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1. Introduction

From an evolutionary perspective, economic growith structural change depend heavily on the proakss
variety renewal (Schumpeter, 1942; Metcalfe et 2006). Hence, technology and innovation policy is
concerned not with correcting market incentiveg, With designing institutional frameworks and p@i
that encourage the accumulation of capabilitieglifferent and heterogeneous national actors, irerotol
generate variety in the learning processes, infmvaburces, and business experiments (Metcal®4)1%

is aimed at aligning the innovation objectives dfedent national actors (McGowan et al., 2004; Bed
Freitas and von Tunzelmann, 2008). Since natioc@ah@mies include actors that differ with respecth®
innovation sources on which they rely, the learningcesses they have mastered, and their motigatmn
produce and diffuse knowledge, design and analgsignnovation policy requires access to detailed

microeconomic and social information (Metcalfe, 399

There has been an increase in the scale and dbapés, the quantity on offer and the diversitysohemes,

of public support for innovation and restructuriagailable to firms. Firms can exploit different ggof
support that provide a variety of incentives anddfigés, and contribute to various innovative preess In
most European countries, local and most nationalipgupport for innovation and restructuring corfresn
regional departments or local private businessugifiess services. These forms of support for intmva
coexist with centrally designed and implemented] also European innovation schemes. National policy
makers expect national support for innovation asdructuring — whether locally or centrally desigrzand
implemented — and also European support schemnes ¢omplementary in supporting innovation. How do
firms respond to the array of available public moees for innovation? Do the policies designed and
implemented by different levels of policy-makingngolement, reinforce, or substitute for each othan®
public incentives supporting many different sourcesnovation, different learning processes, andtiple
firms and systems, or do they address a narrowobdearning processes and innovation sources?
Understanding how firms respond to the availabppbuof public support is crucial for addressingicerns

related to coordinated policy-making and alignnmarihnovation objectives in the system.



There have been some efforts made to address daimese issues. Some studies focus on the cooiainat
of policy initiatives designed and implemented hffedlent policy-making levels; others focus on the
evolution, alignment, and misalignment of policyside and policy-making. Analyses of policy initiss
and whether they are coordinated, and of the akgriramong policy innovation objectives focus origyol
design and implementation not the innovation ati¢isiof the actors being targeted and who will fiene
from these innovation policies (Grande, 1996; Kudrim, 2001; Bodas Freitas and von Tunzelmann, 2008).
The perspective of demand for public innovationpgup can provide some insights into the factorg tha
induce firms to respond to specific policy innogatiobjectives and to align their innovation straegn
order to benefit from the incentives proposed bfedknt policy actors. A demand perspective is asasy

to respond to policy concerns over alignment arafdioation of innovation policy, and to identifyigs of
differentiation and specialisation, and inertia, different innovation policy-making levels. Cominagi
demand and supply aspects is likely to provide eemsomplete and more reliable story by taking antof
locally induced path-dependencies. This pointsh need for a model where firms and policy-makers
interact in real time through the exercise of tltlginamic competencies and capabilities (von Tunaelm

and Wang, 2003, 2007; lammarino et al., 2008; vonzZ€Imann, 2009).

The present study examines the alignment of pdhoyvation objectives using a model that includes a
demand-side perspective related to the innovatimtegjies of firms that benefit from public supptot
innovation. The framework we develop buildings oxiseng frameworks in order to examine policy
alignment from a supply-side perspective, thaarglysis of policy design. We suggest that the firays
align policy innovation objectives is related toeith innovation strategies, in particular, innovatio
development paths and forms of organising intepactiith external actors, and their specific techgaal
and market learning loci. We apply this framewonkp@ically by analysing how French and British fasm
align the variety of forms of local, central, andr&pean innovation support available to them. Welaix
firm-level data from the Community Innovation SwwCIS) of the innovation processes of French and
British firms, for the periods 1998-2000 and 20@®<2. Data for the late 1990s and early 2000s allow
integration of our demand-side perspective of irmtiowm policy design with earlier evidence on policy

design, that is, the supply-side. This empiricakreise will provide insights on how a demand-side



perspective on the alignment of innovation poliomplements a supply-side analysis of the design and

forms of policy coordination across different lessef policy-making.

The paper is organised as follow. Section 2 revidvesliterature on the alignment of innovation pgli
objectives. Section 3 develops a framework to erarttie alignment of innovation policy objectivesnra
demand-side perspective. Section 4 presents tlacatat the methodology used and Section 5 presadts a

discusses the empirical results. Section 6 consltitke paper.

2. Alignment of innovation policy objectives

Alignment of innovation policy objectives is ofteimderstood as the integration of incentives fotesys
that differ in their function (technology, produanti, finance, marketing, management), resource®styb
labour, capital and natural resources), and spatislerage (local, regional, national, supranatjonal
(McGowan et al., 2004: ch. 3). Although the anabfilens and units of analysis used vary, alignnoént
innovation policy objectives overlaps with issuetated to the coordination of multiple policy-madgin
levels. The examination of coordination of multiplelicy-making focus often on different levels aflipy-
making, their rationale and their overlaps (e.garéle, 1996, 2001; Kaiser and Prange, 2004). Studies
looking at the alignment of innovation policy oljees focus on the rationale for adaptive policies
encourage innovation and enhance the learning dejesbof heterogeneous firms, and examine whether
and how different innovation sources and learnirag@sses are encouraged by different policies @ffetc
1995; Metcalfe et al., 2006; Bodas Freitas and Mamzelmann, 2008). In both cases, the point of depa

is policy design as the expression of alignmentaradination among different levels of policy-magi

Innovation policy coordination is particularly rednt in the European context of multi-layered
interconnected levels of policy-making where regifincal, national and European authorities offaresal
types of public support for technology, innovatiand restructuring. In this context, it is important
understand whether these coexisting forms of puhligport for innovation complement or substitute fo
each other (Grande, 1996; Kuhlmann, 2001). Accgrdiintheir underlying rationale, the support predd
by these different levels of policy-making is exjgecto provide specific incentives to use particslaurces

and learning processes, and consequently to bedaitndifferent types of firms. However, some public



policy studies show that there are coordinatiorblgmms across and within national economies, adonss
and national level policy-making (Kaiser and Pran@@OS)i. Moreover, the extent to which European,
national and regional innovation policies completearch other differs across different national ecaies
(Kaiser and Prange, 2004). In other words, thel land type of multi-level governance of innovatidiffers
across countries and, within countries, acrosgypabjectives. These studies focus mainly on paliegign
and ignore demand for public innovation support dadhot provide information about how firms respéad

the wide array of public incentives.

