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Issue: Foresight, as a means of analysing plausible long-term perspectives for societal and technological developments, has recently
gained widespread use in generating inputs to national policy debates. To find similar utility at sub-national regional level, foresight
methods have to adapt to a rather different and more critical combination of issues, contexts and stakeholder interests than those found
nationally.

Relevance: The potential benefits of regional foresight are high, but it has not yet taken off, because of the highly-variable regional
governance and economic system structures and a tendency to stress shorter term priorities. Here, the case is made for a more
differentiated and customized approach to regional foresight, endorsing the efforts of a Europe-wide network of 26 organizations -
regional development agencies and specialist foresight centres - which is developing a foresight “rough guide” for regional policy-makers
and foresight practitioners.

Introduction

Regional development has long been one of the main structural policies of the EU and of individual Member States. It aims to
achieve a more balanced and sustainable distribution of wealth, welfare and socio-economic development. Over the years, the
importance of regionally-based political activity has risen steadily, as national governments have devolved more power to
sub-national levels, mirroring a similar upward migration of competence to supra-national and international bodies like the
EU and the World Trade Organization. A clear sign of the rising importance of regional politics in Europe was the
inauguration of the Committee of the Regions in 1994.

It is widely recognized that combinations of location-dependent tangible and tacit characteristics play a determining role in
regional socio-economic well-being and development potential

In parallel, regional studies scholars now recognize that combinations of location-dependent tangible and tacit characteristics
play a determining role in regional socio-economic well-being and development potential. Whole bodies of literature describe
regional economies, regional clusters of firms, regional innovation systems, arguing, for instance, that the interactions
between actors which are increasingly necessary in a knowledge-based economy can be best fostered within favourable
regional environments (Cooke, 1998). It is also pointed out that “regions” in a socio-economic sense do not necessarily
coincide with political jurisdictions, but at times transcend national borders1.

Recent years have seen a switch away from the “cut and paste” policy transfer practice whereby attempts were made to
implant development models and policy instruments from advanced regions into lagging regions. The present approach
favoured is much more customized and bottom up, building on the peculiarities of different regions, and based on the premise
that uniqueness and diversity can constitute exploitable advantages (Alburquerque, et al. 1999). Another switch has been
away from an emphasis on physical infrastructure and resource endowment to one orientated towards the cultivation of
intellectual capital and intangible assets.

The current approach to regional development tends to be customized and bottom up, building on the peculiarities of
different regions, and based on the premise that uniqueness and diversity can constitute exploitable advantages



At EU level, one of the effects of these switches has been an implicit alignment of certain aspects of regional and RTD
policies. On one hand, science, technology and innovation have changed from being an exogenous to an endogenous regional-
development concern. An indicator of this is the success of the Regional Innovation Strategy (RIS) initiative which, to date,
has financed projects involving over 100 EU regions. On the other hand, the extent to which EU RTD policy factors-in
regional issues is set to increase with the institution of the European Research Area (ERA) approach to EU RTD policy.
Within this approach, the regional aspects will be much more important, as will be set out in a forthcoming the European
Commission publication on regional aspects of the ERA. In this sense, the European Council’s open co-ordination policy
strategy known as the Lisbon process, endorses and gives further impetus to a policy synergy/alignment trend already in
motion, rather than introducing a discontinuity.

Emphasis has switched from physical infrastructure and resource endowment to cultivating human capital and intangible
assets. In its increased stress on regional issues, the European Research Area (ERA) approach to EU RTD policy reinforces

this trend

The need for foresight

Over the last decade foresight has become a highly visible and widespread way of informing the decision-making process
relating to technology policy planning (primarily at national level). It is used to systematize the debate on future prospects and
desires driven by science and technology, with a view to influencing present-day decisions and actions. It is particularly useful
to leverage the knowledge of a wide range of stakeholders on new S&T developments as well as on societal and business
needs. The tacit and tangible “results” of foresight are recognized as valuable inputs to the setting of priorities for public
and/or private initiatives, vision building, network formation, education and knowledge dissemination among relevant actors,
especially among policy decision-makers.

Over the last decade foresight has become a highly visible and widespread way of informing the decision-making process
relating to technology policy planning

Sceptics argue that adequate strategy and policy planning methods and processes are already well-established at all levels of
public and private decision making. But the rules of the game are changing radically, eroding the value of more rational
planning and linear methods of policy development, accentuating the need for more real-time interactive methods which
foresight typifies.

