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Mainstreaming innovation policy  
in less favoured regions:  

the case of Patras Science Park, Greece 

C N Antonopoulos, V G Papadakis, C D Stylios,  
M P Efstathiou and P P Groumpos 

Creativity and human capital are increasingly being recognised by an expanding body of work on 
regional economics, and policy and innovative workspaces. A short review of this literature provides 
the theoretical base for discussing a number of challenges related to mainstreaming creativity in 
regional and urban economies. Implementing innovation policies in peripheral, less favoured contexts 
is challenging and requires specific adaptations. This paper argues that a science park and triple-helix 
institutions can act to animate regional creativity in Europe’s less favoured regions. It illustrates this 
point with a case study of the regional economic and policy environment for innovation, creativity and 
entrepreneurship, in Patras, Greece. Lessons learnt include: the need for consistency and continuity in 
planning, local ownership of the initiatives, multilevel collaboration in the governance and effective 
collective learning channels and processes between academia, business and state government. 

N RECENT YEARS, POLICY INITIATIVES 
on innovation and research in Greece’s periph-
eral, Less Favoured Regions (LFRs) have fol-

lowed national applications of the evolving priorities 
of the EU cohesion policy (Kyrgiafini and Sefertzi, 
2003; Henderson, 2000). This is hardly an original 
observation and has been repeated in a number of 
cohesion countries and in Eastern Europe (Cooke et 
al, 1997). What is characteristic of the Greek case, 

however, is the persistent weakness in instituting vi-
able innovation systems to operate at the regional 
level (Komninos and Tsamis, 2008; General Secre-
tariat for Research and Technology (GSRT), 2007). 
Increasing distance of decision making from the em-
pirical ground, unchecked centralisation of cohesion 
policy management masquerading and diverting 
structural funds programmes to achieve unrelated 
short-term political gains have hampered the already 
weak governance and administrative implementation 
of innovation-related policies as much as in the other 
policy fields. This usually leaves the LFRs, for exist-
ing regional dynamics and advantages worth sup-
porting, with inconsistent and too-little-too-late 
policy interventions (Tsipouri and Papadakou, 
2005). Ever since the Second Community Support 
Framework, nationalised community policies have 
been implemented only or exclusively as policy pi-
lots. This results in a short-lived patchwork of inter-
ventions with limited viability and inherent 
problems of sustaining momentum without renewed 
support. Perhaps, one of the rare exceptions, that still 
continues and is still expanding has been the forma-
tion of science parks and business incubators, which 
was usually done after local initiatives and to cater 
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for the needs of small university-related entrepre-
neurial ventures (Bakouros et al, 2001). However, in 
the absence of a clear and integrated state policy on 
innovation and development, the instruments avail-
able for fostering innovation remain few and barely 
sufficient. This paper explores the efforts to organise 
the regional innovation system at Patras, driven by 

the Patras Science Park (PSP) and using the  
Regional Innovation Pole (RIP) as an instrument. 

We argue that joined-up initiatives such as the 
RIP, if expanded and adequately instituted can con-
tribute, not only to overcoming the lack of develop-
ment of governance capabilities for innovation, 
(emphasised by Tsipouri and Papadakou (2005)) at 
least at the most important Greek regional knowl-
edge locations, but can also offer special instruments 
for fostering regional creativity, which are fine-
tuned to the regional needs.  

The case of innovation support efforts at the 
Patras region is relevant to the discussion of innova-
tion support in LFRs. First, because it can be com-
pared and contrasted to other cases (in Greece and 
other European LFRs) and help identify differences 
in the socio-institutional context and governance–
firm–territory relationships; secondly, because of the 
extent and multistakeholder involvement of the cur-
rent policy initiative that set an example in innova-
tion policy; and thirdly, because of the differential 
instruments it employed for enhancing the interac-
tion with local educational institutions (university, 
research centres), new business start-up creation and 
the local labour market, and fostering innovation and 
creativity within local firms, which are dissimilar to 
the other known cases. 

This paper is organised as follows: first, it surveys 
the literature that is relevant for understanding crea-
tivity in regional contexts like Western Greece. Sec-
ondly, it presents the context for a case study of the 
Patras region in Western Greece. Thirdly, it presents 
the science park. Fourthly, it discusses issues of 
creativity and innovation in the local economy. It 
then considers the main support instruments for in-
novation in the region: the science park and espe-
cially the RIP. In conclusion, it links the discussion 
with the general demand for supporting and 
strengthening the competitiveness and innovative 
profile of a local economy which has a fragmented 
innovation system. 

