main features and needs of a given country/ region to
o identify strengths and weaknesses
o learn from success cases (don’t copy)

Labour productivity per hour worked, 2002-2012 (EU27 = 100)
Latvia
Lithuania
Romania
Estonia
Slovakia
Poland
Slovenia
Bulgaria
Hungary
Czech R.

2002

2006

2010

2011

2012

Change

33.4
45.3
26.5
43.4
60.3
47.7
75.8
34.6
54.3
62.3

38.4
51.0
35.5
52.0
67.4
49.0
83.4
36.7
57.0
68.2

51.7
59.6
44.0
60.6
75.1
56.3
82.9
41.0
60.3
67.6

53.9
64.1
43.9
60.0
75.0
58.1
85.9
43.1
60.6
67.9

56.2
65.4
44.4
60.7
75.2
59.3
86.3
44.4
61.9
67.3

22.8
20.1
17.9
17.3
14.9
11.6
10.5
9.8
7.6
5.0

Source: Eurostat and own calculations

A puzzle: low share of innovative enterprises in SK and PL vs. more
pronounced improvement in labour productivity
A micro-macro issue and/or measurement of innovation performance?

STI policies: important similarities
Diverse innovation (and economic) performance ⇒
Different needs ⇒ Tailored policy responses would be adequate
YET, in the CE4 countries the market failure rationale dominates
(= the science-push model of innovation)
• explicitly or implicitly in policy documents, schemes
• a survey among policy-makers: Edquist (2014)

At least lip service to the systemic view of innovation, too
Certain measures are based on the systemic failure rationale in
some countries

STI policies (2)
The assumption of a ‘rational choice’ among policy rationales
(conscious policy planning) vs. influence by
• examples (fads, EC, international organisations)
• pressure groups
• political objectives (“buy support”)

STI policy-making practices
from the angle of S3 processes
Competition among the most important decision-making bodies
Insufficient, at best ad hoc, orchestration of STI policies
Centralised decision-making practices
Sparse, irregular use of modern policy-preparatory tools (PPTs),
especially participatory ones
⇒ The task of devising and implementing smart specialisation
strategies is a particularly demanding one

THE RELEVANCE OF, AND THE NEED FOR, SMART
SPECIALISATION IN CE COUNTRIES

The need for innovation in CE countries
Challenges to be tackled

• competitiveness (esp. suppliers)
• job creation
• sources of growth
•
•
•
•
•
•

o external, domestic
o R&D, other sources and types of knowledge

regional disparities
energy efficiency, dependence (Russian oil and gas, nuclear technology)
health
emigration (brain drain, ageing society, impacts on the budget)
environmental issues
…

The role of RIS3/ EDP in tackling (some of?) the above
challenges

Entrepreneurial discovery processes,
S2 strategies
The EDP concept stresses the need for new ways of thinking,
methods and processes, in particular
(a) strategic thinking
(b) excellence-based competitiveness,
(c) systemic use of policy-preparatory tools, especially
participatory ones
(d) place-based strategy-setting

Capabilities to devise S2 strategies in CE4
Businesses

• weak capabilities at indigenous SMEs, with some exceptions
• stronger capabilities at large domestic firms

Policy-makers (as experts/ professionals/ ‘technicians’)
• mixed, but overall weaker than in more advanced countries
• weak (hardly existing) at a regional level

Politicians (as ultimate decision-makers)

• short time horizon
• lack of genuine commitment to involve other actors
• political stances (vis-à-vis the EC) can easily override policy considerations

Other stakeholders

• mixed (by type/ policy domain, by country)

Foresight programmes in CE countries
Experience with participatory strategy setting projects and their
impacts: an indication as to the feasibility of entrepreneurial
discovery processes
•
•
•
•
•

whom have been involved
with what intention/ ambition
impacts on policy-setting processes (policies)
what experience has accumulated (perception by various actors)
what skills have been developed

Recommended by the EC to underpin RIS3
• which countries have followed this advice
• with what type of programmes

Foresight programmes in CE countries (2)
Policy focus
and intention
Czech Republic Critical (key)
technologies (rather
two national
than foresight)
programmes,
Validate centrally set
…
S&T policy priorities;

Type of
participants
Researchers
Business people
(?)

