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Chapter 10
Space(s) of Innovation: Regional Knowledge
Economies

Martina Fromhold-Eisebith

In terms of subnational entities such as urban agglomerations, provinces, and
counties, regions are major arenas in which knowledge-producing and knowledge-
exploiting activities are rooted, with marketable innovative products or processes
emerging from the location-specific interplay of economic, social, cultural, tech-
nological, and political factors (Malecki, 1997, 2000; Meusburger, 2000, 2008).
Presumably, there is something fundamentally “spatial” and “place-bound” that
determines the abilities of corporate actors to innovate. There are also certain con-
stellations of factors that shape spaces of innovation, understood as outstanding
agglomerations of firms and other organizations that successfully engage in the
generation and economic exploitation of knowledge-intensive activities. Because
creativity is important in inducing innovativeness, the notions of spaces of inno-
vation and milieus of creativity are, logically, strongly linked, as I show in this
chapter.

Like regional economists, economic geographers have been exploring relevant
dynamics and determinants of the knowledge-based economy for several decades,
filling entire libraries with their writings (for recent synopses, see Cooke et al.,
2007; Simmie, 2005). In the following pages I draw on a range of these works (o
present currently prominent chains of argumentation and perspectives. I discuss
key terminological, conceptual, and empirical foundations, trying to open the black
box of why and how innovative spaces and regional knowledge economies evolve
in response to the dynamics of an environment that enhances creativity.

Evidence showing the significance of a geographical view on issues of eco-
nomic creativity is casy to come by. Maps marking the distribution of knowledge-
intensive activities across regions clearly convey the spatially distinct nature of
these phenomena. One input indicator—the intensity of research and development
(R&D) in the regions of the European Union (EU)—reveals an eminent set of
knowledge-oriented places, notably in Germany, France, Scandinavia, and the
United Kingdom (see Fig. 10.1). Indeed, just a dozen regions account for over one
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Fig. 10.1 R&D expenditure as a percentage of GDP, all sectors, by European Economic Area
region, 2001 (NUTS 2 level) (From the European Commission and Eurostat, 2004, adapteq with
permission)

third of all R&D in the EU (European Commission & Eurostat, 2004), Similarly
an output indicator—patent applications—points (o particularly creative localilies’
some of them in southern Germany (Greif, 2004). Outside the EU, too, the Worlci
has well-known, outstandingly dynamic technology hotspots such as Silicon Valley
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and Route 128 in the United States and Bangalore in India. Obviously, knowledge-
based economic capabilities are very unevenly distributed across space and tend to
agglomerate mainly in urban arecas. As Simmie (2005) states, “there is a distinctive
geography of innovation” (p. 790). I therefore closely examine place-specific assets
in order to find out why.

The issue, however, is more complicated than it may first appear. Disparities of
innovativeness exist on various interdependent scales of activity that can be described
as a cascade of clustered creativity. Economic creativity differs between:

continents or economic blocks,
countries within a continent,
regions within a country,
cities within a region,
quarters within a city,
firms within a quarter,
teams within a firm, and

individuals within a team.

It is not easy to discern which level has the most influential constellation of
identifying factors that aggregate to, and are reflected in, uneven spatial patterns
of knowledge production and application. Disparities of innovativeness may thus
emerge from the concatenation of different scale-specific sets of interdependent
factors, influenced by economic and business issues; technological dynamics and
infrastructure; and political, social, cultural, and psychological aspects. Moreover,
constellations probably differ from one time or project phase to the next, for
producing innovations is a rather discontinuous endeavor (Grabher, 2002). As
suggested by the cascade depicted above, such complexities call for an approach
that is both systemic and multidisciplinary if one is to explain convincingly why
landscapes of innovativeness look as heterogencous as they do.

These two features are what recommend economic geography in this context.
Creativity, knowledge production, and innovation-oriented application are marked
by a few clearly context-dependent qualities (see Cooke et al., 2007; Cooke &
Schwarz, 2007; Meusburger, 2008). They include:

« The situatedness of innovation and knowledge creation, for processes take place
and are bound to a given location or sets of interacting locations

¢ The relevance of local conditions and situations; and

= The role of spatial (physical) proximity of actors (or of economic, organiza-
tional, social, cultural, or epistemological elements)

Research on knowledge production and innovativeness can therefore substantially
profit from geography’s focus on regionally specific conditions and systemic sets
of interdependent factors that shape economic creativity.

Embedding this chapter’s topic into the overarching theme of the book, I aim in
the next section to clarify logical relationships and spell out two notions—spaces of

A
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innovation and milieus of creativity. It is followed by a statement of basic assump-
tions about the nature of innovativeness and knowledge creation that matter with
spatiality. I thereafter emphasize the facets that are the most relevant for consider-
ing innovativeness in a regional context and explore their conceptual dimension,
outlining approaches that characterize ideal-type relationships of innovativeness
and regional development. Attention then briefly turns to the difficult methodologi-
cal task of empirically capturing the role that regional contexts have in processes
of innovativeness and knowledge. The chapter closes with conclusions and open
quesllons.

Spaces of Innovation and Creative Milieus:
Mutual Dependencies

The question of how innovative spaces relate to milicus of creativity requires reflec-
tion on the fundamental logics of both notions. An additional complication is the
fact that the term creative milieu can be associated with both a given conceprya]
framework (elaborated below) and a more common, rather broad definition as 4
socially and/or spatially constructed relational setting that is particularly conducive
to creativity. This section draws more on the latter, less specific interpretation thap
on the former variant.

What sets creativity apart from innovativeness? The answer varies from ope
scientific discipline to the next. The definition that cconomists tend to offer, espe-
cially when it comes to creativity, differs from that by, say, psychologists (who look
mainly at the individual level, though they do acknowledge the influence of socigg
and cultural frameworks; sece Amabile, 1996; Csikszentmihalyi, 1997). In thig
chapter’s context of regional economic development, the two stances have commgn
ground in that they resort mostly, albeit not necessarily, to interactive processes thag
produce previously nonexistent outcomes. They both express an attribute that may
be ascribed to individuals, groups, or organizations. Creativity, however, subsumeg
a wider category than innovativeness; it includes any new combination of asgers
and ideas and the results of that combination (Buttimer, 1983). lnnnvulivcncsS, by
contrast, encompasses only certain manifestations of creativity: the generation of
new processes and new commercially tradable products, of modes of organization
and of markets (as commonly stated by cconomists).