The innovation policy literature focuses also orvedeping frameworks to examine the alignment of
innovation policy. For example, Bodas Freitas aod Vunzelmann (2008) develop an analytical framé&wor
to compare the alignment of policy innovation objexs across time, in different economies. Howetlegir
study focuses on the characteristics of policyglegihe supply-side) and, consequently, on thepeets/es

of policy-makers rather than firms in the functiogiof their innovation systems. Foray and Lleret206)
discusses how policy knowledge objectives and farfymlicy implementation are related to the calitéds

of policy-makers, policy-implementers and the fitarganisations being targeted. They argue thatifspec
knowledge objectives and forms of implementatioacht® be articulated in order to address spedcgfis of
capabilities. However, there are no theoreticallyedoped or empirically derived frameworks thatraiee
the alignment of innovation policy from a demandesperspective and integrate analysis of this alegnt

from a supply-side perspective.

Other streams of the public policy and innovatiderature have tried to integrate the demand-side
perspective. Still with a focus on policy desigml @aking the characteristics of the targeted denfpoticy
network) as exogenous, the public policy literatargues and shows how the policy objectives anestyyb
responses expected from firms in specific infororal and institutional environments need to be eskird
with specific policy design and implementation (8tdr, 1986; Peters, 2000; Blair, 2002, HowlettD20
For instance, Bressers and O'Toole (1998) arguenthere the objectives of the actors in the tagyetps

are similar, policies tend to provide additionasoerces; where objectives of the actors are dikgimi
policies tend to rely on regulation. Sabatier (1)986ggests that bottom-up policy approaches ares mor
appropriate in situations where there is no dontirtechnology, but there is a large number (variety)

actors with no power dependency and a primaryéstén the dynamics of different local situations.



Analyses of policy additionality provides insiglims$o the types of firms that are most likely to ippublic
support to increase their learning capabilities] #mose that are more likely to use it to redudermal
innovation investment (e.g. David et al., 2000; 1@itai et al., 2007). These studies focus narrosviypolicy
additionality and the impact of specific policy grammes rather than on integration in policy desifja
demand-side perspective with the characteristidh@fpolicy design and in this manner to providgghts

into the alignment of innovation policy objectivieshe economy.

In summary, the analytical focus in the existirtgriture is the supply-side of innovation objediveith
demand considered as exogenous or as a respomsigasibn. None of these approaches provides irsight
into how to identify the forms in which firms resgband align their innovation strategies to berfedin the

incentives provided by different levels of policyaking.

Metcalfe (1995, p.33) argues that innovation polss#s are firm specific and vary across time; riéfere,
the design and implementation of innovation polibgt provides incentives for a variety of innovatio
sources and learning processes must be based omegvoomic and social information. To understarad th
interaction between policy-makers’ supply-side decis and firms’ demand-side decisions in the odrag
the policies pursued, we need an analysis thagiates the demand for public support with its syupph
examination of the alignment of innovation polidyjectives from the demand side requires an exaromat
of firms’ innovation objectives in exploiting theorims of public support for innovation designed and
implemented by different levels of policy makingfdcus on firm strategies provides a better undading

of whether or not available public incentives arenpoting different learning and innovation actiegiand

models.

3. From a supply-side to a demand-side framework t@xamine the alignment of public innovation

support

Figure 1 depicts the analytical framework propoge@xamine and compare the alignment of innovation
objectives from a demand-side perspective, andr tmtéraction with policy-makers decisions. This
framework builds on the three-dimensional alignm&ihnovation policy design model proposed in Boda

Freitas and von Tunzelmann (2008), in which puslipport is characterised as the types of knowledge



learning processes addressed, forms of implementatind types of support (selectiveness of targeted
firms). In relation to types of knowledge and leagnaddressed, it identifies diffusion vs. miss@iented
policies (Vertical vs Horizontal). Horizontal pr@gmnmes focus on the diffusion of innovation, the
integration of new technologies into old productsl grocesses, and on increasing the number of firms
involved in using new technologies and in interagtin specific ways in the business-to-businessetar
Vertical programmes address the development of temlmnologies and products and of new explicit
interfaces in the business-to-business markets&hend dimension in the model refers to the lef/pbbcy
programme implementation: local or central levdlpalicy design and implementation. The third aspc
Bodas Freitas and von Tunzelmann’'s analytical mad&drs to selection among the forms of support
provided (i.e. type of public support or incentiyeovided and type of output). Public support is
characterised as general if it provides a genesgdart capacity that allows firms to decide whetiveuse it

for general services or to access information, asdpecific if it provides incentives to develogdfic

capabilities or targets specific technological amtlistrial environments.

The framework in Figure 1 accounts for the innawatactivities and strategies encouraged by eatheof
three policy design dimensions proposed in Boda#ds and von Tunzelmann (2008). Firms with diffiére
innovation development strategies and behaviouns mae different motives and interests in applyfiog
public support that is aimed at providing particufecentives. In their turn, policy-implementerdivtarget
firms and projects that match programme objectildsest policy programmes provide incentives for
particular innovation activities and the developimeh specific technological or market capabilitié¥e
suggest that firms’ use of different innovation ot depends on their innovation development siiase

interaction with external actors, and learning kcu

[Insert Figure 1 about here]

The firm’s search and innovation development patlay be associated with the forms firms relate with
external actors for innovation development strat@lgnsen et al., 2007; Bercovtiz and Feldman, 2087)

addition, the firm’s technological and market leagnlocus might promote a particular innovatiorattgy



(Pavitt, 1984; Dosi, 1988). The articulation ofshedimensions is not random. Therefore, in thiepape
examine the alignment of policy innovation objeeivfrom a demand-side perspective that considers th
three axes of the firm’s innovation behaviour: shaand development for innovation; organisation of
interaction with external actors for innovation d®pment, and learning locus. We next examine lmsd

different business innovation strategies and cheariatics interact with specific innovation poliopjectives.

3.1. Innovation development paths

The literature makes a distinction between theckepaths for innovation development: cumulativersexs
refinement of existing knowledge (exploitation);dasearch in the technology space for new and more
productive techniques and products with unknown atem(exploration) (March, 1991; Gupta et al., 2006;
Greve, 2007). Both types of search involve learrand innovation and may not be incompatible (Greve,
2007; Jensen et al. 2007). Indeed, the intensitgxploration and exploitation activities seems tffed

across firms’ functions and subsystems (Gupta. e2@0D6; Raisch et al., 2009).

This distinction between exploration and explodatiis similar to the dichotomy between vertical and
horizontal knowledge objectives in policy design.fadcus on the innovation development paths of firms
rather than the knowledge objectives of policy paogmes permits to account for the fact that expilama
and exploitation activities can be coordinated eoihpatible within the firm (Brown and Eisenhardd9Z;

Raisch et al., 2009).

