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Abstract

Innovativeness in Europe has been a formulated gb#ie EU since the
Lisbon Strategy. One of the goals of the new EukO2€ Strategy is smart growth,
i.e. growth based on knowledge and innovation. fdugsires improving the quality
of education and research results, the transfekmwéwledge and innovations
between countries, and broader commercializatiomesearch results. Hence,
the measurement of innovation evolves in order dftect the factors that
determine the level of innovativeness of econorifites.purpose of this paper is
to present the level of Poland’s innovativenessragyahe background of the EU
countries, using the Sl (Summary Innovation Index)

Keywords: innovation indicators, Europe 2020, measurementnobvation,
innovation leaders

1. Introduction

Innovation is one of the key factors that leadsetonomic growth and
enhanced competitiveness. Achieving a sustainabtepetitive advantage by
introducing innovations is primarily associatedhattte accumulation of knowledge
and experience. The role of innovations in thecke&or sources of competitive
advantage is constantly growing, along with theuttimeously increasing costs and
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risks associated with their implementation. Innovet are no longer treated only
endogenously but also as exogenous. This meanthdiatevel depends not only

on R&D expenditures, but is affected by many factord business innovations are
dependent on both the private and the public seGiwerefore there are many
factors besides the expenditures on R&D (fundethbystate budget, companies,
universities, the non-profit sector, and foreignds) that determine the level of
innovativeness of individual countries. Indicatosged for measuring innovation are
being increasingly re-calibrated to capture meddeifactors determining the level

of innovativeness. It should be kept in mind, hasvethat the level of innovativeness
is also affected by a humber of immeasurable factor

Obviously innovation policy is designed to promthie innovativeness of
the economy, by the introduction of new produatsyises, processes, as well as
techniques and methods of management and orgamizafhis requires the
creation of a pro-innovative climate, fosteringamation culture in firms and the
development of services to assist innovative bgse® In spite of the economic
downturn, the debate on economic policy emphagizegiding an appropriate
framework that promotes innovations which lead tmuctural changes and
influence the international competitive advantafyeonintries.

The priority for the EU in the twenty-first centuiy to increase the role of
knowledge and innovation - the driving forces bdhime development of economies
in the future. Achieving this goal requires bekirowledge combined with economic
practices, as well as a financial infrastructuag émcourages innovation.

The Europe 2020 Strategy and its recommendatians fon investments in
education, research and innovation as key to samattsustainable development.
The goal is to create the best possible environf@ninnovative activities for
researchers and firms, including in the publicarect

The success of the Europe 2020 Strategy will depengetly on effective
coordination of the implementation of EU reformgmams, combined with the co-
responsibility of all Member States for carrying effective structural reforms.

The goal of this paper is to present the levelnobvativeness in Poland
against the background of the EU countries, medsbge the SII (Summary
Innovation Index) and calculated on the basis ohipaters from three areas:
Enablers, Firm activities. and Outputs.

2. Innovativeness of the EU countries in the secormkcade of the twenty—
first century, with particular focus on Poland

Innovation is an important driver of economic pesg and competitiveness
in both the developed and developing countries. yMgovernments have put
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innovations at the centre of their growth strategighere is a growing awareness of
the fact that the definition of innovation has beedened (Krawczyk 2012, p. 52)
and is no longer limited to production activitiag lalso includes the public sector,
which cooperates with business. Business sectuos fare dependent on the public
sector as they maintain direct or indirect relaianth this sector. These relations
include, among others, regulatory requirementsrygiviag from filling out online
forms to the implementation of other requiremeetating to pollution or safety,
spatial planning, etc.), direct contracts (e.g.lipytrocurement) and use of public
services such as subsidies, grants, training pregran-line services (European
Public Sector Innovation Scoreboard 2012, p. 6).

Innovations are becoming more general and horizdntanature and
include both social innovations and business mdaaebvations. Attention is
increasingly paid to linkages between various iestiin the area of innovation,
which in turn stimulates innovation growth. Thesééges include interactions
between firms and scientific and research instingiand research universities
and scientists from around the world.

The importance of innovation in the developmentoidern economies is
reflected by the fact that, already in 2000 at ltfebon summit, the European
Union established innovation as a key goal of E&ymms set out in the Lisbon
Strategy. It was recognized that in order to bectimeemost competitive and
dynamic economy in the world, the European Unios tiksbase its economy on
knowledge, the implementation of information sogiptlicies, expenditures on
research and development and human capital.