The characteristics which newly emerging forward-planning foresight-type practices demonstrate (see Box 1), is the
dominance of interactive and participative methods of exploratory analysis and study, in what could be termed a new
paradigm. The methods are not “new” in the strictest sense, as they have been practised and developed over several decades.
Nor do they replace more traditional forms of planning or serious scholarly study in the desk and field research mode.
However their use is becoming more and more extensive and they increasingly constitute a decisive element within a planning
exercise. What seems to be determinant in this trend is the fact that accelerated rates of change in society, markets, technology
and science have over-stretched rational planning approaches the utility of which depends on long periods of relative stability.
What foresight methods impart is a much more “emergent” planning approach which functions in a more real-time way.

Accelerated rates of change in society, markets, technology and science have over-stretched rational planning approaches
whose utility depends on long periods of relative stability



Box 1. Foresight - enhancing & extending traditional policy and strategy planning

Planning: A rational process of decision-making and control focused on the allocation of resources with respect to fixed
objectives.

Strategic Planning: A process of managing organizational change focused on the development of an organization and of its
human resources, structures and systems, taking account of and combining top-down and bottom-up emphases.

Forward Planning: The process of exploring the future in all its possible dimensions, with the help of probable scenarios, by
including analysis of the socio-economic impact of firm decisions and objectives, and defining key elements likely to give rise
to sudden deviations or changes in trends. Unlike planning, this approach is directed much more towards strategic questions
than towards operational problems.

Foresight: has the same orientation as forward planning. It employs the above mentioned scenario analysis and many other
exploratory methods to produce insights into the challenges implied by prospective technological, economic and societal
developments. But it is also highly participative seeking to stimulate networking among key actors (i.e., policy-makers,
researchers, enterprises, not excluding the general public) and endeavours to translate prospective analysis into impacts and
implications for present-day decisions - i.e. it generally contains a more-or-less explicit feedback into “planning” and
“strategic planning”.

Source: Adapted from: EURYDICE Report entitled Forward Planning in Education in the Member States of the EU 1999 &
FOREN Report “Reconciling Foresight with Policy Making at Regional Level” December 2000 http://foren.jrc.es

The emergence of regional foresight

The above rationale for foresight applies in equal measure at any territorial level. However, the mix of issues and priorities for
a “region” can be very different from that of an entire country given the immediacy of the various socio-economic
constituencies plus a different and highly variable (from region to region) institutional and governance situation. This means
that regional foresight has to be different in many ways from national foresight, though there are important similarities and
synergies2.

Most publicized foresight activities have been conducted at national level3. In some countries attempts have been made to
involve regional actors and concerns either directly in the foresight exercise or as targets for the transfer of national foresight
results and practices. The success of this top-down approach has been rather questionable. Nonetheless, the relevance and
potential of foresight at regional level is beginning to catch the attention of policy actors, and there are some specific cases
where regionally-specific foresights have been undertaken (see Box 2).

The relevance and potential of foresight at regional level is beginning to catch the attention of policy actors, and there are
some specific cases where regionally-specific foresights have been undertaken



Box 2. Examples of Regional Foresight

Limousin: (France): The region of Limousin is an early starter in regional foresight. Its first study (1987) provided scenarios
for the development of the region to a 2007 time horizon. In 1997 a second foresight study was undertaken with a time
horizon to 2017. This study was based on a three-step methodology: (a) a retrospective diagnosis aimed at analysing the role
and impact at policy-making level of the first foresight exercise; (b) A prospective diagnosis to describe the most prominent
trends at different scales and in different domains at global level, and to plot these trends by means of a cross impact matrix to
describe the impact of the trends on the region and to investigate the different possibilities of actions for the region. (c)
Defining action – here the objective was to develop a proactive plan to address the future.

West Midlands (UK): The West Midlands Regional Development Agency (Advantage West Midlands) started a two-year
foresight exercise in late 1999. The exercise aims to support regional industrial competitiveness through the use of foresight,
the exchange of best practice, and the utilization of a sound strategy for research, technology development and innovation.
The exercise is tailored mainly for SMEs. It is designed as a mini-foresight exercise emulating the sector panel and steering
group approach of the national foresight.