Relevant ideas on creativity  
from the wider literature 

It is widely accepted that there is a multitude of ap-
proaches to the concept of creativity. There is a 
well-developed research area in a long list of dispa-
rate fields ranging from the studies of learning and 
education, to human resource management and or-
ganisational studies, to social geography and modern 
urban theory, and the studies of economic develop-
ment. It seems that there are four interrelated, but 
relatively independent, levels of analysis for creativ-
ity: the individual, the organisational-firm, the local, 
urban and regional, and the national and inter-
national. Of course, all these levels are essentially 
connected in a scheme of overlapping social  
milieux. A creative individual interacts with his or 
her own network of ties which extends to the  

Constantinos N Antonopoulos is an associate of the Patras 
Science Park (PSP), and an expert on issues related to re-
gional and local economic development in Greece. With the 
PSP, he has worked on projects on territorial cooperation 
with European regions and has contributed to the design of 
thematic research projects with international partners. He 
has also worked with urban and regional institutions in the 
development and implementation of regional development 
policy. He has presented critical research on technological 
development of Greek knowledge locations and has been 
an adviser to the Regional Innovation Pole (RIP) of Western 
Greece. He holds an MSc in local economic development 
from the London School of Economics and Political Sci-
ence, and a degree in international and European studies 
from Panteion University, Athens. 

Vagelis G Papadakis holds a diploma in chemical engineer-
ing (1986) from the University of Patras, Greece, and a PhD 
from the same institution (1990). He worked as a researcher 
at the Danish Technological Institute, and he was head of 
the Research and Development (R&D) Department of TI-
TAN Cement Company SA, Greece. At the present, he is an 
associate professor in the Department of Environmental and 
Natural Resources Management of the University of Io-
annina, Greece, teaching courses on: environmental eco-
nomics, plant design and economics, and environmental 
impact issues. In parallel, he is an R&D consultant at PSP 
in the field of development, promotion and exploitation of 
innovation, recently, he has acted as the coordinator of the 
RIP of Western Greece. 

Chrysostomos D Stylios, is an electrical engineer (Aristotle 
University of Thessaloniki (1992); he received his PhD in 
1999 from the University of Patras, Greece. He is an assis-
tant professor in the Department of Informatics and Com-
munications Technology, Technological Educational 
Institution of Epirus, Greece and has been the director of 
their Knowledge and Intelligent Computing Laboratory since 
March 2006. He has been a senior consultant at PSP since 
2004. He has published over 90 journals, conference pa-
pers and book chapters. His research interests include: soft 
computing methods, computational intelligent techniques, 
modelling of complex systems, intelligent systems, decision 
support systems, innovation and technology. He is a mem-
ber of IEEE and the National Technical Chamber of Greece. 

Maria P Efstathiou holds a BSc in business administration 
(1999) from the American College of Greece (Deree Col-
lege), and an MSc in software engineering methods from 
the University of Essex, UK (2000). She has actively partici-
pated in projects aiming at the development, promotion and 
exploitation of innovation (benchmarking exercises, tech-
nology foresight in Western Greece etc.). At present, she is 
project manager at the Institute for Innovation & Sustainable 
Development, AEIPLOUS, Greece. 

Peter P Groumpos is the president and chief executive offi-
cer of the PSP, a professor in the Department of Systems 
and Control, and director of the Automation and Robotics 
Laboratory of the University of Patras. He received his PhD 
in 1978 from the State University of New York at Buffalo. He 
is the national representative to the High-level Group for 
EUREKA and ESPRIT, and a consultant to the Greek gov-
ernment and US and Greek companies in the US and 
Greece. He has published over 100 journal and conference 
papers, technical reports and has contributed several chap-
ters to textbooks. 



Mainstreaming innovation policy 

Science and Public Policy August 2009  513

individual’s workplace and beyond. Similarly, the 
firm is not an isolated actor but is an active player in 
the local economic life, and increasingly a nodal 
point in a global network of production and transac-
tions. In turn cities and regions, as functional spatial 
units, are the geographical areas where most eco-
nomically important activities are spatially clustered. 

It is beyond the scope of this paper to synthesise 
the theoretical and empirical studies on creativity. 
Such an effort is far from being realised and in  
fact the vagueness of the concept and the diversity of 
approaches make it a highly complex undertaking. 
But since one of the aims of this paper is to assess 
creativity (for the benefit of local firms), the discus-
sion will benefit from the introduction of some  
definitions.  

First, measuring and conceptualising creativity 
(see Figure 1) is by no means a fait accompli; 
Venable (1994) in a review of the literature of test-
ing and measuring individual creativity noted that: 

I am reminded of a metaphor in which several 
blind-folded people are situated around an ele-
phant, each touching some aspect of the animal. 
The ensuing individual definitions of ‘elephant’ 
from divergent vantage points only shed light 
on a small part of a large whole. In the case of 
creativity testing, researchers have developed 
such a plethora of methods that there exists a 
glut of complex results and conclusions, many 
inconclusive, rendering this animal called crea-
tivity educationally impotent. 