Exploration and exploitation based innovation depaient paths involve the search for diverse tydes o
information and knowledge sources (von Hippel, 3983rms may invest heavily in developing and
accessing advanced technological knowledge andralgoon knowledge and information resulting from
internal learning-by-doing, using and interactidgreliance on technological knowledge advancesaisve
firms’ exploratory efforts to build new competerxiand technologies. The development of internal
organisational structures that encourage knowledggtion through learning-by-doing, using and imténg
allows firms to build on their existing knowledge, adapt and respond quickly to changes in theiketa
and technological environments (Nonaka, 1994). rArngf reliance on exploratory technology knowledge

development can result in reduced interest in gooitial) public support for the adoption of techmyddal or



organisational best-practice, while a heavy rekaion exploitative learning based on experience may
discourage firms from applying for (vertical) suppm develop new knowledge and technologies (Lténah
and March, 1993; Tripsas and Gavetti, 2000). Vertend horizontal policy programmes may provide
different benefits depending on the firms’ innowatidevelopment strategies. On their turn, policykens

will target and choose to grant and provide horiaband vertical support to firms with differennhimvation

development strategies.

3.2. Organisation and governance of interaction tviéxternal actors for innovation development

The literature on transaction costs and firm orgaon show when and how standardised markets,
customised contracts and collaborations are retewamganisational arrangements for knowledge and
technology flows. The appropriateness of these msgéonal forms depends on the coordination costs,
technology uncertainty, and appropriation and faranaspects (Artz and Brush, 2000; Gulati and &jng
1998). Different capabilities are required to eksaband maintain different forms of organisatioh o
interactions with external actors to access aneéldpvechnological inputs. Experience with diffdrerodes

of organisation with external actors may influettoe firms’ interest in applying for different types public

support.

Engagement in collaboration reflects the firms’ emstianding that knowledge is distributed acrostemtint
actors and that cooperation may be required to ldpva new technology. In technological contexts
characterised by high levels of uncertainty anddr&powledge development, collaboration allows frto
exploit the different and complementary resourceb@mpetencies of external actors and decreasekse

of an internal technology development process (Hage et al., 2000; Gulati and Singh, 1998; Hoetiet
Mellewigt, 2009). Experience in organising colladtbre innovation development seems to be associated
with strong technological and organisational caliigds (Gulati and Nickerson, 2008). Hence, firmghw
experience in organising innovation developmentcallaboration with external actors are more likidybe
interested in specific innovation public incentiy@svided under a vertical policy programme anderaivle

to propose an original knowledge and technologyettgament project that targets the public incentifees



innovation. Policy-makers’ and implementers’ evéituas of such firms will be high based on theirajes

potential to disseminate their innovative resuttsblly based on collaboration (Feldman and KeR&{6).

Contracting out parts of technological developmemtother firms and organisations shows that the
technologies and know-how available in the markehat match the specific needs of the firm, and the
firm has taken account of the transaction costslugd in leaving some parts of the developmenptrcHic
technology providers. Firms that contract out pafttheir development have developed the capaislitd
search for technology providers, to set contréews $pecify required outcomes, to monitor the @t of
providers, and to coordinate external and inteimabvation development processes and outputs (iGardt
Nickerson, 2008; van de Vrande et al., 2009). T$e af contracting to manage interactions for tetdgyo
development reveals firms’ concerns with approfmmabf innovation development, which may reduce the
motivation to participate in public innovation sappprogrammes (Luukkonen, 2002; Feldman and Kelley
2006). Firms that prefer contractual arrangememtschieve parts of their innovation developmentess,
signal to policy-makers that they have the capidslito co-ordinate risky and difficult activitiegsability to
develop new competences and technologies, andwilimgness to share their knowledge (Veuglererd an

Cassiman, 1999; Cassiman. and Veugelers, 2006).

Reliance on the best practice and technologiesamtarket for the development of new products seéems
be associated with weak concerns about knowledijevars, with low technology uncertainty and low
costs of coordination (Pavitt, 1984; Gulati, anaigBi, 1998). Firms that rely on somehow standardised
technology are more likely to respond to generdllipisupport for innovation, aimed at raising awsags

on best-practices, and support for restructuring) ianovation adoption. Firms that rely on the maros
technology inputs may find general public supportifinovation useful to search and scan technaodest
practice and innovation sources and to upgrade tieiovative capabilities (Bodas Freitas and von

Tunzelmann, 2008).

3.3. Locus of learning and innovation developmefitms’ technological and market environments

Firms active in different industries tend to deye$pecific innovative behaviours through the acdatran

of different technological and organisational caliéds (Castellacci, 2008). Firms in different umgtries,
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develop specific technological and learning trajdges, rely on diverse technological and marketvidedge
bases and exploit specific learning processes (ldale1992). Pavitt (1984) distinguishes four typés
industry sectors-supplier-dominated, scale-intensive, specialisgupfiar andscience-intensive-based on
differences in the sources of technology, userirements, direction of technological change and maeat
and possibilities for the appropriation of innoeati Hence, there is some evidence that the inrmvati
strategies and behaviours of firms depend on tieelnological learning locus. Firms’ use of innawat
support provided by different levels of policy-magimay be uneven across different technologicahieg
loci. Some levels of policy-making may target sfiedndustries and technological contexts, otheym
provide incentives for specific innovation soureesl activities that are more attractive to certadustries
and fulfil particular needs. For example, policiessupport the search for new technological fiebds
applications may not be equally of interested tmsi in supplier-dominated or science-intensive @sct
Science based and specialised supplier firms, wimheuse R&D and design are important technology
sources, will be more likely to participate in veat policy programmes providing specific incengvior

innovation via exploration.

