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1. Introduction  
 

The RECORD Experimental Map is the first application of the RECORD methodology. The subject was 

discussed both in the Ljubljana conference (11-12 April 2003) and in the Malta workshop (11-12 

September 2003).2 The mapping exercise is an important control of the methodology, which cannot be 

understood without practice. Certainly, RECORD is a Thematic Network and full application of the 

methods (which implies wide-scale research) is not a project task. However, the short analysis below – 

based on the input from project participants, supplied without research – shows that some interesting 

conclusions can already be drawn. 

The analysis makes use of the two meanings of the “map concept”. On the one hand, the spatial or 

geographical distribution of Central and Eastern European RTD capacities is presented, and on the other 

hand, the mapping of some success factors in RTD organisations is also started. The first chapter 

discusses the data received in a pilot survey that used the first version of the RECORD quantitative 

questionnaire. The second part is based on the first attempts of qualitative data collection. 

 

2. The spatial distribution of RTD organisations in Central Europe3 
 

The topic of spatial economics has a rich theoretical background. Although “mainstream” spatial 

economics deals with companies, its general principles work for RTD organisations as well. Therefore, in 

modern market economies enterprises, also RTD institutions – according to the (neo-) institutionalists 

like Galbraith [1967] – are not a bunch of separately competing companies. There is an alternative 

factor to competition of growing importance in the economy: the tightening co-operation between firms 

or groups of firms. Other authors assign high importance to these factors in the competitiveness of small 

                                                             
1 Wouter Mensink is a guest researchar at GKI Co. 
2 In this paper the more mature discussions in Malta were also taken into account. 
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and medium sized enterprises, and draw the attention to the positive effects originating from a wider 

range of social, political, cultural, etc. collaboration of the sector (see: Brusco [1990], Plunket-Voisin-

Bellon [2001], etc.). 

SME competitiveness can be improved first of all by strengthening information exchange, production, 

sales or R&D co-operation between units close to each other. Especially supporting the development of 

networks (clusters) could result in extra yield (synergies). Many authors (e.g. Porter [1998], [2000], 

Steiner [1998], Keune [1998], Mello-Etkowitz [2000], etc.) also say that there are great economic 

benefits of regional4 cooperation as proved by the examples of Northern Italy (Brusco [1990]), or Baden-

Württenberg (Piore-Sabel [1984]). In the regions around the centres providing a wide range of services 

peripheries are created using these services (Christaller [1966]). 

This system of relationships  often gets a role in the diffusion of innovation. Novelties appear in an – 

innovative – centre most of the time, and from here spread to the peripheries and other centres 

(Hägerstrand [1967]). With technological progress, the innovative centre(s) can change, move (Brian 

[1993]). Surveys showed that the innovation centre of the industrial revolution was Manchester. In the 

middle of the 19th century the centre of iron, railway and shipbuilding industries was the Ruhr area 

(besides England). Around the last turn of century the automotive industry mostly settled around the 

Great Lakes Area in the USA, one of the starting points of the development of electronics in the 20th 

century is Japan, etc. 

The development of today’s enterprise networks (clusters) was often very fast as well. These 

“networks” can differ greatly in size. In the last years the fastest economic growth was registered in 

the Silicone Valley, in the industrial district around Cambridge in the USA (Saxenien [1994]), Varga 

[2002] pp. 148-149) and in the production systems of the “blue banana” (London, the Ruhr area, Munich 

and the Milan region, see Brunet [1989]). Further, surveys also showed the importance of the 

relationship between “entrepreneurial universities”, the formation of their spin-offs, and the 

development of SMEs settled around them (Jaffe [1987]), Ács-Audretsch-Feldman [1992], etc.).  

Because of the above mentioned, the question whether there were, and which ones are the 

“central” RTD institutions that provide innovative technological knowledge for the European enterprise 

sector is extremely important in the CEECs as well. This was the main motivation for starting the 

RECORD project. 