Secondly, there is no need to argue that technologi-
cal change is central to the analysis of economic 

growth. The key for technological change is how 
knowledge and innovation are actually ‘created’ in 
an economy. This was emphasised by Adam Smith 
and more recently in the substantial literature de-
voted to this ‘from Schumpeter, to Schmookler to 
David and Rosendberg’ (North, 1990). However, 
neoclassical economics do not provide any adequate 
explanation to maximisation other than the price 
mechanism (Williamson, 1985). 

Thirdly, initially the critical (Knight 1921; Coase, 
1937) and later the institutional approaches (Wil-
liamson, 1985; North, 1990) offer more elaborate 
explanations of the formation and role of the firm. 
North’s approach to neo-institutional economics  
‘integrates the maximising objectives of the organi-
sation, which have been conditioned by the institu-
tional framework, with the development of the stock 
of knowledge’: 

In fact, the real tasks of management are to de-
vise and discover markets, to evaluate products 
and product techniques and to manage actively 
the actions of employees; these are the tasks in 
which there is uncertainty and in which in-
vestment in information must be acquired.  

Furthermore: 

 [these tasks] do not occur in a vacuum. They 
entail the development of tacit knowledge to 
unravel the complexities associated with prob-
lems of measurement and enforcement. The 
kinds of information and knowledge required 
by the entrepreneur are in a good part a conse-
quence of a particular institutional context. 

 
Social factors 
• Institutions supportive of learning and knowledge 

sharing 
• Environment conductive to creativity 
• Openness 
• Diversity 

Context of 
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Entrepreneurial 
Context 

Individual Creativity 

Creative Idea 

Materialisation:
Turning idea into 

product 

Figure 1. The process and context of creativity 
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That context will not only shape the internal 
organisation and determine the extent of verti-
cal integration and governance structure, but 
also determine the pliable margins that offer the 
greatest promise in maximising the organiza-
tion’s objectives. (North, 1990: 77, emphasis 
added) 

Fourthly, the above points do not preclude the possi-
bility that firms and institutions are in fact localised. 
The argument is not whether or not regional settings 
are conducive to economic growth, but rather which 
regional setting is the best incubator of technological 
change and economic growth (Desprochers, 2001). 
Some authors (Feldman and Audretsch, 1999;  
Glaeser et al, 1992; Harrison et al, 1996 (quoted in 
Desprochers, 2001)) talk about “geographically lo-
calised dynamic knowledge externalities or ‘Jacobs 
externalities’, as the spatial concentration of diverse 
individuals increases personal interaction across 
economic sectors, which in turn generates new ideas, 
products and processes”. However, ‘other scholars 
argue that while localised diversity might be impor-
tant in certain cases, local specialisation allows a 
better allocation of resources and/or increased com-
petition and is therefore more conducive to innova-
tion and growth’ (Desprochers, 2001). 

Fifthly, knowledge spillovers stemming from di-
versity have been a central focus of mainstream ur-
ban research in recent years. Creativity and idea 
generation are not unconnected to innovation and 
growth (see Figure 2). As Glaeser (2004) notes, 
Adam Smith emphasised the importance of knowl-
edge creation. Youl et al (2004) trace ‘the initial at-
tention to the role of cities in concentrating and 
spurring human creativity’ to Park et al (1925), and 
Jacobs (1961) who “explained how cities function as 
‘open systems’ to attract talented people from vari-

ous backgrounds”. In his bestselling work Florida 
(2005), summarised and underlined these older 
points (Glaeser, 2004), saying that ‘It’s all about 
creativity’. Youl et al (2004) state that ‘Creativity 
and diversity are [seen as] more fundamental than 
critical resources for entrepreneurship such as tax 
rate, human capital, venture capital or entrepreneu-
rial zone. It can be regarded as social habitat’. In that 
respect they view lower ‘entry barriers’ as important 
in ‘making it easier for human capital with various 
backgrounds to enter the region and stay with it’.1 

Moreover they see the relation between creativity 
and entrepreneurship as existing by definition based 
first, on the definition of creativity by Sternberg 
(1999) as ‘the ability to produce work that is both 
novel (i.e. original, unexpected) and appropriate (i.e. 
useful, adaptive concerning task constraints)’, then 
on Sternberg and Lubart’s definition of entrepre-
neurship as ‘a form of creativity that can be labelled 
as business or entrepreneurial creativity because of-
ten new businesses are original and useful’ and fi-
nally on Catell and Butcher’s argument that 
‘creativity is perhaps best acquired by association 
with creativity’ (in Youl et al, 2004). 

In examining the effects of creativity Youl et al 
(2004) employ Florida’s existing Creativity Index 
(2002) which “is measured by using the Bohemian 
Index—a measure of the proportion of ‘bohemians’ 
and other artistically creative people in a region” as 
indicative of the openness of a region to creativity of 
the sort not directly associated with technological 
and business-related innovations. However, diversity 
can also be measured by the melting pot index (the 
percentage of immigrants in the population) and the 
so-called diversity index used to capture the broader 
openness of a region. 