Also, the market environment influences firms’ babar and strategies (Hitt et al., 1997; Simard s¥ekt,
2006; MacGarvie, 2006). Participation in the lo@ald international markets is associated with the
development of different competencies to producak raarket and with specific network links. Interaati
with local actors seems particularly important fmoduct customisation and diversity, for firms that
concentrate on the local market and technologeaining (Maskell and Malmberg, 1999; Rantisi, 2002)
For firms that operate in international marketis itmportant to build international reputation agstablish
relationships that will enhance their technologiaatl market reputations (Hitt et al., 1997; Saloraod
Shaver, 2005; Simard and West, 2006). Motivatioagply for and the likelihood of being granted supp
from different levels of policy-making may depend the market in which the firm operates. Local publ
support might be attractive to firms whose leardimgus is the local environment, not only becaudeas
been designed to match the technological and madmpetences of the local economy, but also bedause
may provide more opportunity for interaction witkisting and new partners, and improve local reparat
(Morrison et al.,, 2000). Transnational innovatioaoppgort may be associated with participation in

international markets and the need to learn, intexrad build reputation globally (Laredo, 1995, 899
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4. Data and Methods
4.1. Data

We apply our framework empirically relying on firlevel data from two waves of the CIS for France and
the UK. We focus on policy programmes that providancial support for innovation, not informationda
relational services, infrastructure or learninglso&irms that benefit from financial public suppare those
that (first) self select by applying for the supgpand (second) are selected by policy-implemenfEne
criteria in both cases reflect the design of thécposupport, and the innovation strategies of fines.
Public support for innovation benefits firms whoslearacteristics and capabilities comply with policy
requirements and distinguish them. Our data previdirmation only on whether or not the firm betesf

from public support; we do not have informationfioms that applied for, but did not receive support

The CIS asks about the innovation processes in faetwing firms in France and the UK. For the first
period, 1998-2000, the survey covers 3,340 UK meatufing firms and 4,081 French manufacturing firms
In the second period, 2002-2004, the dataset irsluj705 UK manufacturing firms and 6,037 French
manufacturing firms. In both periods, 405 UK an88F, French manufacturing firms responded to the
survey. Given some missing observations, our sanspnstituted of 393 UK firms and 1,353 French
firms." To avoid problems of endogeneity common in crassisnal analyses, we use the characteristics of
firms’ innovation activities in the first period &planatory variables of the public support thegyrhave

received in the second period.

Dependent variables

Our dependent variables are use of public suppmviged by local government (LOCAL), central
government or national agencies (CENTRAL), and peam organisations (EUROPEAN). The CIS asks
firms whether or not they received public innovatsupport from different levels of government (lpoca
central including national agencies, and Europegarisations). These variables are taken direabiy fthe

firms’ questionnaire responses.
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Based on this information, we created a fourth ddpat variable (ALIGNMENT), as a categorical valéab
that differentiates firms according to information the choice of specific forms of alignment of b
innovation support provided by different levels dEcision-making. In particular, ALIGNMENT
differentiates firms that received no public suppdrms that receivecnly public innovation support
provided by local government, firms that receivediysupport granted by central national governnuerd
national agency, firms that received support frasthdocal and central national levels of governm{mi
not a European organisation), firms that receigety public innovation support provided by European
organisations, and firms that were granted publppsrt from a European and a national local anciatral
source. In our regression analysis, the dependenables provide information on public support for

innovation in the period 2002-2004.

Table 1 shows the share of the firms in our sartipdé received public innovation support from diéet

levels of government, in France and in the UK.

[Insert Table 1 about here]

In both countries, about 20% of firms received supfrom at least one level of government. Howetlee,
likelihood of accessing public innovation suppatass industrial sectors seems to differ in Fraane in
the UK. Compared to their French counterparts, Wlhd active in specialised-supplier and supplier-
dominated industries seem more likely to benebirirpublic innovation support. Also, UK science-lzhse
firms seem more likely to use mainly national palsupport (either or both local and central suppuartile

French science-based firms seem more likely to aoentational and European support.

Explanatory variables

According to our analytical framework, firms’ moéitions to apply for and use different types of publ
support are associated with the characteristitsedf innovation development paths, the forms incilihey

organise and govern interaction with external acfor knowledge development, and the locus of their

13



learning processes. Our independent variables mrxdeg for these innovative behaviour and expedenc
dimensions in the period 1998-2000; our dependeni@bles provide information on the use of public

support in the period 2002-2004.

Three variables characterise the firms’ innovatimvelopment paths and strategies, all measurefein t
period 1998-2000. EXPLORATION is a proxy for theeinsity of the firm’s involvement in widening the
search space for innovation and, consequently;, ¢fiieirts to develop new knowledge and technolodtes
measured by the ratio of firm’'s total innovativevestment on firm’s total turnover. EXPLOITATION
provides information on the firm’'s organisation#fiogls to increase learning and innovative oppdties
through learning-by-doing, through improving intgrand external communication (learning by usind an
by interacting). It provides information on whethte firm undertook changes to its marketing or kwor
organisation, and knowledge management strate@giesinclude the variable NEW-to-market product in
order to account for the effectiveness of the engtion search paths in the development of new ctenpes
and products. This variable captures informationmether the firm developed a product that was tew

market.

We include three variables, measured in the pet@@B-2000, to characterise the forms in which firms
organise and govern exchanges and interactionextdrnal actors for innovation development. Thealde
COLLABORATION provides information on whether or tnahe firm collaborated for innovation
development. The variable CONTRACT provides infaiiora on the firm's degree of outsourcing of
innovation development activities, measured agdhie of investment made by the firm to acquirecexal
knowledge (extramural R&D and acquisition of otlexternal knowledge) to the total amount the firm
invested in internal and external R&D and acquisitdf other external knowledge. MARKET is a progy f
the firm’s reliance on technologies available ie tharket. It provides information on whether thenfs
product and/or process innovations were developedtber firms and organisations or were developed

internally or collaboratively.

We include five variables to characterise the le@ytocus of firms. Two capture information on tbeus of
market learning and the other three capture infaonaon the locus of technological learning.

INTERNATIONAL provides information on whether thigri's most significant market is the international

market" LOCAL provides information on whether the firm'sst significant market is the local or regional

14



market. The reference category NATIONAL providefoimation on whether the national market is the
firm’'s most significant market. To capture informoat on the technological locus of firms’ learninge
include information on the firm's industry activityVe control for industry activity using Pavitt’'4984)

taxonomy of supplier-dominated, scale-intensivecigised-supplier and science-ba¥ed.

As the greatest users of public support are largesfand spin offs (Laredo, 1998), we include atmrior
firm size, being a start-up and being part of aupgtdSIZE is measured by the logarithm of the nundfer
employees. STARTUP is a dichotomous variable thatiges information on whether or not the firm is a

start-up. GROUP provides information on whetherfitm is part of a group or is an independent firm.

Table 2 reports the descriptive statistics of tepethdent and explanatory variables. Annex TableoAiges
the correlation coefficients of the explanatoryiables. The correlation coefficients are quite lavich

shows that multicollinearity is not a problem irr @amalysis.