A special goal of the Lisbon Strategy, renewed @952 was to achieve
economic growth and high employment. The importarfidgavestments in R&D and
innovation activities was also stressed. In thigtesd, attention was paid to education
and acquiring those new skills needed to increesguptivity and competitiveness.
Because of the crisis, the EU’'s assumptions andemgmted changes aimed at
achieving an innovative economy did not resulb@expected economic growth.

One of the primary sources of information about theovativeness of
economies is the "Innovation Union Scoreboard" ntefithe Summary Innovation
Index (SlI) presented in the report is used tosastiee innovativeness of the EU
countries and is calculated based on 25 sub-indid¢es allows for monitoring the
changes in the level of innovativeness of economnigspointing out the differences
between countries in their level of adaptatioeoEU policy:

! The values of individual and aggregated indicalange been published since 2010. Both the
number and the formula for calculating the indicatonderwent changes. In the most recent 2014
report 25 indicators are used for measuring theviativeness of economies.
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The Sl level indicates a country's potential tor@ase the innovativeness
of its economy. On the basis of the Sll index, Mem®Btates can be divided into
four groups:

* Innovation leaders,
 Innovation followers,
* Moderate Innovators,
* Modest innovators.

The countries in Group 1 - innovation leaders hige Sweden, Denmark,
Germany and Finland. Their respective Sl indiaesraore than 20% higher than
the average for the EU countries.

Group 2 - Innovation followers — consists of Luxemiy, the Netherlands,
Belgium, United Kingdom, Ireland, Austria, Fran&gvenia, Estonia and Cyprus.
The Summary Innovation Index for these countridmetaveen 90% and 120% of the
average for the EU countries.

Group 3 - moderate innovators — perform at a 18@8b and 90% of the
average for the EU countries. This group includiy,lthe Czech Republic, Spain,
Portugal, Greece, Hungary, Slovakia, Malta, Croattauania and Poland.

Group 4 - modest innovators - are characterizedrbgll below 50% of the
average for the EU countries. This group includesh&hia, Latvia and Bulgaria.

The changes in innovation performance of the EUntiees during the
period 2006-2013 are presented in Table 1. The mamgonstruction of the
index is presented in Annex 1.

Overall, the EU annual average growth rate of iatiom performance based
on the SlI reached 1.7% (Innovation Union Scorab@ad 4, p. 5) over the analyzed
eight year period 2006-2013. Increases were repiortbe following areas:

« human resources—by 2.3%,
* open, excellent and attractive research systems-S9g,
* intellectual assets—2.1%,
« innovators—by 0.7%,
» economic effects—by 1.2%;
Whereas decreases in the level of innovativeness rgported in:
« finance and support—by 5%,
* firm investments—by 1.4%,
« linkages and entrepreneurship—by 0.1%.

The overall growth rate of the SIl was primarilyresult of increases in
International scientific co-publications, non-Elctlrate students, and Community
trademarks. The growth ratios for these indicatanse over 6%.
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Table 1. The dynamics of innovation in the EU-27 in@6-2012 (by SlI)

Growth

Main type/innovation dimension/indicator indicator
2006=100%

HUMAN RESOURCES 102.3%
1.1.1 New doctorate graduates 102.8%
1.1.2 Population aged 30-34 having completed tgréducation 103.6%
1.1.3 Youth aged 20-24 with upper secondary legiatation 100.5%
OPEN, EXCELLENT AND ATTRACTIVE RESEARCH SYSTEMS 104.5%
1.2.1 International scientific co-publications 10%.
1.2.2 Top 10% most cited scientific publicationsridaide 101.4%
1.2.3 Non-EU doctorate students 106.3%
FINANCE AND SUPPORT 95.0%
1.3.1 R&D expenditures in the public sector 101.8%
1.3.2 Venture capital investments 97.2%
FIRM INVESTMENTS 98.6%
2.1.1 R&D expenditures in the business sector 102.0%
2.1.2 Non-R&D innovation expenditures 95.3%
LINKAGES & ENTREPRENEURSHIP 99.9%
2.2.1 SMEs innovating in-house 103.8%
2.2.2 Innovative SMEs collaborating with others 101.2%
2.2.3 Public-private scientific co-publications 102.2%
INTELLECTUAL ASSETS 102.1%
2.3.1 PCT patent applications 100.0%
2.3.2 PCT patent applications in societal challenges 99.9%
2.3.3 Community trademarks 106.9%
2.3.4 Community designs 101.6%
INNOVATORS 100.7%
3.1.1 SMEs introducing product/process innovations 101.3%
3.1.2 SMEs introducing marketing/organisationabivetions 100.8%
3.1.3 Fast-growing innovative firms 100.0%
ECONOMIC EFFECTS 101.2%
3.2.1 Employment in knowledge-intensive activities 100.7%
3.2.2 Contribution of MHT product exports to trasiance 100.2%
3.2.3 Knowledge-intensive services exports 101.0%
3.2.4 Sales of new to market and new to firm intiove 100.5%
3.2.5 License and patent revenues from abroad 403.7