Sixthly, taking a deeper look into Jacob’s theory, 
Desprochers (2001), notes that it is firmly rooted in 
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Figure 2.  Expanding circles of human creativity, innovation and entrepreneurship, and their 
social utility 
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the study of human creativity, a process which can 
be summarised with the formula ‘Adding new kinds 
of work with other kinds of older work’ (Jacobs, 
1970: 51). He rightly argues, however, that her work 
carries a broader perspective, which encompasses 
entrepreneurship and agglomeration economies. 

In short, an idea for a new marketable device is 
but the genesis of the lengthy process towards 
producing a successful commercial product. 
Much work, most of it entrepreneurial in na-
ture, still remains to be done and it might be 
that urbanisation economies are more important 
at this point. (Desprochers, 2001: 372) 

He then exemplifies this point by viewing how ‘in-
dividuals possessing very different expertise col-
laborate with one another, whether by working with 
other individuals in a firm, by collaborating with in-
dividuals working on different things for other em-
ployees or by moving among establishments 
producing different final goods and services’ (De-
sprochers, 2001: 379). 

Finally, summarizing the management literature 
on organisational creativity, we can borrow from a 
schema of the five major organisational factors that 
enhance creativity in a work environment (Andrio-
poulos, 2001) (see Figure 3), namely:  

• organisational climate; 
• leadership style; 
• organisational culture; 
• resources and skills; and 
• structure and systems of an organisation. 

Development context of the Patras region  

Patras is a small metropolitan area 200km west of 
Athens. The population of the wider region is 
733,816 (7% of the total population of Greece) and 

its main urban centre, Patras, is a conurbation of 
250,000 people. As a port, the local economy of 
Patras benefits from good access to the foreign mar-
kets through its frequent ferry connection to Italy. 
The main regional specialisation is in the service 
sector (51% of the regional gross domestic product 
(GDP)), the manufacturing and food processing sec-
tor (22% of GDP) and in the agricultural sector 
(27% of GDP).2 

The Patras region has had an eventful economic 
history since the formation of the Greek state. Ini-
tially one of the country’s main ports for exporting 
Corinthian raisins and the agricultural produce of the 
Peloponnese, Patras became the second city and in-
dustrial port of Greece, being parallel only to Athens 
in prosperity and economic growth for most of the 
19th and early 20th centuries. Since the early 1900s, 
however, the growing concentration of trade, ship-
ment and economic and administrative activities at 
Athens halted the relative growth of Patras (Burgel, 
2000). By the 1930s the value of trade in traditional 
agriculture produce declined in importance but fun-
damental drivers like demography and also its fa-
vourable location facilitated the onset of a period of 
industrialisation stemming from the national centre.  

Having suffered considerable human loss and de-
struction of infrastructure in the Second World War, 
Patras found itself on a rapid course of urbanisation, 
and industrialisation, which lasted well into the 
1970s and was propelled mainly by the influx of 

 Leadership style
• Participative 
• Leader’s vision 
• Develop effective groups 

Organisational climate 
• Participation 
• Freedom of expression 
• Interaction with small 

barriers 
• Large number of stimuli 
• Freedom of experiment 
• Building on earlier ideas 

Organisational culture 
• Open flow of communication 
• Risk-taking 
• Self-initiated activity 
• Participative safety 
• Trust and respect for the 

individual 

Resources & skills 
• Sufficient resourcing 
• Effective system of 

communication 
• Challenging work 

Structure & systems
• Long-termism 
• Flat structure 
• Fair supportive evaluation of 

employees 
• Rewarding creative performance 

Organisational 
Creativity 

Figure 3 Factors affecting organisational creativity (from Andriopoulos, 2001: 835) 

 
Patras is 200km west of Athens and 
has a population of 250,000 (733,816 in 
wider region, which comprises 7% of 
total population of Greece) 



Mainstreaming innovation policy 
 

 Science and Public Policy August 2009 516 

cheap unqualified labour from the rural periphery, as 
has been the case with all the other major cities in 
Greece. In the 1960s and 1970s Patras became an 
industrial city-port with its main activities being pa-
per mills, textile processing and the production of 
food and drinks. Beginning in the late 1970s, how-
ever, changes in the international economic situa-
tion, the opening up of the Greek economy to 
European markets due to the country’s admission to 
the EU, as well as the spatial competition for labour 
and resources with the Athens conurbation, left 
Patras’ traditional industries at a disadvantage and 
further weakened its role in the national urban sys-
tem. Lack of investment in the city and region, with 
the exception of the establishment of a technical 
university, reinforced a trend of unequal develop-
ment, which is particularly obvious in rural areas. 
For most of the 1980s and early 1990s the industrial 
decline of the Patras region, similar to that of other 
industrial city-port areas, made headlines in the  
national press and contributed to critical problems of 
labour redundancies, chronic unemployment and 
subsequently unbalanced growth in low value ser-
vices in the public and private sectors. 