Accordingly, all innovations require some kind of creativity, whereas Creativity
may lead to a range of outcomes larger than just innovations. For example, creatiy.
ity is necessary when one needs to solve an emergent problem of regional develop_
ment, such as the sudden withdrawal of a major industrial investor. The response
requires a collaborative search by various actors (o find a feasible solution by ¢reg;.
ing sets of ideas and concepts for new developmental perspectives. The resultine
suggestions, however, cannot actually be called innovations. Yet innovuli\,'cne;S
may form part of the solution, for some ideas that develop in the creative Process
probably encourage the formation of new companies and the development of new
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products in existing ones. In fact, most economic geographers and economists usu-
ally mistake innovativeness for creativity, often blurring the difference between the
two (see, for instance, Cooke & Schwarz, 2007; Malecki, 2000).

An even more discriminating take on creativity and innovativeness arises from
the dissimilar functions that diversity and dissent have. As stressed in psychologi-
cal research (Csikszentmihalyi, 1997), creativity (whether of individuals or social
groups) essentially issues from dissenting ways of thinking and acting and from
actors who deviate from common trajectories. By contrast, the objective of being
economically innovative requires a range of actors to move collectively toward
common goals and to share values and aspects of identity (Fromhold-Eiscbith,
2004). These commonalities are understandably necessary to make ends meet, that
is, to proceed from complex negotiations between actors to clear-cut innovations,
but they also limit creative freedom (a contradiction debated in Jekel & Fromhold-
Eisebith, 2003).

The notions of innovative spaces and milicus of creativity should not be regarded
as synonymous but rather as different from and related to each other in certain ways.
For example, just as creativity constitutes a category broader than innovativeness,
spaces are units wider than milieus. The word space may refer to a supranational,
national, regional, or local unit (which all of consequence for innovativeness). It
can also denote any combination of those scales simultaneously (Massey, 2005;
Meusburger, 2008), depending on the phases of an innovation process. A milieu
is a unit below the national level because its size is fundamentally determined by
social relationships whose density and intensity depend on the potential for face-
to-face contact, on accessibility, and, hence, on proximity (Fromhold-Eisebith,
1995). Accordingly, scale, social underpinnings, and the importance of proximity
distinguish creative milicus from innovative spaces, although both terms relate
to functional, not normative units. Innovative spaces comprise creative milieus
(but extend beyond them spatially). Innovative milieus (spaces in which innovations
are actually produced by locally collaborating actors) form part of creative milieus
(with various kinds of new outcomes emerging from the interaction of local actors).
Whether there is something like a creative space, however, depends on the inter-
pretation of space. A creative space should be thought of as a local-regional unit,
as a level at which the social interaction necessary for creativity can be fulfilled.
Creative spaces at macrolevels are hardly imaginable.

Basic Assumptions About Innovativeness
and Knowledge Creation

Spatial differences in innovativeness can be partly due to basic modalities of the
innovation process. The successful development and marketing of new products or
processes is all but impossible without a number of activities and organizations,
ideally ones linking inventors, applied researchers, commercial producers or service
providers, and consumers (see Fig. 10.2). Given the continuously interactive, rather
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than simply linear nature of the innovation-related connection between these actor
groups (Malecki, 1997), actors profit from proximity. Onc may therefore assume
that the basic reliance of innovation on various forward and backward feedback
loops between different contributors is best served when relevant organizations
are colocated, with urban agglomerations being particularly fertile soil for con-
stant innovativeness (Lambooy, 2002; Malecki, 2000; Simmie, 2003). Fvequemly,
urban agglomerations also figure as functional and political centers and as cengers
of power, statuses that make them especially attractive to carriers of knowledge
(Meusburger, 1998, 2000, 2008).

These observations are further corroborated by the realization that innovation
processes rarely, if ever, occur in isolation. Most innovations are incremental rather
than radical; they are considerable improvements on preexisting items instead of
completely newly invented ones. They are part of a wave, a veritable swarm of
interconnected innovations that together constitute a technological paradigm or
trajectory (Cimoli & Dosi, 1995). In all probability, then, places of previous inngva-
tions also generate derived improvements, adding to spatially demarcated patternps
of economic creativity (Fuchs & Shapira, 2005).

However, the assumption that communication needs make the innovation progess
depend on colocation, agglomeration, and proximity is assailable (Morgan, 2004).
Proximity has various meanings and can exist even between partners who operate
far away from each other. The word can convey not only physical but also social,
organizational, or cultural closeness that may bridge wide geographic distances ang
animate innovation-related interaction. Direct collaboration during the innovation
process may not be frequent enough to require colocation. Researchers, for instance,
can easily travel to colleagues whenever deemed necessary. Innovativeness, too, is
connected to certain places (Brown & Duguid, 2002; Malecki, 2000; Morgan,
2004; Simmie, 2005).