Source: Calculations based on the Innovation UBmareboard 2014, European Commission, p. 25.
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The comparison of innovativeness of EU countriesh wnain global
competitors in the period 2006-2013 shows thaEthieverage is lower than that of
South Korea, the United States and Japan, andgigethithan that of Canada,
Australia and the BRICS countries (China, Indias$tay Brazil, South Afric).

The EU innovation leaders dominate especially thsuadicators as R&D
expenditures in the business sector, public-prigatentific co-publications, PCT
patents, and the population aged 30-34 having atetptertiary education.

There is a difference in the level of innovativenbstween EU countries,
especially between the ‘old’ and the ‘new’ EU. Palaoccupies 25th position in
the overall ranking, i.e. is not even a leader émi€al and Eastern Europe.

Table 2. EU annual growth performance in 2013

Main type/innovation
dimension/indicator

EU-27 Finland France Poland Bulgaria

ENABLERS

HUMAN RESOURCES

1.1.1 New doctorate graduates 1.7 2.3 1.6 0.5 0.6
1.1.2 Population aged 30-

34 having completed 35.8% 43.0% 43.6% 39.1% 26.9%

tertiary education
1.1.3 Youth aged 20-24 with
an upper secondary level of 80.2% 72.0% 84.4% 89.8% 85.8%
education
OPEN, EXCELLENT AND ATTRACTIVE RESEARCH SYSTEMS
1.2.1 In.tern.atlonal scientific 343 1840 707 226 213
co-publications
1.2.2 Top 10% most cited
scientific publications 11.0% 14.5% 10.4% 3.8% 3.2%
worldwide
1.2.3 Non-EU doctorate
students
FINANCE AND SUPPORT
1.3.1 R&D expenditures in
the public sector
1.3.2 Venture capital
investments

FIRM ACTIVITIES

FIRM INVESTMENTS

24.2% 17.7% 31.5% 1.9% 3.8%

0.75% 1.02% 0.78% 0.56% 0.24%

0.277% 0.296% 0.307% 0.2349 0.038%%

2.1.1 RE&D expenditures inthe ) 4,4, 1.96% 1.45% 0.33%|  0.399
business sector

2.1.2 Non-R&D innovation | g0, 0.51% 0.25% 1.02%|  0.289
expenditures

2 This comparison was based on 12 indicators. Faegee: Innovation Union Scoreboard
2014, European Commission, p. 29.
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LINKAGES & ENTREPRENEURSHIP

221 SMEsinovatingin- | 31896 | 40.8% 29.9% 113%|  13.0

2.2.2 Innovative SMEs 11.7% 15.5% 11.1% 4.2% 3.3%

collaborating with others

2.2.3 Pgbllg-prlvate scientifig 73 13.1 70 23 20

co-publications

INTELLECTUAL ASSETS

2.3.1 PCT patent applications 1.98 2.55 2.05 0.67 0.59

2.3.2 PCT patent applications , o, 1.45 0.90 0.25 0.22

in societal challenges

2.3.3 Community trademarks 5.91 7.45 4,131 3.2] 305.

2.3.4 Community designs 4.75 8.14 3.70 4.76) 3.18
OUTPUTS

INNOVATORS

3.1.1 SMEs introducing 38.4% |  41.6% 32.7% 14.4%|  16.69

product/process innovations

3.1.2 SMEs introducing

marketing/organisational 40.3% 42.6% 42.8% 19.9% 16.39

innovations

?.1.3 Fast-growing innovative 16.2 19.2 18.2 137 118

irms

ECONOMIC EFFECTS

3.2.1 Employmentin | 44 g4, 15.5% 14.3% 9.7% 8.3%

knowledge-intensive activitigs

3.2.2 Contribution of MHT

product exports to trade 1.27% -3.34% 5.23% 0.58% -5.23%

balanc

3.2.3 Knowledge- 45.5% 65.1% 33.7% 283%| 2550

intensive services exports

3.2.4 Sales of new to market , , /o, 15.0% 14.7% 8.00% 7.6%

and new to firm innovations

3.2.5 License and patent 0.77% 0.89% 0.70% 021%|  0.219

revenues from abroad

Source: Own elaboration based on the Innovatioroti§icoreboard 2014, pp. 82-83 (Annex A)
and pp.70-71 (Annex B).