Economic recovery was assisted by state and EU-
funded investments in the university and research in-
stitutes, the establishment of a regional hospital and 
the rise in public sector employment and later re-
newed physical infrastructure investments in roads 
and a highway bridge connecting Patras to mainland 
Greece, and investment in new industries at the 
Patras industrial area. The increased traffic from the 
port to Italy contributed to some increase in shipping 
and logistics activities. 

In the late 1980s the idea of investing in techno-
logical development as a way to respond to the in-
dustrial decline and loss of prosperity, gained 
significance within the local community of research-
ers and entrepreneurs. ‘The first government initia-
tives to develop science and technology (S&T) parks 
and incubators were undertaken in 1989, through the 
funding of public research centres. Their goal was to 
build incubators for spin-off and start-up companies 
near their laboratory facilities. The government pol-
icy encouraged universities and public research in-
stitutes to create new firms exploiting their R&D 
and also aimed at attracting other knowledge inten-
sive enterprises willing to benefit from the proximity 
of the education and research institutions’ (GSRT, 
2007: 16). 

Patros Science Park 

The PSP and business incubator was established as 
part of the above initiatives and became fully opera-
tional in 1998 with the aim of establishing an inno-
vative business area in the region of Western 
Greece, mainly hosting entrepreneurial spin- 
offs from Patras University and related institutes, 
namely the Institute of High Temperature Chemical 

Processes (FORTH-ICEHT). PSP has since been in-
strumental in nurturing the first generation of new 
technology firms in microelectronics, energy and 
environmental technologies.  

As part of its objectives PSP, in association with 
the Centre for Business and Technological Devel-
opment of Western Greece created a ‘benchmarking 
club’, in order to support its members in issues of 
evaluation and competitiveness. The benchmarking 
analysis functioned as the basic tool for evaluating 
the innovative capabilities of local firms and, with 
the growing role of the PSP, in the regional innova-
tion policy. It has since been incorporated (as a stra-
tegic tool) into the nationally funded regional 
innovation platform, as the RIP of Western Greece. 

Creativity in the local economy:  
how ‘creative’ is the local mix of activities? 

There is increasing enterprise activity around com-
merce and services, the higher education institutions 
and the regional hospital on the one hand, and a long 
and continuing industrial tradition especially in food 
processing and the wine and beverages sector, on the 
other hand. The latter were the focus of the bench-
marking exercise undertaken in the period July 
2005–December 2006. Based on this study, com-
bined with studies and reports on regional innova-
tion, this paper attempts to develop insights on the 
role of the RIP in terms of fostering and stimulating 
creativity in the region. 

Generally speaking, there is a shortage of studies 
focusing on creativity issues for local firms. Since 
creativity has only recently entered business dis-
course, and enterprise support structures have so far 
emphasised traditional and harder aspects of per-
formance, it is reasonable that there has been little 
interest in creativity. However, newer national and 
local studies have focused on the innovative profile 
of firms (e.g. showcasing innovative Greece, 
benchmarking studies, ICAP Company’s study on 
innovation on Western Greece) mainly based on as-
sessments of employee’s skills and R&D activities. 
Those studies draw their samples mainly from the 
new technology sector and well-established firms in 
the conventional manufacturing sector.3 

While safe conclusions on the value of creativity 
for local firms cannot be reached on the basis of the 
existing data, there is evidence to suggest there is a 
relatively high level of innovation with regard to 
services. However, developments in this ‘innovative 
segment’ of the services sector are not effectively 
matched by other sectors such as agriculture and the 
retailing and manufacturing sectors. This may be 
due to the structural problems, which the other  
sectors are facing, i.e. low productivity, de-
industrialisation, traditional small-scale agriculture. 
The innovative (services) sector has emerged quite 
recently (mid 1990s) drawing mainly from the pool 
of skills and knowledge of the University of Patras 
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and its connected research and technological institu-
tions. Moreover the main concentration of activities 
in the research-intensive sector is in microelectron-
ics and embedded systems with most companies lo-
cated in the northern part of the Patras area. (For a 
discussion of semiconductor R&D activities and ef-
fects of transregional investment see Antonopoulos 
and Papadakis (forthcoming).) As interviews with 
entrepreneurs have suggested, the diffusion of 
knowledge-intensive activities is limited to the area 
around the university, while there are some leading 
and innovative firms mainly in the food and drinks 
sector, but these are scattered in the city-region and 
usually do not maintain intensive ties with research 
at the university and its specialised institutes.  