North-East England (UK): Foresight North East is a programme which was set up in 1996 and run since 1998 by RTC
North. While serving as a contact point for national foresight, the programme has run several successful regional foresight
activities using a variety of methods. Scenario workshops have proved very popular, both in relation to the offshore sector and
vocational education. Opportunity mapping has occurred in Energy and Environment sectors. High tech seminars have been
organized in IT, communications, chemical sensors, nanotechnology and other specialist areas. The choice of method is
generally a matter for the committee or panel concerned.

The Basque region (Spain): Foresight activities linked to the Science and Technology Plan for the Basque Country
promoted by the Basque Government are carried out periodically. The Plan is organized around eight industrial clusters
(Aeronautics, Automotive, Energy, Environment, Telecommunications, Electrical appliances, Knowledge & Machine tools).
The clusters are responsible for analysing future trends in technology, with the aim of feeding into three types of S&T support
programmes. In addition, a Technology Analysis Working Group analyses future trends in order to detect the main
technological trends that will exert influence on the region, and these inform the core of the plan.

The OECD’s Territorial Development Service has recently begun an exploratory activity on regional foresight and
prospective studies4. In February 2000, the European Commission’s STRATA action under the fifth EU RTD Framework
Programme, launched a two-year long network project (FOREN5 - Foresight for Regional Development - see box 3 for more
details) to explore ways of integrating foresight processes into regional development policy activities, and ultimately to
deliver a “rough guide” to regional foresight6.



Box 3. FOREN - Foresight for Regional Development

FOREN was set up as a network project under the STRATA action of the Fifth EC RTD Framework Programme, to run from
February 2000 to January 2001. The objective of FOREN is to promote the integration of foresight processes into regional
development policy and strategic planning. It aims to produce a regional foresight user guide for policy-makers and potential
foresight promoters from a wide range of regional contexts. The work undertaken involves an analysis of different region
types and of the associated mix of issues and priorities for each type, combined with a testing of the potential of foresight
methods to help achieve more effective and future-proof regional development policies and strategies.

FOREN is composed of two types of experts - foresight practitioners and regional development policy-makers from
universities, research centres and other foresight centres of excellence, as well as regional development agencies, regional and
local authorities.

The Network consists of four coordinating partners and 22 paired network members:

Core Partners:

•  CM International CMI Paris, France

•  Institute for Prospective Technological Studies IPTS Seville, Spain

•  PREST University of Manchester, United Kingdom

•  Sviluppo Italia SI Rome, Italy

Paired Members:

•  Instituto de Desarollo Regional + Parque Tecnológico de Andalucia (E)

•  University of York (SATSU) + RDA Yorkshire (UK)

•  Forfas + Enterprise Ireland (IRL)

•  Ministry of Education + West Hungarian Research Institute (H)

•  Helsinki Uni. of Technology + Uusimaa Employment & Economic Development Centre (SF)

•  TNO + Province of Flevoland

•  Fraunhofer-Gesellschaft – ISI + Wirtschaftsförderung Region Stuttgart GmbH (D)

•  Fondazione Rosselli + FinLombarda (I)

•  RTC North + RDA ONE North East (UK)

•  University of Wales + Welsh Development Agency (UK)

•  OPTI + Instituto de la Mediana y Pequeña Industria Valencia (E)

Another project associated with FOREN has recently started - The Four Motors Foresight Initiative (FOMOFO). FOMOFO
will develop and pilot flexible Foresight methods in the four participating European regions which involve the full range of
regional stakeholders from high-tech companies and research performers to “low” technology companies who may never
come across Foresight initiatives. FOMOFO has used the initial findings of the FOREN Network as a key input to the
planning stages of the development of the regional methodologies.



Regional foresight and regional variability

It is important to remember that foresight at national level is already highly customized and rarely is the same overall
foresight process replicated from one country to another. Going to regional level, possible approaches to foresight have to
factor in important dimensions which differentiate regions with respect to each other in addition to those which differentiate
nations.

One of the main differences between nations as well as between regions is the relative state of techno-economic development.
Using a relative scale, the different objectives underlying national foresights can be clustered along a “development” axis in a
tentative manner as shown in the figure7:

Figure 1. System-Development Foresight Objectives
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These same system-development objective types (creating capability, re-energizing/reorientating capability, maintaining
momentum breaking & remaking consensus8) can apply equally well to regions.