[Insert Table 2 about here]

4.2. Methods

Relying on these data we proceed in two stepst, ks examine firms’ use of public support providsd
different levels of policy-making. Our dependentriables LOCAL, CENTRAL and EUROPEAN
innovation support are dichotomous variables thatret mutually exclusive and may be correlated. We
apply multivariate probit maximum likelihood estitimm method, which allows simultaneous estimatibn o
use of public innovation support provided by diffier levels of government. The model estimates the
probability that the firm benefits from public invetion support provided by different levels of gl
making as a function of the other support and a detexplanatory variables. This method allows
simultaneous estimation of more than one binarpipeguation with correlated disturbances, andstémst

the correlation between dependent variables camdition a certain number of common explanatory
variables (Galia and Legros, 2004, p. 1193). Heitgepvides information on the extent of complemen

substitution between the different dependent véggab
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Second, we examine how firms align the public iratmn support provided by different levels of
government. Our dependent variable is the categjovariable ALIGNMENT. Each form of alignment is
mutually exclusive, that is, each category ideediffirms that chose a specific form of alignmehg t

categories do not overlap. We estimate the probalif each specific form of alignment relying on a
multinomial logit regression model which estimaties probability of each form of alignment in comipan

with a base category, which, in our case, refermtase of public support.

5. Alignment of innovation policy objectives, a demnd side perspective

5.1. Characteristics of users of public innovatiorsupport provided by different levels of decision-

making

Table 3 shows the results of the multivariate grebtimation of firms’ probability to be granted CAL,

CENTRAL, EUROPEAN public support for innovationy flerench and British observations separately.

[Insert Table 3 about here]

The results suggest differences in the innovatioategies of firms that benefit from public supptot
innovation provided by British and French localharities. British local support is less likely terefit
large established firms active in supplier-domidatelustries (Table 3, column 1). French local supfs
more likely to assist firms that rely on exploratidevelopment paths, that launch new-market predacid

have experience of collaboration (Table 3, column 4

Support from UK central national government or ages attracts large firms with experience in
collaboration for innovation (Table 3, column 2)hig level of government support seems to privilege
science-based and specialised-supplier sectoiitaagivi-rench central support attracts very simijges of

firms, except that French central support encowagernational learning (Table 3, columns 2 and 5)

European support is exploited mainly by French dirtimat rely on exploratory strategies and collatiana
for innovation development (Table 3, column 6). d&agan innovation support benefits mostly large €men

firms active in international markets, in scienogensive industries. British firms that use Europsapport
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are not significantly different from those that didt receive it. The variables weakly associatetth wse of

only European support are exploitative developraentcollaboration (at 6% one-tailed Table 3, colB)n

Examining the complementarities among the threedypf support, we find some differences between
France and the UK. In France, local, central ancbean support are correlated and complementarmy. Th
strongest correlation is between central and E@oeipport (0.70), and the weakest is between boual

European support (0.49). In the UK, only the catieh between local and central is significant §).4

5.2. Firms' alignment of policy innovation objectives

Table 4 show the results of the multinomial pragstimations of the probability that British and ek
firms undertake different forms of ALIGNMENT of plib support for innovation from local, national

central and European sources.

[Insert Table 4 about here]

Only local support is associated more with British start-ups, not of British firms active in specialised-
supplier sectors (Table 4, column Only localsupport is less likely to be the strategy of Frefichs that

rely on the market to source technological inplits(e 4, column 6).

Only central national support is associated with British spéséal-supplier firms and science-based
industrial activities, but not start-ups (Tablecélumn 2). There is weak evidence that large Brifisms
with collaboration experience are more likely toplext only central sources of innovation support. |
France,only central national innovation support is associated with &iractive in specialised-supplier
sectors, with experience in collaborating for inatien development (Table 4, column 7). It is ldkely

among French firms who mainly use exploration egigs for innovation development.

National support(combined use of local and central support) i®@ated with French firms that rely on

collaborative/shared governance of interaction wdkternal actors for knowledge development and
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knowledge transfer (Table 4, column 8). In the Widtional supporis more likely to be exploited by large

firms (Table 4, column 3).

Only Europeansupport is associated more with British firms thely on exploration for innovation
development, and collaboration and the market toage innovation development. Only European support
is less likely among British start-ups, firms wighlocal learning focus, and firms active in trauligl
supplier-dominated sectors (Table 4, column 4).Fhance,only Europeansupport for innovation is
associated with large firms, but not those whoseniag locus is the local market or traditional sligy-

dominated activities (Table 4, column 9).

In the UK, National (any level)and Europearpublic innovation support combined is more likelpang
firms that undertake exploitation strategies fonowation development, do not rely on markets for
innovation development, and whose market learnowyd is not the local market (Table 4, column 5).
Established firms are more frequent than startiopis group. In France\ational and Europears an
alignment strategy of firms that rely on exploratifor the development of new competences and
technologies, and on collaboration rather thanreatd to develop and exchange technological knayaed
French firms, whose learning locus is the inteoratl market and science-based industrial actigity,more

likely to be found in this group as are large atadtsup firms (Table 4, column 10).

5.3. Discussion

Our results show that British and French public pgup for innovation attracts firms with different
characteristics and innovation strategies, whialgests that the design of British and French intiona
support should be different, especially the desafjriocal support. French local support for innowati
encourages exploration for innovation and collatienafor innovation development; British local inragion
support focuses mainly on start-ups. French ceatnaport provides innovation incentives for firmghaa
specific learning locus, in particular large scei@sed and specialised supplier firms, and thbae t
collaborate. Similarly, British central support rtipsbenefits firms with collaboration experienceathare

active in the science-based and specialised-sug@ators.
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These results are in line with and complement itikeakture on the design of innovation policies naree
and in the UK in the late 1990s and early 2000glaBd-reitas and von Tunzelmann (2008) show that fro
the late 1990s, most of the differences attenuatedng central policy programmes but not local mubli
support. From the mid-1990s, central policy-makwgs directed towards encouraging new market
development and technological developments thramgn calls (“as well as the development of tools to
monitor public business services provision or tppsut management capabilities of firms” Bodas kit
and von Tunzelmann, 2008, p.1459). Local supporfrance and the UK was still quite different, with
French local public support based more on finangidisidies for collaboration, technology adoptiow a

research than British local support.

Our results show also that the public innovatioppsuit alignment strategies ofily local only centralor
only national supportare associated mainly with British firms with aesjic learning locus, and with
French firms reliant on certain forms of governthg process of innovation development, and on icerta
innovation development paths. These results suglifistences in the way that local and central oral
policy-making is co-ordinated in France and the dKd how it interacts with European support. Inliie
local and central policy-making seem to be cootdidian the basis of the firm’s learning locus, whiit
France they seem to be coordinated mainly on ths o their development paths and forms of orgsius

for innovation. Hence, the combined use of local eentral public support is mainly observed amargé
British firms with more resources and more divdesgning locus, while in France it is mainly obsahin
firms that rely on collaboration for knowledge atgthnology exchange. Given the peculiarities of the
national public innovation support, the alignmeetidiononly EU supporgllows French firms to align their
specific (market and technological) learning loeusl provides British firms with the possibility &dign
their focus on exploratory development paths andnmarket and collaboration modes of organizing

innovation development.