One basic assumption relates 1o types of knowledge that may be entailed when
companies innovate. Different kinds of knowledge appear to be bound to a local-
ity to different degrees. A distinction is commonly made between codified anq
noncodified (1acit) knowledge (although such simple dichotomies do not suffice
to capture ambiguous, dynamic, and complex realities; see Schamp & Lo, 2003.
Meusburger, 2008). Codified knowledge is manifested in texts and graphs apg i;
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easily transferable over great distances, whereas noncodified knowledge is regarded
as being firmly embedded in people’s minds and linked to experience, requir-
ing face-to-face communication if it is to be shared and creatively recombined
(Howells, 2002). Correspondingly, innovativeness draws on collective knowledge
(such as that present in working groups) rather than on individual knowledge, which
often calls for at least temporary colocation (Grabher, 2004). Recent discourse on
knowledge foundations of innovativeness has introduced another category that ini-
tially appears to link relevant processes even more closely to places of copresence.
Amin and Cohendet (2004), for example, distinguish between people’s acquired
competencies (possessed knowledge) and so-called practised knowledge or know-
ing (everyday routines of communities linked to cooperative practices of people).
Paradoxically, however, this debate increasingly stresses the spatial volatility
and mobility of knowledge and denies its place-bound nature. It posits spaces of
knowledge as:
organized spaces of varying length, shape, and duration, in which knowing, depending on
circumstances. can involve all manner of spatial mobilizations, including placements of
task teams in neutral spaces, face-to-face encounters, global networks held together by
travel and virtual communications, flows of ideas and information through the supply
chain, and transcorporate thought experiments and symbolic rituals. (p. 12)

Although Amin and Cohendet’s viewpoint undermines simple assumptions about
the geography of innovation, it dialectically establishes a new perspective on spatial
determination that is more consistent with the spatiotemporal nature of knowledge
production and application than earlier conceptions of spaces of knowledge are.

Embedding Innovativeness in a Regional Context

Beyond the terminological debate, several arguments support the assumption that
innovativeness, in at least some phases of the innovation process, is partly fostered
by regional features (Malecki, 1997, 2000; Morgan, 2004; Schamp & Lo, 2003;
Simmie, 2005). In this respect, too, fundamental relationships exist between crea-
tivity and knowledge on the one hand and place-specific assets and advantages of
proximity on the other hand (see Meusburger, 2008). The following six aspects are
mostly emphasized by regional scientists and economic geographers.

First, economic theory holds that spatial concentrations of innovative activity are
favored by conventional agglomeration economies and externalities and by related
institutional frameworks that prevail in urban regions (Gordon & McCann, 200S;
Lambooy, 2002). The colocation of various innovation-oriented organizations helps
cut costs and gradually makes the entire setting evolve toward a suitable framework
for specialized economic activities. Important factors are the existence and improve-
ment of higher education and R&D infrastructure, the specialization of labor
markets, and the adjustment of the regional industry mix to the needs of emerging
lead activities. This seedbed encourages both the innovativeness of existing firms
(first phase of the product life cycle) and the creation of new enterprises.
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Second, processes governing the transfer of technology from academia and
R&D laboratories to nearby industries are crucial and presumably at least some-
what sensitive to spatial proximity. Forms of cooperation such as joint R&D
projects, consulting services, and the provision of human capital are seen as key
inputs into regional innovativeness (Feldman & Desrochers, 2003; Malecki, 2000).
Entrepreneurship spinning off from universities appears to be strongly oriented to
the locality of the academic incubator, substantiating the widely known idea of a
triple helix consisting of productively interacting academia, industry, and policy.

Third, the very colocation of firms, the sheer fact of “being there,” is assumed
to foster knowledge spillover that wiggers innovative activity other than direct
collaboration. By observing competitors nearby, by receiving fresh stimulus from
labor market fluctuations, or by picking up interesting gossip (local buzz; Storper &
Venables, 2004), companies may become inclined to venture into new directions, as
others have before them (Audretsch & Feldman, 1996).

Fourth, residential proximity allows exccutives or staff of different firms to
build up social relationships and trust based on casual face-to-face contact. This
kind of communication amplifies private and informal ties, which amalgamate with
and solidify professional collaboration (Fromhold-Eiscbith, 2004; Malmberg &
Maskell, 2002). Socially embedded interaction and learning can thus casily proljf-
erate in the local community of firms. Their spread creates collectives marked by
shared interests, values, and conventions—in sum, by “untraded interdependencies”
(Storper, 1995), which substantially help vertically collaborating industrial partners
develop flexible specialization and gain networking advantages. Cnnscquenlly.
particular “cultures of regional knowledge™ closely linked to certain places cmerge
(Malecki, 2000).

Fifth, the self-reinforcing and cumulative nature of economic creativity keeps
it rooted in certain places, continuity that is consistent with the intrinsically eyq-
lutionary character of innovativeness depicted above. The interconnectivity of
innovation-related actions can be interpreted in different ways. One can say, for
instance, that consecutive waves of new products or processes build upon each
other and form technological trajectories over time (Cimoli & Dosi, 1995). In terms
of time-space, sectorial and regional polarization concentrates factors, assets, and
competence in certain centers and withdraw them from the periphery (Perroux.

1955). Yet another stance is that R&D investment cycles perpetuate the dominance
of outstanding innovation centers, with the capital for continued R&D investmen
coming from those who earn from innovation (Simmie, 2005).

Sixth, policies that promote innovation eventually exert location-specifie
influence that shapes spatial patterns of knowledge production and application
(Sternberg, 1998). The regional impact of policy can be quite explicit, as when locg]
new R&D infrastructure is built or when regionally oriented promotion schemes are
established. There are also implicit spatial effects of policy, as when it essentially
pursues wider national goals of supporting certain Kinds of innovative activitjeg
(e.g., in the defense sector or other high-tech fields) but proves to favor particyjar
regions because they have sectorial concentrations in precisely those spheres,

Although these arguments scem persuasive cnough to butiress geographica)
explanations for the emergence of limited sets of innovative spaces and regiona]

10 Space(s) of Innovation: Regional Knowledge Economies 209

knowledge economies, critical questions and caveats must be mentioned. Most of
the stated assumptions are far from being unequivocally confirmed by empirical evi-
dence. Answers 1o the following sets of open questions are especially uncertain.

First, to what extent does innovation really require interorganizational
collaboration rather than the exploitation of a company’s internal competencies?
How effectively do unintended spillovers of local knowledge actually facilitate
innovativeness? And is it legitimate to make such general assumptions given the
heterogeneous nature of innovation behaviors exhibited by difterent types of firms
(e.g., small firms as compared to large multinational players)? Is innovation-oricnted
interaction between firms or between firms and academia really nurtured by spatial
proximity? If not, what other factors or kinds of proximity—organizational, social,
cultural, or epistemological—potentially foster collaboration? Apparently, the term
sometimes relates not to a clearly defined space in which interaction actually takes
place but rather to a space of contact potential—contact that may or may not be
used in the innovation process. Often the requirement of proximity does not refer to
actors’ mutual relationships but rather to the shared endeavor to be near a common
source of reputation, such as a renowned research laboratory specializing in a field
of technology (Meusburger, 2008).