Foresight at national level already has to take into account differences between countries, and when moving to regional
level, possible approaches to foresight have to factor in important dimensions which differentiate regions with respect to

each other in addition to those which differentiate nations

Other key dimensions display high inter-regional but low or negligible variability from country to country:

•  The governance level (e.g. the institutional framework and degree of autonomous decision making) is the one which most
distinguishes regions from nations. Regional governance can vary from highly dependent centralized systems such as in
France, to highly decentralized situations such as in Spain, whereas all nation states are more or less equivalent in
governance institution terms.

•  The business posture/orientation of the productive sector. This describes the posture of firms in the regional economy,
both towards each other and the outside world, as well as with producers and consumers in the market place - i.e. in terms
of the role of lead firms, the global versus local reach of innovation activities, the balance between in-house versus public
and co-operative research, and the disposition to networking and clustering. While it can vary widely from region to
region, it can be typified in the following ways9:



1.  Localist

Domination Few/ no large indigenous firms, nor branches of externally controlled firms.

Reach Local - with research organizations capable of combining with regional industrial clusters.

Public/Private Few public R&D/ innovation resources, maybe small private ones.

Associationalism Often high - between entrepreneurs and with regional policy-makers.

2.  Interactive

Domination Balance between large (indigenous or FDI) and small firms.

Reach Variable - from widespread access to regional R&D resources, to access to outside sources when required.

Public/Private Balanced - regional government promoting innovation, large firms with laboratories.

Associationalism High - expressed in local and regional networks, forums and clubs.

3. Globalised

Domination Global corporations, often supported by supply-chain dependent SMEs.

Reach Largely internal & private.

Public/Private Mostly intra-firm, private research. Some SME-oriented public innovation infrastructure.

Associationalism If present, heavily influenced by the needs of larger firms.

•  The knowledge infrastructure endowment of regions (regions may or may not have a university, technological research
centre) can also show wide variability in ways generally not seen at national level (i.e. all European countries maintain a
complete and more or less equivalent range of education and training institutions).

Regions can vary greatly in terms of their institutional frame-work and degree of autonomous decision-making, the nature
and outlook of the productive sector and the knowledge infrastructure and social capital in the region

•  Social Capital10 as an asset/ resource for socio-economic development (networking) also takes on a higher significance at
regional compared to national level.

Using the governance and business posture dimensions (see Box 4)11, a tentative regional typology or segmentation can be
proposed as one possible starting point for developing a differentiated discussion of what regional foresight should entail. It
can be used to help identify different patterns of regional priorities, and from them to offer some guidelines and suggestions of
where regional foresight might be useful, and what format it could take.



Box 4. A Regional Typology

Governance

This refers to the characteristics which describe where the centre of competence lies for both public and private intervention
and support for regional economic, technological and social development.

Grassroots: mainly local coordination of actors, and highly applied orientation of technology-related activities.

Network: a high level of coordination between networked actors including firms, funding organizations and research
organizations.

Dirigiste: a high level of coordination and central management of key assets such as funding and research competence.

Business posture

The three categories - localist, interactive, globalized - are described in the main text.
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The following table lists as an example some priority issues which could be addressed by regional foresight in regions where
the business posture is either localist, globalist or interactive in terms of the above-mentioned typology. The priorities are
grouped in terms of their relevance to four types of critical resources on which local and regional development arguably
depends - Local Institutions, Production Structure, Knowledge Infrastructure and Social Capital.



Table 1. List of potential regional-foresight priority themes depending on the business posture of the region and the
type of critical resource

Potential Regional-Foresight Priority Themes

Region Type
Critical resource

Localist Globalist Interactive

Local Institutions/
Governance issues

•  Lack of strategy •  Administration and
finance / resources
institutions

•  Flexible, responsive
planning

•  Intelligence, technology
scan, market

•  Dissemination/
Programme delivery

•  Developing strategic
thinking & priority setting

Production structure/
Business issues

•  Scale/isolation of SMEs

•  Lack of strategy of SMEs

•  Low technological level
of SMEs

•  New business

•  SMEs’ performance

•  Cluster development

•  Technology utilization

•  Encouraging SME long-
term awareness

•  Logistics adaptation &
evolution

Social capital/ Socio-
cultural aspects

•  Need to promote a co-
operative culture

•  Need to overcome
aconservative culture

•  Image and vision building

•  Education /Skills platform

•  High level research /
Knowledge base

•  Equality/ Lifestyle
opportunities (for people)

