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Science, innovation and agglomeration

A Innovative capacity and activity tend to concentrate in
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A Hubs of science with leading universities
A Why?
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The concentration of science, research, and innovation
Economies of scalspecialisationand diversification

The value of cdocation/proximity to innovation
Something is in the air (Marshall, 1895)
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Why Is this the case?
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A Colocationcan result in the creation of geographicailyound
networks orsystems




What happens to nowtore areas?

A Intermediate and peripheraknvironmentsare perceived to be less
capable of hosting innovative activity
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A They are too far away from the technological frontier
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A Less capable of absorbing knowledge




Where should we invest?
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Greater return in core areas

Need to promote larger, elite universities as drivers of knowledge
Universities in the periphery far away from the technological frontier
USA as an example

But not all peripheries are the same
A Are all peripheries (cores) the same?

A Are universities in less developed regions not important drivers of
Innovation?

A Comparison between Europe and North America




Europe vs. North America

1. Why are North American less developed regions more dynamic
than their European counterparts?

2. What is the role of universities in this process?

3. How do the factors that govern innovation in the European
periphery differ from those of the North American periphery?




Empirical approach

A Macroeconomic investigation of TL2 regions in Canada, US and EU
between 2000 and 2010

A Canadian provinces, US states and a combination of European NUTS1
and NUTS2 regions

A Peripherality = > 90% of average GDP per capita
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The gapisin the No differencein

periphery (2 to 3.5times patenting between

more innovative) cores
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Core-Periphery Distinction

Peripheral Provinces/States

Regional PCT Patent Applications per Million Inhabitants




Greater

polarisation in
Europe