Table 2 shows the Summary Innovation Index (Sid) the sub-indices in the
analyzed areas for selected countries represettigfour groups (Innovation
leaders, Innovation followers, Moderate innovatbtedest innovators).

The data shows that the level of innovativeneddland lags behind the
EU average in the following areas:
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I. Human resources: New doctorates and Youth aged420#2h upper
secondary education. The value of the indicatoPfgpulation 30-34 having
completed tertiary education, however, exceed&thaverage (Geodecki et
al. 2013, p.23).

Il. Poland lags behind the EU the most in the are&sd#arch systems, lagging
behind in all indicators describing this area. Madues of the indicators
‘international publications’ and ‘scientific pubditons among the top 10%
most cited scientific publications worldwide’ ameotsmall. In the second
case the value is more than three times lowerttheiiEU average. The value
of the indicator ‘non-EU doctorate students’ is entran twelve times lower
than the EU average.

It may be said that while Poland is undergoingcitn@al changes towards
a knowledge-based economy, the pace is still @w.sl

The research system consists of financing and stpgrpenditures on
R&D financed from the state budget in relation tDR5are lower in Poland than
the EU average, and the largest differences ocourtthe area of firm
expenditures, which are four times lower than thieaiZerage.

The relatively underdeveloped venture capital mankethe EU is also
upsetting, and also here Poland lags behind thav&thage Zylicz 2013, p. 38).

The area ‘Linkages and entrepreneurship’ relatesipally to the SME
sector. Despite the considerable amounts of stralctunds provided under the
Innovative Economy Programme, the indicators fdaRad in this area are three
times lower than the EU average.

Poland also lags behind the EU in the area of htieas’, both at the
stage of applying for patents as well as obtairngatent. This results in
relatively low revenues from the licensing or salépatents.

Product and process innovations implemented by SiEslation to the
total number of SMEs are approx. 2.5 times lowerPmland than the EU
average. In case of marketing and organizatiomahations this lag is smaller.

Employment in knowledge-intensive activities ind&al clearly lags behind
the EU average. This also applies to the expdmoiviedge-intensive servicés.

The research conducted in Europe shows that makrenare countries are
developing and implementing various incentivesha torm of tax credits and
grants (Przegd zackt na dziatalné B+R naswiecie 2013, Deloitte, 2013;
R&D incentives and services. Adding value acrossope, Middle East and
Africa [EMEA], 2012).

3 For more on knowledge-intensive services, see Wkka, Truskolaski 2013, pp. 91-108.
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Weak tax incentives affect the level of expendduen R&D and,
according to KPMG experts and the entrepreneuistlius necessary not only to
expand the scope and scale of tax relief but @ssustain the system of grants.
Repayable assistance should be granted in therimepkation phase of a project,
because it is associated with a lower risk tharmtbek on the project. Business
innovations are very risky, hence guaranty inswgaoc even tax exemptions
should be consideréd.

Poland is ahead of Bulgaria with respect to mosthef indicators that
make up the SllI, and it outperforms France andahihlin sub-indicators
relating to the number of people with higher antbselary education.

The development of the EU economy is inextricalolgdd with the necessity
of raising its competitiveness. A competitive ecogigprovides a higher standard of
living and employment for its citizens. Increaspigduction brings about rising social
welfare and economic growth. In this respect Eurgijiesignificantly lags behind
developed countries such as the United Statesgwneduction is over 20% higher
than in the EU (The Europe 2020 CompetitivenessoRReBuilding a More
Competitive Europe 2012, p. 6). The EU is tryingeduce the development gap
between itself and the more developed economies dtber continents. Among the
ways to achieve this goal one must certainly irelute efforts to increase
innovativeness. Innovativeness improves the qualiyroduction and the rate of its
growth, which enables an increase in employmentveamgks, which in turn raises
quality of life and well-being of the society (BAlezniak 2012, p. 51).

After failing to reach the goal set out in the lasbStrategy (R&D
expenditures equal to 3% of the EU’s GDP), Europeaders decided to develop
a new strategy called Europe 2020, the goal of lwiscsmart, sustainable and
inclusive growth, to be achieved through increassardination of national and
European policies (Strategia na rzecz inteligerdriegrbwnowaonego rozwoju
sprzyjagcego whczeniu spotecznemu 2010, p. 2). This strategyrissponse to
the growing competition from global leaders suchthas United States, Japan,
India and China, the latter two of which are emsggiconomic powers (Strategia
na rzecz inteligentnego i zréwnogmmego rozwoju sprzyjagego whczeniu
spotecznemu 2013, p. 3). The main target groupmti®ereneurs, with particular
focus on co-operation between science and business.