Impacts on policysetting processes
Top-down priorities are
validated

Hungary
one national
programme,
TEP, 19982000

Researchers
Business people
Policy-makers

‘Reservoir model’:
hardly any immediate
and direct impact on
policies

R&D (not on innovation)
Economically,
environmentally and
socially sustainable
development (STI
policies and beyond)
Devise a brand new
strategy

(without a
prominent role)

Foresight programmes in CE countries (3)
Policy focus
and intention

Type of
participants

Impacts on policysetting processes

Poland
national, plus
several regional
and sectorial
programmes

to be completed

Researchers
Business people
Policy-makers

Not highly visible

Slovakia
a national
programme, …

R&D priorities (?)

Researchers
Not highly visible
Business people (?)

Design and implementation of RIS3,
types and extent of impacts
Is there an unambiguous ‘core’ of RIS3?
Or is it left ‘vague’ (subject to interpretation) on purpose?
(Karo et al.)

How to operationalise RIS3/ EDF; what guidance from the EC
• introduce/ rely on participatory strategy-setting processes
• create space for policy experimentation/ EDF

What has been the intention in various CE countries?
• whole-heartedly follow any of the above two approaches
• ‘fast’ specialisation: fulfil the criteria on paper [lip service]

Design and implementation of RIS3,
types and extent of impacts (2)
Main features of RIS3 devised (and approved by the EC)
•
•
•
•
•
•

national vs. regional approach
top-down vs. bottom up processes
expert-based vs. participatory methods
what types priorities have been set
how priorities have been justified/ explained
what policy rationale has been followed (explicit, implicit)

o none (e.g. policies are shaped by vested interest)
o market failure (science-push)
o system failures
‘organic’ development (further strengthening already existing strengths)
(co-)creating radically new activities (‘ecosystems’, clusters)

•
•
• upgrading domestic (regional) firms in GVCs

Foresight to underpin S3
Policy focus
and intention
Czech
Republic
Hungary

to be added

Poland

to be added

Slovakia

to be added

No foresight
programme

Type of
participants

Impacts on policysetting processes

None

None

For comparison:
Paliokaite et al. [2015], [2016] on Lithuania
Georghiou et al. [2016] on Romania

Impacts on the STI policy governance sub-system
Power structures: oligopolistic vs. decentralised
Political-administrative culture: antagonistic vs. consensual
Reliance on strategic policy intelligence: sparse vs. systematic use
Methods used: expert-based, tokenistic, or genuine participatory
methods

Impacts on the STI policy governance sub-system (2)
What changes in the STI policy-making structures, methods,
processes, e.g.
•
•
•
•

main responsible bodies (‘duality’: HE, R&D – innovation)
orchestration of policies affecting RTDI processes and performance
forward looking (strategic) vs. myopic (‘fire-fighting’)
top-down vs. bottom-up
o the use of participatory methods
o ways to involve stakeholders, incl. the civil society

• sectoral vs. horizontal approach to innovation policy
• evaluation culture (is S3 a living document?)
o regulations on evaluation
o evaluation practice
o economics paradigm used to underpin evaluation

• Transparency, accountability

CONCLUSIONS

STI policies in context:
Performance, policies, other factors
• Framework
conditions
•…

Innovation
and
economic
activities

Economic
performan
ce

Strategies
of various
actors
(business,
academic;
domestic,
foreign;
networks,
clusters, …)

• Past performance
• Aspirations/ drive/
norms/ values of
entrepreneurs,
shareholders,
managers

Policies

(domains;
levels of
governance)

• Societal and
environmental issues
• NGOs
• Mind sets, methods,
processes
•…

Conclusions
Major differences in
• points of departure
• economic and innovation performance (past and recent)
• political and policy stances (ideologies, position vis-à-vis EC initiatives), policy
intentions
• policy-preparatory practices (capabilities, willingness to use participatory methods,
commitment to act upon recommendations stemming from participatory processes)

• framework conditions for innovations

Conclusions (2)
Innovation has not become a major policy issue due to RIS3
(as an ex-ante conditionality)
•
•
•
•

short-term macroeconomic tensions
social costs of the transition process, the 2008 crisis, …
various other ‘burning’ political issues
RTDI is perceived as burden on the budget, rather than part of the solution
(contributing to socio-economic development)

Conclusions (3)
A strong need for devising and implementing RIS3/ EDP in CE
countries
The feasibility of RIS3/ EDP in CE countries
• foreign affiliates: a decisive role in R&D, production, and export activities;
activities are driven by strategies set by their headquarters
• indigenous SMEs: the vast majority possess weak strategy setting and
technological capabilities
• business-academia co-operation is patchy
⇒ it is unlikely to have capable and committed business people as
‘champions’ of ED processes

Conclusions (4)
When RIS3/ EDP doesn’t seem to be feasible:

• abandon the idea (‘wait for miracles’)?
• launch it with the purpose of creating conditions for learning by doing
(capability building)?