This specific pattern of alignment and coordinat@nnnovation support seems to reflect the undegly
rationale for local public support and, consequeittle design of public support in these countriethe late
1990s. In France local support was generally agurdoy theContrat plan Etat-régiorand entailed financial
subsidies for advice and technological servicesetprovided and approved locally. In the UK, thatcs

government (at the time the Department of Tradeladdstry) contracted out the provision of a ddfirset

19



of services to local policy providers (at that tirttee Business Links), they include mostly inforroati
services and some subsidised consultancy, whicll t@ucustomised to better address the specifidmet

local firms (Bodas Freitas and von Tunzelmann, 2pQ0B455-6).

Our results show that French firms that benefitnfrmational and European support have similar
characteristics, which suggests that European suppimforces French national policies. In otherrdg
exploiting French public support for innovation yides learning ladder to apply for European support
British central and local innovation support, fdogson encouraging a specific learning locus rathan
specific paths for innovation development or formfigoverning external interaction, overlaps lesthwie
European innovation support. The use of Europedntigpaupport seems not to depend on the innovation
behaviour of British firms, which may be relatedtbe design of national public support for innowatior

the specificities of national industries.

In sum, our results suggest that firms align inrttmmovation strategies the innovation objectieéslifferent
policy-making levels. Thus, an examination of tHgrament of innovation policy from a demand-side
perspective complements supply-side analysis dtyalesign by providing information on the inceetsv
and targets of the public support provided by défe levels of policy-making, and the patterns ofiqy

coordination.

7. Conclusions

This study focused on achieving a better understgnof the interaction between public support desdy
and provided by different levels of policy-makiramd firms’ motivations and willingness to use itféster
their innovation development processes. It adoptettmand-side perspective on the alignment of ypolic
innovation objectives and started by conceptuajisin analytical framework to examine this alignmdthie
framework is in line with existing frameworks exainig policy design and proposed that firms’ use of
public support relates to their strategies for watmn development in terms of innovation paths fomths
of organising interaction with external actors, &meir specific technological and market learniogus. We
applied this framework to analyse how French antsBrfirms align the variety of forms of local, raeal

and European innovation support available to th&we used firm-level data from the Community
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Innovation Survey for the periods 1998-2000 and22B004, which allowed us to relate and integrate ou
demand-side perspective on innovation policy desigh evidence from analyses of policy design, filsat

the supply-side.

Our empirical evidence suggests that firms cootdiaad align the innovation objectives of differéxtels

of policy-making with their innovation strategiel. suggests differences in the design and form of
coordination of local and central French and Bhrifisnovation support. In particular, British loclpport
seems to be aimed particularly at helping startwipsge French local support seems to provide ingest
for vertical technological development and motigatirms to rely on exploration for innovation
development. Hence, French local support seeme tondre vertical in its innovation objectives th&e t
British local support, and to an extent more theanEh central innovation support. Both British &rdnch
central support encourages technological developmecertain technological areas through collaborat
This is in line with Bodas and von Tunzelmann's Q&P findings which show also that this difference
persists along the period between the 1980s andatig 2000s, and that, in both countries, cerstglport
from the mid-1990s became increasingly specifigtsnobjectives, supporting technological developtmen

through collaboration.

Our evidence also provides insights into the d#ifer'types’ of coordination at different levels pblicy-
making. In the UK, coordination of local and cehpalicy-making seems to be based on differentgyoli
competences to address the specific learning foidinos, while in France, coordination seems tordlated

to the competences to address specific innovagerldpment paths and organisational formats.

Our results have some implications for policy. Theus on the characteristics of policy design amal t
innovation strategies of firms-users of public imation support provides complementary perspectores
how policy innovation objectives are aligned inesonomy. Therefore, to assess and improve the rdesig
and coordination of policy-making, policy-makerailtbfocus on translating policy objectives into Gfie
business strategies that can be targeted by paliey/feed back into policy design. This dialecteedrcise

of translation of policy design characteristicifitms’ innovation strategies that could be taggemight
allow a better integration of the demand perspectiv policy design. Also, the dialectical proceds o

translating policy design into innovation strategio be targeted by policy design could enable a
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reassessment of the intention of policy is to edatentives to reorient firms’ behaviour or tonferce

certain innovation strategies. Further researcieesled to examine this issue in more detail.

' Since the 1990s, several authors have discusseésktie of coordination of policy-making levels asfdhe erosion of
the national policy-making capacity to improve aoatl living standards. Coordination of policy acésvels of policy-
making in Europe has been limited due to the diyers regional and national economies (Grande,12(xiser and
Prange, 2004). Following publication of the Lisbdgenda, European objectives have focused on strenigig efforts
to spread best practice and achieve greater cosweggtowards the main EU goals (Borras and Jacoh&8m4).
However, it is uncertain that best practice is $hene in all countries, which may have differentitipall, social and
cultural systems. Moreover, is convergence of mafioinnovation objectives possible when nationamé are
competing in domestic and foreign markets? Natianghorities are the main mediators across diftelevels of
policy (Kuhlmann, 2001; Kaiser and Prange, 2005).

" The selection bias introduced by panel data suggést both French and the British manufacturimmg that
responded to the survey in both periods were généasiege, and more innovative than those that oesied in only one
of the periods. However, there is no significarftedence in the level of public innovation suppateived from EU or
national institutions when local and national level government are considered together.

i \We reran our models with the variable export isigninstead of International. Results are simitathose for the
variable International, shown in this paper andaaalable upon request from the authors.

V'We reran our models with the OECD taxonomy whiisttinguish industries in relation to the technologtensity of

their processes and products: low-tech, mediumtémli, medium-high tech and high tech (Peneder, 2GaSults are

similar to those shown in the paper. They are alabel upon request from the authors.
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Table 1. Share of manufacturing firms by industry ativity that benefitted from public support provided by organizations at local, central-national and Ig

European levels, in the UK and France, in 2002-2004

UK France
Supplier- Scale- Specialised  Science Supplier- Scale- Specialised  Science
! . - . . . Total ; . - - . ) Total
dominated intensive suppliers intensive dominated intensive suppliers intensive
0, 0, 0 0 D
NO support 89% 84% 66% 67% | 325 91% 83% 71% 66% | 1112
0, 0, 0, 0,
Only LOCAL 3% 6% 0% 7% 20 2% 1% 1% 2% 18
Only CENTRAL 5% 5% 21% 17% 36 % 8% 1% 9% 125
Only NATIONAL (local & 0 0 0 0
y ( 206 3% 506 4% 12 0% 2% 3% 1% 24
central)
Only EUROPEAN 0% 1% 3% 4% 6| 0% 2% 2% 4% 25
0, 0, 0, 0,
European & any national 1% 1% 5% 1% (i 2% 4% 7% 18% 83
0, 0, 0, 0, 0,
Any type of support 11% 16% 34% 33% | 20% 9% A 29% 34% | 20
Total n. firms 116 176 38 75 405 %40 736 192 219 | 138
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Table 2. Descriptive statistics of dependent and pkanatory variables.