•  Environment / Quality of
life

•  Horizontal & vertical
networking

Knowledge infrastructure •  Non ad hoc nature of
educational and research
institutions

•  Need to improve
entrepreneurial skills

•  Lack/low level of research
and intermediary bodies

•  Optimizing & improving
human capital

•  Universities as
autonomous units

Foresight actions directed at the different priorities (grouped by “critical resource”) could be guided by the following sorts of
overall objectives:

•  For Governance & Institutions - Enrich the policy-making process

•  For Business - Encourage network formation

•  For Social Capital - Encourage long-term visionary thinking

•  For Knowledge Infrastructure - Forge better links between the scientific and business communities



Table II proposes a scheme of foresight action types in relation to the first of these applied to regions characterized by a
localist business posture:

Table 2. A schematic description of potential regional foresight policy actions aimed at improving policy-making in
regions with a localist business posture going from the less (1) to more (2 & 3) ambitious

LOCAL/REGIONAL INSTITUTIONS “Enrich the policy making process

Potential policy
aim for the
foresight action

Specific definition
of action and
methods

Main
sponsor/initiator

Main groups to
engage

Main policy areas
concerned

F/S action type

1. Long-term
strategic
workshops
bringing together
different
stakeholders

•  Policy maker
and stakeholder
panels aimed at
bringing policy
planning closer
to business
realities, social
and regional
needs.

•  Open-agenda
brainstorming
could combine
high-level
panels with
working sub
groups.

•  Different time
horizon but all
beyond 5 years.

•  Initiator:
technology
parks
universities,
public
authorities,
business
association,.
but orientation
should be
public
authorities/poli
cy makers.

•  Public
authorities
medium-level
policy makers.
Necessary to
involve
multiple stake-
holders.

•  Specific policy
and thematic
areas.

•  Enabling and
breaking
consensus.

2. Encourage long
term visionary
thinking extend
the horizon of
current strategic
policy planning

•  High profile
conference
involving all
key actors
(press
conference).

•  put: future
scenarios,
developed
visions of the
future of the
region, analysis
of policy
applications
and actions of
such long term
visions (this
action could be
built on action
1).

•  Policy makers
and decision
makers.

•  High level
initiators (as
above).

•  Decision
makers (policy
and business),
highest level in
the region (and
outside the
region
depending on
governance).

•  Cross sectoral
policy

•  Enabling and
breaking
consensus

3. Institu-
tionalization
of 1 and 2 above

•  A stronger justification for the policy priorities could be generated by embedding foresight into
regional policy formulation



However, practical guidelines and orientations of what regional foresight should entail and what it can achieve, need to com–
bine the above rather abstract “framing” ideas, with more specific information and some concrete illustrations (see Box 5).

Box 5. From abstraction to practice – the example of FOREN

The exploratory work of FOREN aimed, among other things, to reduce in conceptual terms, regional variability to
manageable proportions. FOREN also applied and tested in an experimental mode some of the overarching schemes
developed by conducting a number of issue-specific “learning by doing” simulations of foresight processes. These entailed
engaging network members in scenario building, vision building and role-playing exercises. The aim was to verify the utility
of such methods for identifying plausible and innovative regional strategies and for aligning the views of a disparate group of
players when faced with concrete issues like the regional information society or regional SME clusters.

FOREN therefore constitutes, on one hand, an exploratory study forum to help position and profile regional foresight, and on
the other, it is a regional foresight laboratory from which to draw practical methodological conclusions. A more direct testing
of regional foresight approaches will be carried out in an action associated with FOREN called FOMOFO12 which aims at
implementing pilot regional foresights in Catalonia, Lombardia, Rhone-Alpes and Baden Würtemberg.

Lessons learned One of the main lessons so far is that foresight does not constitute a simple “plug and play” set of methods
or tools which regional planners and policy makers can pick up and use. Neither is this true for national foresight, but it is less
so for regional foresight.

National foresight approaches most likely will not be useful if simply translated down to sub-national level. Neither do
successful practices in one region necessarily transfer well to another. However, where they exist, national and even
international foresight results in the form of global scenarios, megatrends, technology roadmaps and Delphi survey results,
can constitute valuable inputs to regional foresight work.