Given the temporary nature of creative activities as projects, another acute question
arises: For which phases or tasks in the innovation process is the relevance of proxim-
ity greatest? The debate over this issue in economic geography (Amin & Cohendet.
2004; Malecki, 1997, 2000) may also profit from insights offered by organization
sociology (Mintzberg, 1979) and cducational or social geography (Meusburger,
1998, 2000, 2001, 2008). The degree to which innovating companics need o draw
on nearby knowledge partners appears to depend mainly on four factors.

o The scope of autonomy and leadership qualities of the firm. A global market
leader and prime mover of innovativeness usually requires less external and,
in particular, less local interaction with knowledge providers than a follower
company.

o The stability and dynamics of the operative environment. In sectors with a rather
stable, reliable framework for competition, firms appear to need less interac-
tion with partners than in sectors operating under highly volatile, competitive
conditions.

o The age of an organization, a product, or a relationship. In the phase of a firm’s
creation or at the start of a new product life cycle, companies tend to require
more options for spontaneous face-to-face contact with knowledgeable partners
nearby than in more mature stages of production and operation. The proximity
of innovating actors is important mainly in the early stages of business relation-
ships in order to overcome uncertainty and to build trust, whereas long-standing
links based on trust may function across longer distances as well.

o The orientation, planning, or purposes of operational routines. As confirmed by
research on the contact requirements of various office functions, local collabora-
tion and information exchange seem to be of more consequence in orientation
and planning than in the purposes of operation (see Goddard & Morris, 1976;
Meusburger, 2008).
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These suppositions are plausible, but remain debatable. With globalization and the
growing influence of globe-spanning knowledge flows between branch locations of
multinational companies, does local collaboration really matter more than national
and international interaction, such as that of connecting sector-specific pockets
of innovation all over the world? Considering the evolutionary nature of relevant
processes, it is crucial to improve the understanding of what the starting points or
initial events are and what the chief institutions, actors, or firms are that trigger self-
reinforcing innovation-driven economic development at a location. Why do some
formerly successful localities gradually lose innovative strength, whereas selected
new technology regions emerge as hubs of innovation by venturing to open loca-
tional windows of opportunity (Fuchs & Shapira, 2005)? There is also the practical
question of why regional knowledge-based, innovative interaction between firms or
between academia and industry is often so difficult to promote effectively.

Economic geographers are still trying to shed additional light on these issues.
There is a trend toward taking immaterial and soft factors into account. Researchers
now even ask whether and how discourses on and perceptions of the know]ec[gC
economy influence the innovation behavior of actors and related spatial patterns.
The attention to these aspects reveals traits of a cultural turn in economic geography
(Coe et al., 2007), a shift that opens avenues for inspiring collaboration, especially
with the social or cognitive sciences.

Conceptualizing Innovation-Oriented Regional
Development

The preceding arguments concerning the spatiality of innovation processes have
informed various concepts that serve as guidelines for rescarching and cultivating
regional knowledge economies. These concepts, many of them having ideas i;.
common, are logically consistent sets of assumptions about pivotal facets of
innovation-oriented local development. They may therefore be subsumed under
the overarching label of “territorial innovation models™ that have logical and evq-
lutionary links connecting various notions (Moulaert & Sekia, 2003). Only a few
essential characteristics of the most popular concepts can be outlined in the follow-
ing paragraphs of this section (which also contain important references for further
reading). Although the focus and perspective of these approaches vary somewhay,
all of them underscore the value of actor relationships for the regional embedding
of innovativeness. o

Clusters

The concept of clusters (and the related one ol industrial districts) draws op
basic ideas introduced by Alfred Marshall in the 1920s. 1t relates primarily o
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agglomeration and networking advantages expected from local concentrations of
firms and other organizational arrangements (higher education, R&D, and public
agencies) that belong or cater 1o the needs of the same sectorial group and the same
kind of value chain (Porter, 2000). It is assumed that one can create specific assets
on the spot by linking complementary and competing actors who operate in the
same technoeconomic field and by jointly marketing that particular strength to the
outside world. Major assets are collective innovativeness, the sharing of inspiring
information, and other positive outcomes, such as joint initiatives in staff training,
supply and service purchasing, and systemic marketing. The cluster notion has
elicited more criticism among researchers and more enthusiasm among regional
policy-makers than almost any other development model has (Asheim et al., 20006;
Martin & Sunley, 2003). Its emphasis on shared interests, homogencous goals, and
joint action runs counter to the quests for diversity and dissent associated with the
notion of creativity (Meusburger, 2008).

Innovative, or Creative, Milieus

The concept of innovative, or creative, milicus was cstablished by a group of
European scientists who investigated different types of regions on the basis of a
shared conceptual and methodological framework (Aydalot, 1986; Ratti et al., 1997).
The purpose of the concept is to spell out favorable conditions for corporate
innovativeness. It attributes great influence to key actors’ local interactions based
on preexisting informal personal relationships. Innovation-enhancing creativity
is said to derive partly from new combinations of previously separate regional
knowledge assets embodied by the various participating actors (who represent
firms, R&D laboratorics, and other organizations) and partly from the social and
professional interaction of those actors. It is the informal-cum-formal nature of
relationships that provides a seedbed particularly conducive to socially embedded
learning and collective innovativeness based on mutual trust, common developmen-
1al objectives, and shared values (Camagni, 1991; Fromhold-Eiscbith, 1995, 2001,
2004). The concept offers a convincing set of suppositions, but it is hard to use as
an analytical tool or policy guideline. Its merits lie in highlighting the significance
of social and soft asscts as foundations of regional knowledge economies.