Minimum | Maximum | Mear S.td'.
Deviation
Explanatory Variables
Exploration Ratio of total innovative expenditures on total 0 8357 4.01 945
Innovation turnove_r : :
devel ) Proportion of changes undertook in three interna
eveac?[ﬁgqen Exploitation |learning efforts: marketing, work organization and 0 2 0.30/ 048
/ pams knowledge management strategies
strategies .
New-market |1 if the developed a product new to the market, O
. 0 1 0.33| 0.47
prod otherwise
1 if the innovation was developed by other
Market organizations; 0 if the firm developed innovation 0 1 0.04 .19
Forms of alone or in collaboration
interaction Proportion of the investments in extramural R &D
and activities and in the acquisition of other external
organization Contract knowledge on the total R&D expenditure (i.e. 0 1 0.09 0.23
of technology intramural, extramural R &D activities and
development acquisition of other external knowledge)
Collaboration 1 of the firm collaborate_ for innovation 0 1 0.34 0.48
development, 0 otherwise
International 1 if the most significant ma_rket of the firm is the 0 1 0.47 0.50
international one, 0 otherwise
National 1 |f_the most S|gn|f|can_t market of the firm is the 0 1 044] 050
national one, 0 otherwise
Dichotomous variable, takes value 1 if the most
Local significant market of the firm is the local one, 0 0 1 0.09 0.29
Learnin otherwise
9 Supplier- 1 if the firm is active in supplier-dominated
Locus ; : . . 0 1 0.20 0.40
dominated |industries, O otherwise
Scale-intensive 1if the.f|rm is active in scale-intensive induesj O 0 1 051l 050
otherwise
Speua!lzed— 1 if the.f|rm is active in specialized-suppliers 0 1 013 033
suppliers | industries, 0 otherwise
Science-based 1if the.f|rm is active in science-based industrizs 0 1 016l 037
otherwise
Size Logarithm of number of employees 1.61 11.47 655%. 1.34
Controls Start up 1 if the firm is a start up, O otherwise 0 1 0.04| 0.19
Group 1 if the firm is part of a group, 0 otherwise 0 1 0.84| 0.37
Dependent variables
Categorical variable, takes 1 if firm only benefitt
from local support, 2 if benefitted only from ceaitr
national support, 3 if benefitted from local and
Type support central national supports, 4 if benefited only from 0 5 0.58 1.32
EU support, 5 if benefitted from EU and any
national support
Local 1if t_he firm beneflfted in the s.econd pe_rlod of &bc 0 1 0.07 0.95
public support for innovation; 0 otherwise
1 if the firm benefited in the second period of
Central Central public support for innovation provided by 0 1 0.16| 0.365
national government or agencies; 0 otherwise
European 1 if the firm beneflted in the s_,econd .per.lod of 0 1 0.07 0.25
European public support for innovation; 0O otherw|se

1746 Observations

29




Table 3. Multivariate Probit estimates of LOCAL, CENTRAL and EUROPEAN public innovation support provid ed by different decision-making levels.

UK France
LOCAL CENTRAL EUROPEAN LOCAL CENTRAL EUROPEAN
. 0.00879 0.0127 0.0211 | 0.00961** 0.00336 0.0140%**
Exploration
Innovation (0.0196) (0.0158) (0.0197) (0.00485) (0.00424) @a3B)
development|  Exploitation 0.0938 0.163 0.362 -0.165 0.188 0.284
paths (0.146) (0.130) (0.228) (0.273) (0.194) (0.241)
New-market prod -0.390 -0.0806 -0.145 0.223* 0.0637 0.0243
(0.299) (0.223) (0.367) (0.132) (0.0974) (0.126)
Forms of Market 0.322 0.154 0.448 -0.133 -0.377 0.157
interaction (0.344) (0.329) (0.497) (0.354) (0.277) (0.300)
and Contract -0.259 -0.0170 -0.993 -0.171 -0.312 -0.276
;r?eiﬂﬁﬁffg”y (0.400) (0.295) (0.744) (0.305) (0.222) (0.298)
development|  Collaboration 0.0412 0.418* 0.572 0.357** 0.431%* 0.432%*
(0.264) (0.209) (0.356) (0.144) (0.103) (0.139)
. 0.315 -0.160 0.150 0.138 0.179* 0.276*
International
(0.244) (0.212) (0.338) (0.142) (0.101) (0.146)
Local 0.0653 -0.0656 -3.359 0.0828 -0.235 -0.242
(0.310) (0.292) (179.0) (0.277) (0.231) (0.428)
Learning | Supplier-dominated  -0.502* -0.114 -0.500 0.134 -0.111 -0.156
Locus (0.267) (0.235) (0.507) (0.186) (0.147) (0.238)
Sgﬁgﬁ!gesd' -0.452 0.773%+ 0.359 -0.0961  0.340% -0.0115
(0.381) (0.268) (0.417) (0.186) (0.122) (0.170)
Science-based 0.000579  0.521* 0.0657 0.204 0.280** 0.498%*
(0.262) (0.230) (0.401) (0.158) (0.122) (0.142)
Size 0.203** 0.204* 0.201 0.0901* 0.162%* 0.230%**
(0.0993) (0.0901) (0.162) (0.0518) (0.0412) (0.0529
Controls Start up 0.909%+* -0.311 -3.741 0.233 0.139 0.431
(0.342) (0.476) (266.0) (0.289) (0.241) (0.288)
Group -0.395 -0.394 -0.264 -0.221 0.0795 -0.048(
(0.280) (0.242) (0.457) (0.195) (0.167) (0.247)
Constant -2.243%* -2.332%% -3.334* -2.385* -245] %% -3.499%
(0.493) (0.455) (0.880) (0.307) (0.248) (0.358)
atrho21 0.456%** 0.560%**
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(0.131) (0.0741)

atrho31 0.304 0.490***
(0.186) (0.0860)

atrho32 0.355* 0.702%**
(0.208) (0.0794)
Observations 393 1353
Wald Test 69.6%** 241.7%**

df 42 42
log Likelihood -273.1 -982

Note: Robust standard errors in brackets. *** p€0.0"* p<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.1
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Table 4. Multinomial Logit estimates of different forms of alignment of public innovation support provded by different decision-making levels.