In the first step of our empirical surveys we aimed to select those RTD institutions from the total 

population, in which significant innovation effects are most probable. We based our analysis on the 

collected quantitative information (and the forthcoming Manual will emphasise the importance of new 

knowledge built in new products and technologies sold on the market). For the pilot analysis the 

national RECORD members chose 15-30 institutions from their country. Though it was clear for all of us, 

that the capacities of the project were insufficient to rank the competitiveness of all RTD institutions in 

the countries of the region (to draw a full outline of this question), we hope our experimental analysis 

would also give useful experience (see the Borsi–Mensink paper in Chapter 2 of this book).  

                                                                                                                                                               
3 „Central Europe” is not a settled terminology. Here the term „Central Europe” refers to the geographical location of the Czech Republic, 
Hungary, Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia. 
4 Spatial connections can be examined in various aspects. Over regional relationships, co-operations in small regions and among the 
borders, etc. can be analysed as well.  
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The results of the project show that there are internationally competitive RTD institutions in Central 

Eastern Europe. The location of approximately 20-25 renowned RTD organisations per country is 

summarised in the map of the RECORD Centres of Excellence (Figure 1.). 

 

Fig.1. RECORD’s Experimental Map – shown as a geographical map* 

 
*For legends see the Annex. 

 

As Figure 1 shows the Central Eastern European RTD institutions selected by the RECORD project 

members are mostly located near the capitals. So in the Czech Republic, Hungary and Slovakia they are 

focused in the regions of Gdansk – Poznan – Wroclaw – Pargue – Bratislava – Budapest, the industrial 



 New case study experience with the RECORD benchmarks 

 

 168

regions considered the most dynamic in the CEECs, i.e. the “boomerang” outlined by Gorzelak [1996]. 

Beside the boomerang however, new industrial districts also attract RTD as outlined in Poland and 

Slovenia. 

We think that the key question of the future of the Central European RTD capacities also depends on 

how close connections can be built to dynamic institutions with a similar profile in Western Europe (e.g. 

with the firms of the “blue banana”, the most dynamic region of the continent). 

 

3. Mapping of excellence: case study experience  
 

Several world famous publications discuss the factors determining companies’ success in market 

economies. E.g. Peters-Watermann [1986] found the following eight factors: preference to actions (and 

not to theory), maintaining close relationship with customers, ambition and initiative, productivity 

based on human factors, a value system that is practiced, the keeping of traditions, small management 

staff and flexible leadership. Porter [1990] however, stressed the importance of the following four 

determinants: firm strategy, structure and rivalry, factor conditions, demand conditions, related and 

supported industries. 

Benchmarking RTD institutions explored the main success factors of institutions worldwide as well. 

Rush-Hobday-Bessant-Arnold-Murray [1996], Arnold–Rush–Bessant–Hobday [1998] have shown that 

success depends on the internal characteristics of the research institute, like the quality of 

management, but negotiated factors also often influence the results significantly, e.g. the industry 

relations and lobby power of RTD institutions. Moreover, external factors like economic policy 

commitment towards innovation also have significant influence. These statements served as an 

important starting point for the RECORD project as well. 

Other authors pointed out the fact also important for the RECORD project that occasionally there is 

strong correlation between the success of RTD institutions and their regional “embeddedness”. Further, 

they also conclude that the development of the given regions was significantly promoted by the 

transformation of traditional (Humboldtian) universities to entrepreneurial universities. University-

industry co-operation evolved and firms “close” to the university got a chance for the quick and 

concentrated utilisation of university RTD results gaining competitive advantage (Tidd–Bessant–Pavitt 

[2001], etc.). 

Evaluations of Central Eastern European RTD institutions have also been prepared (for a summary see 

e.g. Dévai-Papanek-Borsi [2002], Chapter II). National analyses often explain the scientific as well as 

innovative success of CEECs with human factors (like devotion or extraordinary productivity of 

researchers and employees). However, there is no general recipe for success. 