The usual foresight methods (i.e. brainstorming, vision building, scenario analysis, Delphi method) are themselves relevant at
regional level but need to be tailored to the concerns of the regional stakeholders. The idea of FOREN to produce a Rough
Guide for regional foresight needs to be modular and provide policy-makers and practitioners not just with a collection of
tools but, more importantly, with case studies and detailed recommendations on process management. In fact, the foresight
process is even more important than the actual output, and various paths can be taken depending on regional characteristics.

In typifying Europe's regions, and notwithstanding the very high variability, it emerges that systematic similarities between
regions located in very different parts of Europe can mean that similar regional foresight practices could be developed jointly
and experiences exchanged. However, for the moment, cases of regional foresight are scarce, diminishing this learning
possibility which makes projects like FOREN and FOMOFO all the more important.

In some regions, more traditional regional planning activities which do not contain some of the key foresight elements have
been repackaged under the “foresight” label. In other instances, foresight is perceived to be of little value in that it is
associated with rather distant and abstract considerations of relevance only to national and global concerns. So in making the
case for regional foresight the challenge is to demonstrate how it complements rather than displaces established planning
processes, adding new dimensions and value, enhancing what regional based actors already do, providing ways and means for
broadening their horizons, as well as the legitimacy and effectiveness of regionally-based strategies.

Conclusion

Given the rising importance both of regions as a reference level for business and socio-economic development and of regional
politics in Europe, the situation is ripe for a deployment of regional foresight. However, if it is to be encouraged and
facilitated by EU-level policies and instruments13, clear ideas of what regional foresight entails, how it can be implemented
and what added value it can bring, need to be developed and disseminated. The recently adopted guidelines for innovative
actions to be funded by the European Regional Development Fund in 2000-2006 (EC, 2000a) with a budget of 400 M. places
an emphasis on “experimental tools in future-oriented fields” and opens the door to proposals from 154 European regions.



Similarly, the European Commission’s proposals for the next RTD Framework Programme (EC, 2000b) contain a strong
foresight emphasis. However, the success of these instruments in bringing foresight to bear on sustainable regional
development also strongly depends on a well articulated bottom up recognition of the need and opportunity on the part of
regional actors. The appearance of some spontaneous regional foresight initiatives is promising but needs to be carefully
examined in order to distinguish good practices and the regional specificities, and the results widely disseminated and
debated.
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Notes

1. In this paper we use the term “region” in a loose way to accommodate the many meanings which can be given to the term in different
parts of Europe - large political autonomies, city regions, counties, historical regions, etc. However, we recognise that policy initiatives
have to be taken with respect to clearly defined jurisdictions or in co-operation between different regional authorities.

2. For example, foresight can be a powerful instrument to enable, inform, and give direction to technology coordination (e.g. in user-
supplier networks), which is in increasing demand at regional levels and between regional and higher territorial levels.

3. See the forthcoming September 2001 issue of the journal Foresight.

4. Ian Miles, PREST - private communication, April, 2001.

5. http://foren.jrc.es

6. Two relevant publications to signal in this regard include The Futures Toolkit, published by the UK’s Local Government Association
(http://www.lga.gov.uk/lga/toolkit/index.htm); and a guide (in French) for territorial “prospective” aimed at local actors - Donner du
Futur aux Territoires, by Fabienne Goux-Baudiment, Collections du Certu, September 2000.

7. The capital letters in brackets refer to different national foresights H - Hungary, IRL - Ireland, NL - The Netherlands, etc.

8. For more detailed explanations, see the FOREN Report “Reconciling Foresight with Policy Making at Regional Level” December 2000
http://foren.jrc.es

9. See Regional Innovation Systems - The role of governances in a globalised world, (UCL Press Ltd.) eds. Cooke et. al. 1998.

10. Social capital includes all those elements that build up social organization: networks, rules, institutional practices, social conventions
and confidence relationships that facilitate co-ordination and co-operation for mutual benefit.

11. Mainly based on the published works of Philip Cooke and Kevin Morgan from the Centre for Advanced Studies in Social Sciences,
University of Wales.

12. FOMOFO (i.e. The Four Motors Foresight Initiative) is a project under STRATA DG RTD of the European Commission.

13. Via European Research Area activities and through well established EU wide regional development networks - especially the
Innovating Regions in Europe network http://www.innovating-regions.org
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