Regional Innovation Systems

The notion of regional innovation systems encompasses all the actors and processes
that affect industrial innovativeness ata locality. Itis assumed that regions are distin-
guished by place-specific constellations of organizations, institutions, regulations,
and interactions that shape the production and application of knowledge (Cooke,
1992; Cooke et al., 2004), Consequently, basic conditions, major dynamics, and
supportive frameworks of industrial innovativeness are said to exist mainly on a



M. Fromhold-Eisebith

(3]
o

regional scale (as opposed to a national system of innovation; Lundvall, 1992). By
incorporating features of political regulation, R&D infrastructure, and patterns of
collaborative relationships between business actors at a locality, the concept of a
regional innovation system is an atlempt to integrate all leading determinants of
corporate innovativeness. It may be used analytically to characterize regional set-
tings or normatively to suggest actor and policy constellations that appear to be the
most conducive to regional innovativeness. Such assessment of innovation policies,
however, requires consideration of national and international system scales as well
(Fromhold-Eisebith, 2007).

Learning Regions

As a response (o a range of basic ideas for a (ruitful combination of regional interac-
tion and knowledge-driven industrial development, the concept of the learning region
centers on scts of interdependent evolutionary dynamics (Hassink, 2001; Morgan,
1997). More visionary than analytical, the idea is to establish localized capabilities
for collectively organizing the continuous combination and recombination of internal
and external knowledge. Regions are expected to act like organizations that Manage
knowledge acquisition and innovation-oriented uses in well-conceived ways. Iy ig
suggested that progress results from constant learning processes that connect firms,
academia, and industry. The concept also expediently combines inflows of know-
how with the local circulation and exploitation of newly acquired knowledge.

Knowledge Regions

The knowledge region is one of the most recent coneeptual inventions in the field ang
stems mostly from regional policy makers and academics. It, 100, serves as a guide-
line for regional promotion rather than as a descriptive or analytical tool. Knowlcdge
regions are ostensibly spatial entities that arc marked by a conscious regard for (he
creation and use of knowledge in all aspects of regional development (Buschmanp,
2005). Unlike carlier concepts, that of the knowledge region includes increases i
awareness and activity within the population at large, so it extends beyond the sphere
of firms and other organizations. Because knowledge-oriented dynamics are broadly
based, regions are expected to attract international attention as well, ¥

Shadow Catching: Trying to Capture the Essence
of Innovative Spaces Empirically

Despite the lively debate on determinants of innovation-oriented regional deye]-
opment and a range of publications that map and collect statistics on spatial
differentiations of innovativeness (Malecki, 2000; Pro Inno Europe & I“"(““Cll‘ics‘,
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2007), relevant processes, interdependencies, and causal relationships are difficult
to discern through empirical rescarch. Case studies and narratives abound, but
little thorough empirical work representing an attempt to confirm general assump-
tions on a relatively wide basis. One reason is that the idiosyncratic nature of
regional knowledge-driven developments obscures overarching principles (Simmie,
2005). Each region is known for specific constellations of actors, activities, and
agency—as communicated by the notion of regional innovation systems. Because
of the complex patterns of self-reinforcing systemic processes and the unpredict-
able social dynamics involved, even similar initial conditions of regions that have
been compared may eventually have quite different outcomes. Moreover, structural
settings that truly allow for scientifically sound comparison are rare. Investigated
regions therefore inevitably fall into different categories. Even when this variega-
tion is taken into account, valid generalizations are highly elusive, as shown by
comparative research on innovative milicus (Ratti et al., 1997) and regional innova-
tion systems (Cooke et al., 2000).

In this section, I illustrate the complications of providing evidence for key
determinants of innovative spaces when it comes to regional knowledge-intensive
collaboration, which is assumed 1o be a principal anchor of the processes involved.
Empirical research by economic geographers studying this topic have so far mainly
addressed two things: the importance of regional as opposed to extraregional
relationships for corporate innovativeness, and the role of regional institutional
constellations in affecting the innovation behavior of firms. Achievements and
shortcomings will be briefly discussed for two recent large-scale empirical projects,
the European Regional Innovation Survey (ERIS), conducted by a German team
(Koschatzky & Sternberg, 2000; Revilla Diez, 2000, 2001, 2002), and the inter-
national project entitled Regional Innovation Systems in Europe (REGIS) (Cooke
et al., 2000; Todiling & Kaufmann, 1999).

Both ERIS and REGIS aim to broaden insight by including fairly large
numbers of regions and informants. Through postal questionnaire surveys, ERIS
has encompassed 8,600 organizations, including 4,200 manufacturing firms, in
11 regions of the European Union. REGIS has gathered information on 833 firms
in another set of 11 EU regions. The written surveys have been complemented
by personal qualitative interviews. A standard objective has been to gain under-
standing of the role and spatial reach of collaboration in the context of innova-
tion, particularly with respect to links to customers, suppliers, academia, R&D
organizations, and other actors. In order to find out whether regional interaction
really matters, rescarchers have compared the relative shares of regional, national,
and international collaboration, providing a predominantly quantitative picture
of relational orientations that respondents have. The spatial nature of relational
systems has also been interpreted by means of interregional comparison. In addi-
tion, performance indicators of regionally collaborating firms have been compared
with those of noncollaborating ones in order to detect significant and meaningful
discrepancies.

But what have these efforts actually revealed? Most regional shares of col-
laboration have not been remarkably large relative to national and international
links. The overall results have been quite mixed with regard 10 dominating scales
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of interaction. But low relative shares of local collaboration do not necessarily
suggest that regional embedding is irrelevant; local partners in small numbers, too,
may provide vital support to a firm. What the studies show is that small firms in
particular are biased toward local relationships and that the firms which are gener-
ally more “‘cooperative” (though not necessarily in a regional sense) appear to have
experienced more innovation-related success than the less integrated ones (Cooke
et al., 2000; Revilla Diez, 2002).

These findings may not be fully convincing in light of theoretical and concep-
tual reasoning on regional knowledge economies. Whatever the case, both projects
have a few notable shortcomings relating to basic obstacles faced by any regional
researcher who tries to approach the issue empirically. One problem is associated
with the task of suitably demarcating the right “region™ to be studied. What type of
region fits to the space of innovation being sought: one defined by administrative
(official) or rather by functional (interaction-related) boundaries? Are compared
regions truly comparable in size, institutional and economic structure, administra-
tive competencies, and other features?