In general, most of the high technology and inno-
vative services sector activities are spatially concen-
trated in and around the urban centre of Patras. This 
is not the case for other, smaller, less populated, cit-
ies in the region. 

The Regional Innovation Pole 

In an effort to boost the innovative performance of 
key regional centres of competence, the Greek gov-
ernment designed a new policy for innovation, 
which emphasised the creation of research and ex-
ploitation consortia at the regional level with the 
joining up of business, research and academic actors. 

The creation of RIPs constitutes the first meas-
ure taken in Greece in order to promote the  
development of an integrated strategy for  
innovation at regional level, in areas of great 
interest for each region. It is an action imple-
mented within the Operational Programme 

‘Competitiveness’ of the 3rd Community Sup-
port Framework 2000–2006. (GSRT, 2007: 20) 

With the initiative of the PSP and support from the 
academic institutions of Patras and the administra-
tion, the RIP for Western Greece was established in 
2007 (see Figure 4). It thus became a pilot project. 
In its initial phase it attempted to connect the basic 
elements and actors of an existing local ‘system’ or 
‘innovation environment’ and subsequently assist 
the growth of this local system with instruments for 
self-learning, information and support aimed at 
building its organising capacity and rendering it 
more sustainable, dynamic and visible in the long 
run. Achieving this integration of innovation actors 
was viewed by government and participants as criti-
cal for securing future employment and economic 
growth. 

In defining the local innovation environment, the 
term ‘local innovation system’ can be used to char-
acterise the sum of the actors who are based in the 
Patras region and interact with each other and also 
with external actors in a multitude of ways, in the 
current model of an open innovation process. While 
one of the standard concepts in the literature on 
(geographical) innovation systems, is the regional 

 
Regional innovation poles were 
created in Greece to promote the 
development of an integrated strategy 
for innovation at regional level 
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Figure 4.  Structure of RIP of Western Greece. 
Source:  PSP 
Notes:  ATEI (Region of Western Greece, Technological Educational Institution) 

RDF (Regional Development Fund)
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innovation system, in the case of Greece and particu-
larly the Patras region, it would be highly tentative 
to argue about an existing regional innovation sys-
tem, on the one hand because it would constitute an 
exaggeration regarding its geographical extent, since 
most of the important actors and participants are 
heavily concentrated in the urban centre of Patras, 
and on the other hand because the level of dynamism 
and integration (internal and external) of this system 
is limited enough to allow a characterisation that 
presupposes established links at the local, national 
and international levels. Consequently, the capacity 
of the local system of innovation still does not allow 
it to be competitive with the national centre and 
more advanced regional centres internationally, in its 
respective areas of expertise. 

One could argue about a nascent innovation sys-
tem, since most of the existing evidence suggests a 
high level of fragmentation. This is because most of 
the potential parts of an open and highly intercon-
nected ‘innovation system’ are in this case not fully 
functional or when they perform their functions they 
lack coherence and complementarity, resulting in 
waste of resources and especially organising efforts 
without any visible results. For example, in recent 
years there have been many cases of new entities 
(business innovation centres, centres for research 
and technological development (R&TD)) that have 
been created to support entrepreneurship and inno-
vation in the region. Together with chambers of 
commerce and other local actors, these entities de-
veloped activities in accordance with their statutory 
aims, but usually in a limited time-frame, scale and 
to service a very small number of local businesses. 

The recognition of this situation is hardly an 
original statement, and certainly not unique for this 
region. It is, in fact, acknowledged by members of 
staff in the support entities, and there have also been 
infrequent references to the situation in local meet-
ings and networking events. But by looking only 
into the results originating from one part of this 
whole system one is invited into the logical fallacy 
of searching for the problem in the most obvious 
area and not where it really lies. So what should 
logically be the major concern of the student of re-
gional innovation is the capacity and efficiency of 
the system as a whole (its integral parts and pro-
cesses and their interactions) and not one-way ap-
proaches which seek explanations in a small part of 
this whole spectrum of (isolated) activities that con-
stitutes the existing ‘system of innovation’. 

Nevertheless, we still lack an agreed diagnosis of 
the causes of this suboptimal situation, so that quick 
progress can be achieved. The diagnosis of the prob-
lem is essential before any new policy, which aspires 
to introduce change in the current state of affairs, 
can be developed. From what is known from empiri-
cal studies that have attempted to analyse the  
efficiency of ‘regional systems of innovation’ in 
lagging regions, a set of structural factors, which in-
fluence its efficiency have been identified. While not 

accepting that whatever is observed in other lagging 
regions is identical to what is taking place in this re-
gion, from the general similarities one can see  
the factors at the heart of the problem. A recent em-
pirical study by Oughton et al (1997) categorises  
the factors affecting the regional innovation systems 
in lagging regions as follows (list taken from  
Landabaso, 1997):  

• Shortcomings relating to the capacity of firms in 
the regions to identify their needs for innovation 
(and the technical knowledge required to assess 
them) and lack of structured expression of the la-
tent demand for innovation together with lower 
quality and quantity of scientific and technologi-
cal infrastructure. 