The relevance of the EDP concept in CE: did this pressure
induce learning and change processes, or was it too early to
insist on it as ex-ante preconditionality for the 2013-2020
period?
The EDP concept mainly considers R&D-based innovations,
while non-R&D-based ones are equally important even in
the advanced economies

Conclusions (5)
‘Fit’ between
The legacy of CE countries
mindset
policy planning and
implementation capabilities

Knowledge and skill bases,
economic structure
Strategy setting processes
(methods, approaches, …)

Requirements for a
meaningful S3/ EDP

S3 priorities
Innovation policy
governance sub-system

A lack of ‘fit’: mistake or designed on purpose to induce changes
(‘creative tensions’)?

Future research questions
Impacts of S3/ EDP, especially on
•
•
•
•
•
•

STI policy governance sub-system, policy-preparatory practices
policy stances (rationales)
policy design capabilities
policy tools
policy implementation
…

Tensions between EDP (policy experimentation) and (perceived) EC
requirements (‘tangible’ impact, procedural and administrative
accountability, cost-efficiency)

Are policy and political analyses becoming intermingled?
How (to what extent) to keep them distinct?

Thank you!
attila.havas@krtk.mta.hu
Financial support from
NKFI grant No. 124858 is gratefully acknowledged.

Annex 1: Current challenges
Competitiveness, economic performance

• ‘dual economy’, weak innovation capabilities of indigenous firms, business
demography, entrepreneurial spirit (drive)
• job creation (unemployment, low activity rates)
• upgrading supplier firms’ position in international networks
• economic structure (dependence on a few sectors)
• drivers and limits of growth
o external, domestic (how can RIS3 address that; theory and practice)
o R&D, other sources and types of knowledge

• type and intensity of competition on the domestic market
• funds for investment (capital markets: domestic savings and VC, use of EU SF)
• …

Major regional disparities even in medium-sized countries: job and business
opportunities, infrastructure, housing, access to, and quality of, public services, …

Current challenges (2)
Macroeconomic tensions

• balancing the budget
• modernising public services: pension, health, and education systems
• taxation (repercussions on societal issues, FDI, entrepreneurship)

Health, quality of life
Demography (ageing society)
• emigration

o young, dynamic, educated people (brain drain)
o wages vs. the current model of competitiveness

• economic repercussions

The role of economic and STI policies in tackling the above
challenges
The role of, and opportunities for, businesses

MACROECONOMIC PERFORMANCE: A SNAPSHOT

Central Europe

Source: own calculation based on Maddison project data
GDP per capita, USA = 100

Labour productivity per hour worked
(EU27=100)

Source: author’s compilation based on Eurostat data
Countries are ranked by their performance (improvement since 2002)

Employment rate (%)

Source: author’s compilation based on Eurostat data
Countries are ranked by their performance (improvement since 2002)

Unemployment rate (%)

Source: author’s compilation based on Eurostat data
Countries are ranked by their performance (change since 2002)

General gov’t debt (% of GDP)
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Source: author’s compilation based on Eurostat data
Countries are ranked by their performance (change since 2002)

80

100

A crude summary
∑ of absolute
rankings, 2013*

∑ of absolute
rankings, 2002

∑ of improvement
rankings

Estonia

12

16 (3rd)

14 (1st)

Czech
Republic

13

10 (1st)

32 (8th)

Slovenia

16

10 (1st)

37 (10th)

Lithuania

18

21 (4th)

14 (1st)

Slovakia

19

22 (5th)

17 (4th)

Latvia

22

23 (6th)

16 (3rd)

Poland

27

27 (8th)

19 (6th)

Bulgaria

30

36 (10th)

17 (4th)

Romania

31

30 (9th)

20 (7th)

Hungary
Source:
author’s compilation 32
•or latest year available

25 (7th)

34 (9th)

Policies and other efforts seem to matter