A second drawback has to do with the question of causality—in this context,
the correlation between collaborative behavior and the innovative performance
of firms as mentioned above. Are companics innovative because they collaborate
with others (as theory suggests), or do they collaborate because they are innovative
and generally more dynamic, like extroverts (Malecki & Pochling, 1999)? This
question cannot be satisfactorily answered until logical links between interaction
patterns and the dynamics of firms are explicitly explored (ideally by qualitative
personal interviews).

Third, shares of local innovation-oricnted relationships have not been adequately
interpreted against the backdrop of institutional options for collaboration in specific
industries and regions. When low shares of collaboration are recorded in a region,
one reason may be that there is not much local embedding (as argued in some
studies). Alternatively, it could simply be that the region lacks potential partners
because it does not offer sufficient scope for local networking. In either case, con-
ceptual interpretations and policy implications may have to change.

Lastly, social dimensions of spaces of innovation, which are important glye
that makes knowledge (in the form of knowledgeable people) stick 10 a place,
have been somewhat neglected by large-scale empirical projects (Malecki, 2000:
Meusburger, 2008). Future rescarch must vastly increase the attention devoted o
the social underpinnings of observed patterns of innovative interaction and know]-
edge exchange.

Conclusions and Open Questions

The argumentation of economic geographers and regional cconomists who wrige
about spaces of innovation and regional knowledge cconomies shows that the
spatiality of such phenomena has been well perceived and taken as a challepee
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to scientific reasoning and application-oriented rescarch. But despite convincing
assumptions about the role of regions and proximity for innovativeness and the
knowledge economy, there is still too little known about the actual mechanisms of
creating and using interactive knowledge in and across regions. People know they
are living in a space of interrclated and internally networked innovative places, in
an “archipelago of situated knowledges™ (Thrift, 1999, p. 303). But they are still
searching for robust insights into relevant geographies of processes, innovation
phases, and time, including the spatial nature and dynamics of innovation-oriented
“project ecologies™ (Grabher, 2002).

We researchers have immense difficulty empirically capturing general and over-
arching features that characterize spatial patterns of knowledge-based processes
and geographical sides of actor behavior. We must probably keep relying on indi-
vidual case studies about regions, organizations, and institutions because the path
to theory-oriented generalizations is essentially blocked by the complex idiosyncra-
sies of the locational dynamics governing economic, social, cultural, technological,
and political factors that bear on regional innovativeness.

Other disciplines can assist well with the geographer’s tasks, affording welcome
inspiration and methodological resources, especially for the following open questions:

o In what respects does individual or team creativity aggregate to regional innova-
tiveness? How can insights from psychology or the cognitive sciences inform geo-
graphical views on regional innovation? To make progress in these areas, it would
be useful to learn more about the contexts that encourage individual creativity and
about the ideal size and other social-group factors of creative, innovative teams.

« How do cultural characteristics and ethical norms contribute to the regional
creation and economic application of knowledge? Approaches and findings of
sociology, philosophy, or anthropology could help explain such influences.

¢ With which methodological approaches can researchers empirically capture the
spatiality, relational aspects, and regional embedding of innovativeness more
adequately than has been the case thus far? In all disciplines, whether quanti-
tatively or qualitatively oriented, this question pushes the range of applicable
methods to its very limits.

e What means of promotion can proliferate innovativeness beyond large urban
agglomerations toward more peripheral regions? This issue deserves additional
joint exploration by economic geographers, political economists, political sci-
entists, and others scholars.

Economic geography, although offering some meaningful insights into regional
milieus of economic creativity, inevitably has a few weaknesses in its research per-
spectives and procedures. They reveal that we researchers need to learn from other
views or approaches and to continue widening our horizons of reasoning. May this
chapter open avenues for increased interdisciplinary collaboration in this realm.

Acknowledgements The author cordially thanks Peter Meusburger, the participants of the
September 2006 workshop on “Knowledge and Space.” and an anonymous referee for their
instructive and perceptive comments on an carlicr version of this chapter.



- M. Fromhold-Eisebith

References

Amabile, T. M. (1996). Creativity in context: Updaie 10 The social psychology of creativity.
Boulder, CO: Westview. ;

Amin, A. & Cohendet, P. (2004). Architectures of knowledge: Firms, capabilities and communi-
ries. Oxford, England: Oxford University Press.

Asheim, B., Cooke, P., & Martin, R. (2006). Clusters and regional development: Critical reflec-
tions and explorations. London: Routledge.

Audretsch, D. B. & Feldman, M. P. (1996). R&D spillovers and the geography of innovation and
production. The American Economic Review, 86, 630-640.

Aydalot, P. (1986). Milieux innovateurs en Europe [Milieus of innovators in Europe]. Paris: GREMI.

Brown, J. S. & Duguid, P. (2002). Local knowledge: Innovation in the networked age. Management
Learning, 33, 427-437.

Buschmann, B. (2005). Bedeuwung von Wissen fiir Regionen [The importance of knowledge
for regions]. Position paper in online conference documentation for Perspektiven fiir
Land & Leute: Regionale Kooperationen fiir Existenzgriindungen, Berlin, February 1,
2005. Retrieved July 28, 2008, from hup://www.hml’sfj.dc/Publikalioncn/perspekliven/
3-Arbcitsgruppen/Arhcilsgruppc-rcgionulcs-pmzcss-und-wisscnsmunngcmcm/posixiOns
papier—dr-birgil-buschmann.hlml

Buttimer, A. (Ed.) (1983). Creativity and context (Lund Studies in Geography, Series B, No. 50),
Lund. Sweden: The Royal University of Lund.

Camagni, R. (1991). Innovation networks: Spatial perspectives. London: Bellhaven.

Cimoli, M. & Dosi, G. (1995). Technological paradigms, patterns of learning and development:
An introductory roadmap. Journal of Evolutionary Economics, 5, 243-268.