• Scarcity or lack of technological intermediaries 
capable of identifying and ’federating’ local busi-
ness demand for innovation (and R&TD) and 
channelling it towards regional/national/inter-
national sources of innovation (and R&TD) which 
may give response to these demands. 

• Poorly developed financial systems (traditional 
banking practices) with few funds available for 
risk or seed capital (and poorly adapted to the 
terms and risks of the process of innovation in 
firms) to finance innovation. 

• Lack of a dynamic business services sector offer-
ing services to firms to promote the dissemination 
of technology in areas where firms have, as a  
rule, only weak internal resources for the inde-
pendent development of technological innovation 
(Capellin, 1989). 

• Weak cooperation between the public and private 
sectors, and the lack of an entrepreneurial culture 
prone to inter-firm cooperation (absence of econ-
omies of scale and business critical masses which 
may make certain local innovation efforts  
profitable). 

• Sectoral specialisation in traditional industries 
with little inclination for innovation and a pre-
dominance of small family firms with weak links 
to the international market. 

• Small and relatively closed markets with unso-
phisticated demands, which do not encourage  
innovation. 

• Little participation in international R&TD net-
works, scarcely developed communications net-
works, difficulties in attracting skilled labour and 
accessing external know-how. 

• Few large (multinationals) firms undertaking 
R&D with poor links with the local economy. 

• Low levels of public assistance for innovation and 
aid schemes poorly adapted to innovation needs 
of local SMEs. 

From the presentation of these factors, which (nega-
tively) affect the efficiency of the ‘local system of 
innovation’, it becomes clear that policies such as 
the RIP differ from past policy attempts to tackle the 
problems.  
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If we are to form a preliminary assessment of the 
role of the RIP in addressing the shortcomings of re-
gional innovation systems in an LFR like Patras, a 
number of points should be made, drawing from 
Oughton and Landabaso’s framework. 

• Most policy interventions to date had either a very 
macroscopic (national sectoral policies) or either 
very limited horizon of implementation (pilot pro-
jects). The RIP has been the first explicit attempt 
to create the conditions for shaping an integrated 
local policy for innovation and innovative entre-
preneurship. This attempt involve the inclusion 
and establishment of some basic mechanisms of 
diagnosis (e.g. technological foresight) and tools 
for techno-mediation (‘metagnosis’), as well as 
SME support (e.g. business angels) and, in a 
break with the past, there was an explicit intention 
to function beyond the narrow limits of the im-
plementing authority. 

• At the same time, the implementation of the RIP, 
creates a precedent for cooperation between the 
fragmented local actors. The least that the project 
achieved was to cultivate positive expectations 
among the entrepreneurs and members of staff of 
the implementing agents for a departure, in terms 
of efficiency and outcomes from the relevant at-
tempts of the past. It is worth mentioning that for 
the first time after years many of the locally criti-
cal development authorities convened at the same 
place with a specific agenda, beyond the standard 
annual events for local entrepreneurs. This 
achievement might seem small and its implica-
tions might be difficult to measure but it has been 
a good first step and a basis on which to continue 
and expand the effort. 

• It is clear from the reports and final deliverables 
of the project, what has been produced through 
the internal processes for the RIP. But apart from 
the limited objectives of the project, one of the 
most important results has been the (informal) 
‘mapping’ of the local innovation system. This 
constitutes in itself an essential knowledge asset 
(know-how), which is available for the imple-
menting authority and the partners to exploit fully. 
This informal mapping took place at two levels. 
The first was that of participants, where the sug-
gestions of those directly involved in the system 
of innovation and the processes of the RIP were 
recorded (both formally and informally); at the 
same time many possible actors who had not been 
included in the pilot project but could contribute in 
some way to the strengthening of the local innova-
tion system were identified. The second is the level 
of the mapping for dynamic elements of the local 
innovation system. This became possible through 
the categorisation in sectors of specialisation (in-
formation and communication technologies, food 
technologies, and renewable energy and environ-
ment), which in broad terms reflect the areas 
where the relevant region of West Greece has an 

existing or potential advantage. But at this point it 
also became apparent which of the selected areas 
of expertise could be included (e.g. the drinks and 
beverages sector), or which are developing rap-
idly as well as those which are developing slowly. 