The RECORD members strove for discovering the best or good practices of the examined (RTD) 

institutions (which is the most important task of benchmarking). For this purpose, they prepared case 

studies of 2-3 RTD institutions per country, in which the qualitative indicators proposed in the Manual 

were determined (for details see: Papaioannou [2002]). The Brighton, Budapest and the present 

Ljubljana Proceedings contain these pilot case studies. Here we would like to make some general 

statements based on the individual cases. Summarised data are presented in Table 1. 
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Table 1. Factors* influencing the knowledge-flow and their importance 
  The number of times the given 

factor was 
Groups of benchmarks Quantitative information and qualitative 

benchmarks 
very important only 

mentioned 
  in the case study 
INTERNAL FACTORS    

skilled researchers 0 10 
infrastructure 0 6 
R&D investment 4 0 

Internationally critical 
mass (size) 

foreign language communication 0 7 
defined strategy 3 27 
strategic management 3 12 
project management 2 6 
ICT infrastructure 1 3 
image building 2 7 

Progressive management 

competitive (R&D) prices 0 0 
teaching 0 19 
foreign researchers hosted 2 11 
own researchers abroad 3 19 
gets younger 0 8 
flexible organisational structure 2 6 
training to employees 1 8 

Good HR management 

awareness for KD 0 5 
innovations 1 11 
patents 2 12 
publications 2 19 
research projects 2 15 
spin-offs 0 9 
editorial memberships 0 7 
PhD consultancy 0 10 
technical competence 5 4 

Creative and innovative 
team 

leadership 1 5 
NEGOTIATED FACTORS    

research financed from competitive sources 3 18 
international consulting 0 5 
learning from firms - industrial input 3 4 
industry relationships 4 10 
market responsiveness 2 6 
networking 0 8 

Close links with users 
(user involvement) 

attitude of researchers towards industry 0 5 
links to policy making 2 6 Government lobbying 
government commitment 0 0 
good reputation 0 5 Good position in the 

capital market consistent funding 0 5 
EXTERNAL FACTORS    

independence of R&D 0 3 
independence of corporate decisions 0 1 
well-functioning cap. market for fin. innov. 0 0 
stable policy environment 0 2 
innovation-friendly policy 0 0 

Advanced stage of 
transition 

market forces to commercialise R&D results 0 2 
RTD demand of users demanding users 2 6 
Mezo-structures favourable industry (sectoral) conditions 0 0 
Macroeconomy stable macroeconomic conditions  0 0 
TOTAL  52 332 
*some of the factors were put to a different group after the Malta workshop discussions 
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Reviewing this table, an important difference between the three groups of factors cannot go without 

noticing. Compared to the group of internal factors, the negotiated and especially the external factors 

seem to be quite under-appreciated. In spite of the fact that the factors which are said to be important 

in the three different groups do not differ much in quantity, the discrepancy rather turns out from the 

second column, describing the factors that were “just mentioned” in the case studies.  

What might be the reasons for this unequal distribution? First of all, it might depend on the manner 

in which the interviews were conducted: internal factors were always dealt with as the first category, 

and are in general more concrete and are therefore easier to discuss. In connection to the latter point, 

it is probably true that the notions that are discussed in the negotiated and especially in the external 

factors are too abstract for the average RTD manager, to link them to the performance and practices of 

their organisations. There may be a specific reason as well: by definition, managers may have impact on 

internal factors and there is little or no control over the others, so they "do not bother". It may as well 

be a Central and Eastern European mentality, because protection of interest traditionally has always 

been suppressed in this region. However, this statement needs verification. 