Coe, N., Kelly, P., & Yeung, H. W. (2007). Economic geography. A contemporary introducrion.
London: Blackwell.

Cooke, P. (1992). Regional innovation sysiems: Compelitive regulation in the new Europe.
Geoforum, 23, 365-382.

Cooke. P. & Schwarz, D. (Eds) (2007). Creative regions—technology, culture and knowledge
entrepreneurship. London: Routledge.

Cooke, P., Boekholt, P., & Todtling, F. (2000). The grworurm('vu[immwuion in Europe—Regional
perspectives on global competitiveness. London: Pinter.

Cooke, P., Heidenreich, M., & Braczyk, H.-J. (2004). Regional innovations systems: The role of
governance in a globalized world. London: Routledge.

Cooke. P, De Laurentis, C., Todtling, F., & Trippl, M. (2007). Regional knowledge economies:
Markets, clusters and innovation. London: Routledge.

Csikszentmihalyi, M. (1997). Creativity: Flow and the psychology of discovery and invention.
New York: HarperCollins.

European Commission & Eurostat (2004). Statistics on science and technology in Europe:
Data 1991-2002 (p. 26). Luxembourg; Office for Official Publications of the European
Communities.

Feldman, M. P. & Desrochers, P. (2003). Research universitics and local economic development.
Industry and Innovation, 10, 5-24.

Fromhold-Eisebith, M. (1995). Das “kreative Milicu” als Motor regionalwirtschaftlicher
Entwicklung. Forschungstrends und Erfassungsmoglichkeiten [The “creative milieu” as
an engine of regional cconomic development: Rescarch trends and survey possibilities].
Geographische Zeitschrift, 83, 30-47.

Fromhold-Eisebith. M. (2001). Kreatives Milicu [Creative milicu). In E. Brunotte, H. Gebhardt,
M. Meurer. P. Meusburger, & J. Nipper (Eds.), Lexikon der Geographie (Vol. 2, pp. 269-272).
Heidelberg, Germany: Spektrum Akademischer Verlag.

Fromhold-Eisebith, M. (2004). Innovative milieu and social capital—Complementary or redun-
dant concepts of collaboration-based regional development? European Planning Studies, 12,
747-765.

10 Space(s) of Innovation: Regional Knowledge Economics 217

Fromhold-Eisebith, M. (2007). Bridging scales in innovation policies: How to link regional,
national and international innovation systems. European Planning Studies. 15, 217-233.

Fuchs, G. & Shapira, P. (2005). Rethinking regional innovation and change: Path dependency or
regional breakthrough? New York: Springer.

Goddard, J. B. & Morris, D. (1976). The communications factor in office decentralization.
Progress in Planning, 6, 1-80.

Gordon, 1. R. & McCann, P. (2005). Innovation, agglomeration, and regional development.
Journal of Economic Geography, 5, 523-543.

Grabher, G. (2002). Cool projects, boring institutions: Temporary collaboration in social contex!.
Regional Studies, 36, 205-214.

Grabher, G. (2004). Learning in projects, remembering in networks? Communality, sociality and
connectivity in project ecologies. Luropean Urban and Regional Studies, 11, 103-123.

Greif, S. (2004). Wissen als Ressource: Patentaktivitiiten [ Knowledge as a resource: Patent activi-
ties]. In Leibniz-Institut fiir Linderkunde (Ed.), Nationalatlas Bundesrepublik Deutschland—
Unternehmen und Mdirke (pp. 82-83). Munich, Germany: Elsevier Spektrum.

Hassink, R. (2001). The learning region: A fuzzy concept or a sound theoretical basis for modern
regional innovation policics? Zeitschrift fiir Wirtschaftsgeographie. 45, 219-230.

Howells,slg.“(Z(X)Z). Tacit knowledge, innovation and cconomic geography. Urban Studies. 39.
871-884.

Jekel, T. & Fromhold-Eiscbith, M. (2003). Identitit und regionalwirtschaftliche Innovativitit.
Diskussion eines hypothetischen Zusammenhangs [Identity and regional economic innovative-
ness: Discussion of a hypothetical link]. Geographische Zeitschrift, 91, 115-129.

Koschatzky, K. & Sternberg, R. (2000). R&D cooperation in innovation systems—some lessons from
the European Regional Innovation Survey (ERIS). Ewropean Planning Studies. 8. 487-501.
Lambooy, J. G. (2002). Knowledge and urban economic development: An evolutionary perspec-

tive. Urban Studies, 39, 1019-1035.

LundVﬂ!lx B. A.(1992). National systems of innovation. London: Pinter.

Mialeckis E~_ J.(1997). Technology and economic development: The dynamics of local, regional
nndv"“""”(l/ competitiveness. Harlow, England: Longman. :

Maleckis E- 3. (2000). Knowledge and regional competitiveness. Erdkunde. 54. 334-351.

Maleckis E. J & Pochling, R. M. (1999). Extroverts and introverts: Small manutacturers and their
information sources, Entrepreneurship & Regional Development. 11, 247-268.

Malmberg: A. & Maskell, P. (2002). The elusive concept of localization economies: Towards a
kf“’w":dic‘hﬂscd theory of spatial clustering. Environment and Planning A, 34, 429-449.
Martin s :?Unlcy, P.. 2003. Deconstructing clusters: Chaotic concept or Policy panacea?

.lour"(" f Ecoppmic Geography, 3, 5-35.

Masscy” D. (2005)_ gy space. London: Sage.

Meush“rgcr’ P ( 1998), Bildungsgeographie. Wissen und Ausbildung in der réwmlichen Dimension
Geogmp.hy of education: Knowledge and education in the spatial dimension]. Heidelberg
OCr‘:a:ry' Spekirum Akademischer Verlag. .

MeuEs::;;tltg"JP ‘si’z()‘f)s()z). ;fl:: spatial concentration of knowledge: Some theoretical considerations.

' 9, 352-364.

Meus";'%;'“::j (2001). Geography of knowledge, education, and skills. In N. J. Smelser &
P. ' i;|20~8|glg:ds')' International z'llui\'rlupezlia of the social & behavioral sciences (Vol. 12,

purger, P, 26). Amsterdam: Elsevier.