• We have to acknowledge that intervening factors 
in the process of implementation or in the broader 
framework of the effort did not contribute to the 
maximisation of benefits from the RIP project. 
But, in contrast to past innovation projects and 
among the other RIPs, this is more an example of 
successful and accurate joining of efforts and not 
merely a recycling of fragmented small-scale ef-
forts. On the other hand, the brief time horizon of 
the project and the limited budget, as well as the 
intrinsic problems of organising cooperation that 
can be observed among local actors, have again 
been undermining the effort. Moreover, there 
were also easy criticisms made right from the 
start, which predicted it would be another exam-
ple of lost opportunities. But even those criticisms 
were expressed in good faith and possibly as a re-
sult of heightened expectations. 

• The recognition of the fragmented nature of ac-
tivities in regional innovation has brought increas-
ing interest in more specialised and adequate 
policy frameworks. The RIP offered a number of 
lessons, which should form valuable feedback for 
future projects. In a joined-up initiative like the 
RIP, emphasis is placed on the institutional capac-
ity at the level of implementation. The RIP has 
been a good test for that, and has shown the need 
for more commitment, more funding, better dis-
semination and perhaps above all, more and better 
capacity building efforts. There is no doubt that 
the national coordinators and the central govern-
ment have a lot to learn from such initiatives, es-
pecially on how to manage the potential for 
innovation in the regional economies. 

• While the RIP has been the first explicit policy 
framework to deal with the innovation in a coher-
ent way, it has also highlighted the need to ac-
tively inform policy by learning tools about the 
performance of local firms. This becomes more of 
a critical task in a local economic system that 
cannot be characterised as having high degrees of 
creativity, except presumably in the small, inno-
vative services sector. In the next section we will 
attempt to draw inferences on the creativity of lo-
cal firms based on the benchmarking exercise in 
the beverages and the new technology sectors in 
Western Greece.  

Conclusions 

As the analysis of the RIP shows, and as suggested by 
the literature, a successful innovation environment  
is characterised by a number of interrelated attrib-
utes, transactions and interdependencies, which go 
beyond the specific contributors to the system 
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(firms, support intermediaries, research centres, in-
dividuals, markets). The simple versions of the tri-
ple-helix models point to the major contributors and 
suggest strengthening them and the linkages be-
tween them. However, a more challenging situation 
arises when the linkages are at a rather low level or 
many of the contributors and institutional players are 
either weak or absent from the field (Etzkowitz, 
2008; Groumpos, 2008). Moreover, the concrete pol-
icy prescriptions that we can draw from models of 
learning regions and regional innovation systems are 
useful to the extent that they are directed to the sys-
temic dimensions of the problem and represent a 
way of operating and functioning for a successful 
innovation system. 

Judging the strategy of innovation poles on the 
prominent cases of more competitive regions that 
have been either at the technological and economic 
forefront for decades offers little practical advice on 
how to adapt, essentially fragmentary innovation 
systems, in economically weak regions to the re-
quirements of constant global economic and techno-
logical change. 

The conjunction of the completion of the first 
phase of the RIP in Western Greece, first highlighted 
the structural problems facing regional innovation 
communities in a meaningful way for re-calibrating 
the applied policies. Secondly, it widened the pool 
of participants from the few state-funded institutions 
to include the private sector and an increasing popu-
lation of research-oriented firms in niche sectors like 
embedded systems, energy technologies, and food. 
Thirdly, it created confidence and demand that the 
initiative is worth continuing and expanding to ad-
dress, in a strategic and regional consensus-based 
way the core problems of regional innovation sys-
tems. Finally, it acts as a guidance and learning 
process for policy makers to actually face the de-
mands of the regional innovation communities and 
calibrate policy processes and instruments to more 
specific regional needs.  

There is no question that regional innovation sys-
tems continue to be immature or fragmentary, after 
the policy intervention of the RIP. The short-term, 
resource scarce and low capacity actions are not 
enough to overturn the status quo. But creating re-
gion-wide institutions, with many inputs and feed-
back loops as well as above average efficiency, sets 
a good standard for the continuation of the initiative 
and a gradual re-evaluation and re-organisation of 
regional poles and capabilities. 

Notes 

1.   We need to enter a caveat. These conclusions do not seem 
to apply to less favoured Mediterranean cities and regions 
given low mobility, low labour force participation, high entry 
barriers in peripheral regions etc. 

2.   Source: Part on Dytiki Ellada from Bezirtzoglou (2006). 
3.   Compared to other Greek regions, Western Greece has a 

high percentage of innovative services (58.4%), only second 

to Sterea Ellas. The total number of innovative enterprises is 
25.1% (close to the country average). In ratings of innovative 
transformation the score is below the country average (Lo-
gotech for GSRT 2003). In terms of gross value added (GVA) 
first ranks the tertiary sector (71.0% of the total), with com-
merce/retailing (22.4%) and hotels/restaurants (9.7%) being 
its largest contributors. The secondary sector contributes 
16.7% GVA, with manufacturing (43.9%) and construction 
(41.5%) being its largest contributors. Finally, the primary 
sector contributes 12.3% of the total GVA. 
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