The table above also shows that in Central Eastern Europe it was easier to connect internal factors 

of RTD organisations with success than negotiated or external factors. It is presumed that in many RTD 

units of the region, the progressive management and/or the outstanding quality and extra efforts of 

researchers are key factors to success of innovation. Strong market orientation, intensive market 

research, progressive human resource management and efficient customer service also make innovation 

a success just like the command of foreign languages, creativity, joy for work and expert relations of 

the employees. In several cases innovative traditions can also be a sign of success. In some academic 

institutes or university departments the traditions of successful R&D activities, practical orientation and 

work culture of earlier generations still live on. Nevertheless the wide application of modern 

management methods improves competitiveness mainly in RTD units, which ended up in private (or 

even foreign) hands.   

The innovative productivity of several Central European RTD units was significantly improved by the 

negotiated factors, first of all by integration into the ERA (European Research Area): participation in 

international co-operative projects, joint developments, committee memberships, etc. signal this 

integration.  At the turn of the millennium FDI and the parallel technology transfer also significantly 

promoted the development of some research institutes. In several cases intensive research co-operation 

with “close” regional companies also had very favourable effects. In traditional – academic – research 

institutes with political backing lobby power helps research financing (and the building of research 

infrastructure). Nonetheless, this ‘practice’ occasionally also helps to preserve the gap between 

research and the economy. In other cases there is no state support (and profitability of research is low) 

and these research organisations are forced to meet or even create demand, and commercialise its R&D 

on the widest possible market. This attitude helps them to survive. 

External factors also significantly influence the efficiency of Central Eastern European RTD. It is 

obvious that the political change of 1989/90 established an urge for innovation in the moderately 

expanding corporate sector and provided the possibility for market orientation in RTD institutions. 

However, the incomplete transformation process has severe consequences, too. The heritage of the 

past decades separating “education”, “research” and “the companies” as well as the transformation 
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crisis (shrinking GDP) still influence the behaviour of RTD units (Kutlača [2002]). Progress of the market 

economy is still slow in this sector. Deteriorating business ethics, high taxes, etc. also moderated the 

profitability chances of RTD. Underdeveloped capital markets (and the lack of capital usual in the 

national corporate sector) is also often a problem. Sometimes another external factor – the dynamics of 

the region – also supports innovations significantly. 

Today the successful RTD firms often compensate the external factor drawbacks to innovations by 

internal factors, first of all by the commitment of employees. We hope however, that a negotiated 

factor – integration in the ERA – will become more often a key factor to success in the future as well.  

 

4. Methodological conclusion  
 

The first experience with compiling the RECORD Map proves that useful information can be extracted 

about the high level RTD institutions of Central Europe by using the proposed methodology. This process 

also leads to several pieces of useful methodological experience. First of all it was proved that in the 

case studies more detailed identification of the factors promoting the generation, utilisation and 

diffusion of knowledge is needed (the separation of factors influencing these three knowledge processes 

turned out to be difficult). In the qualitative part of the pilot case studies also more attention has been 

given to internal factors than to negotiated and especially external factors. This is probably based 

mostly on the rather abstract character of the latter two groups, compared to the first one. Specific 

attention could therefore be paid to this notion. Moreover, the findings suggest that more information 

should be collected about the relationships of the examined RTD organisations, especially about their 

spatial characteristics. Probably several Central European RTD institutions have closer links to EU 

research institutions than to the enterprises in the neighbourhood. In-depth research of the topic could 

explore further possibilities for the successful utilisation of RTD results. 
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Annex: legend to the geographical map  

NATURAL SCIENCES

Mathematics and software

Physics

Chemistry

Geology and environment

Biology

ENGINEERING AND TECHNOLOGY

Electrical engineering, electronics, telecommunications

Energetics

Chemical engineering

Mechanical engineering

Other engineering

MEDICAL SCIENCES

Medical and related sciences (excluding pharmaceuticals)

Pharmaceutical research (incl. pharmacy)

AGRICULTURAL SCIENCES

SOCIAL SCIENCES, HUMANITIES

Economics

Other social sciences and humanities

 € 

 