Mcusburgizoox)' The nexus of knowledge and space. In P. Meusburger (Serics Eds.) &

wledge ¢ t, M. Welker, & E. Wunder (Vol. Eds.), Knowledge and space: Vol. 1. Clashes of

H. (';D. 35—?()) Dordrecht, The Netherlands: Springer.

ol S’KNJ: :,)lzl?l.)(. IHh"n'lIl‘lr”"“”‘i”g of organizations: A synthesis of the research. Englewood

n. K. (19 - . ;
MOZ%?”ML ”?‘Z))| "2:1); learning region: Institutions, innovation and regional renewal. Regional
0 K. 503.

Mo‘fgﬁovnlion o b). The exaggerated death of geography: Learning, proximity and territorial

in Ystems. Journal of Economic Geography, 4, 3-21.

Mew®

ki
Mi

A



_ M. Fromhold-Eisebith

Moulaert, F. & Sekia, F. (2003). Territorial innovation models: A critical survey. Regional Studies,
37,289-303.

Perroux, F. (1955). Note sur la notion de pole de croissance [Note on the notion of a growth pole].
Economie Appliquée, 7, 307-320.

Porter, M. E. (2000). Locations, clusters, and company strategy. In G. L. Clark, M. S. Gertler, &
M. P. Feldman (Eds.), The Oxford handbook of economic geography (pp. 253-274). Oxford.
England: Oxford University Press.

Pro Inno Europe & Innometrics (2007). European innovation scoreboard 2006: Comparative
analysis of innovation performance. Brussels: Commission of the European Union (Available
at http://www.proinno-europe.cu/doc/EIS2006_final.pdf, last accessed November 26, 2007).

Ratti, R., Bramanti, A., & Gordon, R. (1997). The dynamics of innovative regions: The GREMI-
approach. Aldershot, England: Ashgate.

Revilla Diez, J. (2000). The importance of public research institutions in innovative networks—
empirical results from the metropolitan innovation systems Barcelona. European Planning
Studies, 8, 451-463. :

Revilla Diez. J. (2001). Innovative links between industry and research institutes-how important
are they for firm start-ups. In K. Koschatzky. M. Kulicke. & A. Zenker (Eds.), Innovation
networks—Concepts and challenges in the European perspective (pp. 93-108). Heidelberg
Germany: Physica. e

Revilla Diez, J. (2002). Betrieblicher Innovationserfolg und réumliche Néihe—Zur Bedeurung
innovativer Kooperationsverflechiungen in metropolitanen Verdichiungsregionen, die Beispiele
Barcelona, Stockholm und Wien [Industrial innovation success and spatial proximity—on the
significance of innovative cooperation networks in regions of urban agglomerations as exem-
plified by Barcelona, Stockholm, and Vienna), Miinster, Germany: LIT-Verlag,

Schamp, E. W. & Lo. V. (2003). Knowledge. learning, and regional development: An introduction.
In V. Lo & E. W. Schamp (Eds.), Knowledge, learning, and regional development (pp. 1-12)
(Wirtschaftsgeographie 24). Miinster, Germany: LIT.

Simmie, 1. (2003). Innovation and urban regions as national and international nodes for the trans-
fer and sharing of knowledge. Regional Studies, 37, 607-620.

Simmie, J. (2005). Innovation and space: A critical review of the literature, Regional Studies, 39,
789-804.

Sternberg, R. (1998). Technologiepolitik und High-Tech-Regionen—ein internationaler Vergleich
[Technology policy and high-tech regions—an international comparison). Miinster, Germany:
LIT-Verlag.

Storper, M. (1995). The resurgence of regional economies, ten years later: The region as a nexus
of untraded interdependencies. European Urban and Regional Siudies, 2, 191-221,

Storper, M. & Venables, A. J. (2004). Buzz: Face-to-face contact and the urban economy. Journal
of Economic Geography., 4, 351-370.

Thrift, N. J. (1999). Steps to an ccology of place. In D. Massey, J. Allen, & P. Sarre (Eds.), Human
geagraphy 1oday (pp. 295-322). Cambridge, England: Polity.

Todtling, F. & Kaufmann, A. (1999). Innovation systems in regions in Europe—a comparative
perspective. European Planning Studies. 7, 699-717.

Chapter 11

The Unconscious City: How Expectancies
About Creative Milieus Influence Creative
Performance

Jens Forster

Paris: City of love. New York: The city that never sleeps. Hamburg: The Reeperbahn.
Jerusalem: The Holy City. These pairings are only few examples of specific con-
tents people associate with cities or other places. True or not, comrespondences of
this kind are represented in memory and may pop into mind when people are asked
about their knowledge of certain cities. For example, if you are asked to tell a friend
what you think about New York, you may recall the many galleries in Chelsea, the
roaring nightlife and the clumsy, Woody-Allen-like neurotic genius who avoids
your glances.

Over the last decades, researchers in social psychology have made enormous
progress in understanding how these sorts of stereotypes are represented in memory
(e.g., Collins & Loftus, 1975; Higgins, 1996; Higgins et al., 1977; Huber et al.,
2001; Wyer, 2004; Wyer & Radvansky, 1999). More relevant for this chapter, social
psychology shows that representations of this nature influence people’s feelings,
thinking, and behavior (for reviews, see Dijksterhuis & Bargh, 2001; Forster &
Liberman, 2007). Maybe the most provocative insight from this research is that
representations like these can influence the behavior of people even without them
knowing or desiring it (Moskowitz et al., 2004). Such outcomes are called “priming
effects.” I first summarize classic research focusing on human judgments and
behavior and suggest that even creative thinking can be affected by unconscious
activation of stereotypes. I then outline research that social psychologists have con-
ducted on creative thinking and continue by arguing that some cities are associated
with creativity. I suggest that such thinking works like a self-fulfilling prophecy,
that is, that the creativity of people increases when they are reminded of a crea-
tive place. I then recount an experiment in which undergraduate participants were
exposed to the names of particular cities so briefly that conscious recognition of
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