UK France
ONLY ONLY NAZ'O?:ZIAL ONLY NATIONAL AND ONLY ONLY NA&?:SAL ONLY NAESDNAL
LOCAL | CENTRAL gcentral) EUROPEAN| EUROPEAN LOCAL CENTRAL gcentral) EUROPEAN| - n0PEAN
. Exploration 0.039 0.039 0.045 0.106** -0.080 0.011 -0.022* 0.004 0.016 0.024*
Innovation [0.253] [0.177] [0.323] [0.008] [0.334] [0.031] 1] [0.017] [0.018] [0.009]
development Exploitation 0.148 0.306 0.112 0.724 1.177* -1.483 0.359 -0.868 0.614 0.813
paths [0.708] [0.231] [0.846] [0.368] [0.019] [1.383] o8] [0.802] [0.928] [0.526]
-1.599 -0.124 -0.493 -0.389 -0.112 0.843 0.051 ®.73 -0.343 0.147
New-market prod
[0.152] [0.787] [0.563] [0.631] [0.871] [0.656] R18] [0.602] [0.476] [0.292]
Forms of
interaction Market 0.609 0.420 1.180 2.301%* -15.386%+* -14.789%** -1.463 -0.158 0.080 0.296
and [0.524] [0.550] [0.207] [0.008] [0.000] [0.425] [30] [1.073] [1.137] [0.640]
organization Contract -1.276 -0.100 0.106 -3.158 -1.628 -0.301| -0.854+ 0.259 0.133 -1.477*
of technology [0.327] [0.867] [0.932] [0.123] [0.441] [1.000] E07] [0.704] [0.729] [0.677]
development | cojlaporation | -0.215 0.740+ 0.616 1.216* 1.305+ -0.193 0.562* 1.494* 0.572 1.294%
[0.743] [0.098] [0.419] [0.030] [0.076] [0.683] EB7] [0.615] [0.458] [0.358]
International 1.153+ -0.297 0.021 0.741 -0.048 0.394 0.453+ -0.199 0.598 0.970*
[0.064] [0.504] [0.981] [0.443] [0.964] [0.549] BB2] [0.497] [0.460] [0.413]
Local 0.577 -0.037 -0.243 | -14.568%* -14.923%+* -0.126 -1.087 0.704 | -13.738** 0.560
[0.481] [0.956] [0.844] [0.000] [0.000] [1.136] [137] [0.839] [0.575] [1.150]
Learning Supplier-
Locus dominated -1.183+ -0.012 -0.689 -15.487*** -0.612 0.577 -0.334 -1.071 | -14.209*** 0.347
[0.070] [0.983] [0.477] [0.000] [0.597] [0.623] BB9] [1.081] [0.378] [0.574]
Specialized-
suppliers -15.99%%* | 1,652+ 0.816 0.682 1.650 -0.758 0.735* 0.548 -0.272 0.473
[0.000] [0.006] [0.389] [0.661] [0.173] [1.037] 1| [0.512] [0.626] [0.380]
Science-based | 0.014 1.331* 0.228 0.240 0.130 0.580 0.090 -0.285 0.324|  1.344%*
[0.985] [0.012] [0.783] [0.788] [0.922] [0.635] EB8] [0.690] [0.539] [0.305]
Size 0.420+ 0.274+ 0.519* 0.311 0.784 0.100 0.184+ 0.143 0.492* 0.641%**
[0.100] [0.082] [0.035] [0.316] [0.378] [0.180] [o6] [0.179] [0.219] [0.147]
Controls Start up 2.082* | -15.371%* 1.060 -14.580%+* -14.893%+* 0.435 -0.033 0.514 0.295 1.099*
[0.003] [0.000] [0.416] [0.000] [0.000] [1.006] B43] [1.006] [1.029] [0.553]
Group -0.877 -0.646 -1.077 -0.745 -1.467 -0.528 0.447 0LD. -0.604 0.453
[0.180] [0.232] [0.277] [0.545] [0.391] [0.767] H19] [0.740] [0.794] [0.710]
Constant -4.643%|  -4.190%* -5.728%* -6.751%* -B17* 47417 -4.121%* | -5670%* | -6.872%* -9.501+*
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[0.003] [0.000] [0.000] [0.000] [0.049] [0.992] E62] [1.140] [1.593] [1.211]
Observations 393 1353
Wald Test 10770%** T742%*
df 70 70
log Likelihood -253.9 -873.0
Pseudo R Squared 0.165| 0.153

Note: Robust standard errors in brackets. *** p€0.0"* p<0.01, * p<0.05, + p<0.1
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Figure 1. From a supply-side to a demand-side appazh to examine alignment of innovation policy
objectives

Knowledge objectives

paths

Policy design

~Support provided

Organi/zation / Governance of

Learning locus . .
innovation

Note: Elaborated by the authors
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ANNEX

Table A. Correlation coefficients among independenand control variables

Exploration
Exploitation.
New-market
Market
Contract
Collab.
Intern
National
Local
Sup_dom
Scale

Specialized
Science
Size

Start
Group

Exploration Exploitation. Nev;—rrgglrket Market Contract Collab. Intern National Local Supnd Scale Specialized Science  Size Start
1

0.02 1

0.27* 0.04 1

0.02 0.01 -0.13 1

0.18** 0.14** 0.14* 0.10** 1

0.29* .078* 0.42* 0.06*  0.20** 1

0.24** -0.04 0.28** -0.05*  0.11* 0.3** 1

-0.18** 0.06** -0.19* 0.03 -0.08**  -0.21* -0.83** 1

-0.12** -0.04 -0.17* 0.04 -0.06*  -0.15**  -B0**  -0.28** 1

-0.13* -0.01 -0.17** -0.04  -0.12** -0.21** -0.18*  0.17* 0.03 1

-0.12** -0.08** -0.03 -0.01 0.07* -0.02 - 0.04 0.09**  -0.51* 1

0.1+ 0.02 0.13* 0 0.03 0.09**  0.15* -0.11* 0_0'7** -0.19** 0_3'9** 1

0.22** 0.1+ 0.11* 0.05* 0.01 0.17* 0.18* -0.13* 0_0'9** -0.22** 0_4'5** -0.17* 1

0.21* 0.06* 0.31* 0.02 0.12*  0.38* 0.35** -0.25** 0.1-8** -0.20** 0.03 0.05* 0.13* 1

0.01 0.04 0.01 -0.01 0 -0.03 -0.02 0.02 -0.01 0.05* 0 -0.02 -0.03  -0.044 1
0.08** 0.03 0.15* -0.01 0.06* 0.2** 0.19** 0.13* -0.1** -0.16**  0.05* 0.05* 0.05*  0.45* -0.8
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