The Europe 2020 Strategy aims at growth that @ligegnt, knowledge- and
innovation-based, and designed to use R&D and atimvin order to solve the
problems of climate, energy, health, demographamgh and scarcity of resources.

The Europe 2020 strategy is realized through Natigteform Systems,
created to bridge the large gaps in economic aolssituations between the

* Interesting insights in this area can be foun@adania i rozwéj w Polsce, Raport 2013, p. 4.
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EU member states, especially between those of erortand southern Europe.
These countries have different starting point amddt with respect to what can
be achieved within a predetermined period of tiffieerefore, the European
Commission has committed Member States to trantitetanain objectives of
the Europe 2020 Strategy into national targets, tandefine methods for their
implementation. This has resulted in the prepamatid documents called
National Reform Programmes (NRP), which set outonat targets and the
measures necessary to achieve them.

The EU innovation policy is multidirectional and gloys a variety of
instruments that allow for the inclusion of numeyatakeholders in the process of
its implementation, including national and locathauities, companies, research
units, financial institutions and social partnef$)erefore the speed and success of
the process of building an innovative EU economnmyedes on the involvement of
the above-mentioned entities in the process oftingedhe EU’'s smart growth
(Zygierewicz 201, p.134).

Moreover, the principle of “smart consolidation$ustaining or if possible
increasing expenditures promoting growth, suchxgeraitures on research and
development - were to be widely used among EU ciasnt

However, the ongoing crisis has revealed structwehaknesses in the
innovation in Europe. One of them is that the pseagf ‘innovation convergence’
among member countries has stopped, which hasegsalmore and more visible
growth differences between EU countries. Therefine EU economy needs to be
refreshed, become more dynamic, and has to inteodew solutions, applications
and business models that will help existing tradal industries to develop and
maintain their competitiveness. Europe needs ratlinavations that will help to
make structural changes in industry. In the upcgrdecade the EU has to do

everything possible to attract the most talentdividuals and to reward innovative
companies, thus creating better opportunities fisiness start-ups and development
(State of the Innovation Union 2012, pp. 4-5).

3. Conclusions

1. The effects of the economic crisis in the area &DRand innovation in
Europe have been presented based on the Innovdtioon Scoreboard
2014 report, which shows the achievements of the&lhtries and also the
strengths and weaknesses of innovation systems.

2. The emerging concept of a two-speed Europe doesaugér well for
improving the situation on the continent. Hencepstshould be taken in order
to develop a program focused on increasing thd téhienovativeness of the
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EU and on closing the existing gaps, much like wammphasis was put on
levelling the differences between various regionghiv countries in the
previous financial perspective 2007-2013.

. In Poland, current economic growth is a result mfepreneurship, a cheap
labour force, and import of technology. This is tie way to ensure sustained
development in the upcoming decades. There arfeto@xporters, especially
among SMEs which produce mainly for the domesticrkata The
internationalization of activities, i.e. exportspntacts with partners from
abroad, and the creation of cooperation netwoska, major challenge for the
development of SMEs. This is reflected in the nesspective called Smart
Europe 2014-2020. The growth observed in developedtries is a result of
their increase in productivity and improvementgheffactors of production, i.e.
innovation and the ability to implement and susiain

. A particular gap is observed in the area of codjmerdetween science and
business. This phenomenon is also confirmed bydhkelts of other studies
(Czerniak 2013, p. 223). The reasons for the wisddadges between business
and science are numerous, also including a laekisfing financial solutions.
There is no proof-on-concept system, which meansiging non-repayable
grants to researchers which allows them to vehiéyresults of their scientific
work (regardless of whether they work at the umsitgior in businessyylicz
2013 p. B8). Poland’s innovativeness of Polandbisexd down not only by the
low level of expenditures on R&D, but also by thesatisfactory effects of
these expenditures. In the new perspective “Smarbde”, EU funds are
allocated to companies willing to cooperate witlversities.

. The percentage of firms involved in financing reskaand development in
Poland is relatively low. Research shows that tl@endeveloped is the
innovation system in a given country, the lowerthe share of public
expenditures on R & D. The commercialization ofeegsh results is more
effective in the business sector, where the mabwato make good use of
money spent is higher (Hausner 2013, p. 96). Lilbegulations with respect to
tax credits and incentives to support the innoeatdss of firms need to be
created. It is also necessary to closely obsepserdictices functioning in other
countries and their impact on increasing innovatgs.

. The key factor for the effectiveness of innovatpmiicy is concentration on
the systemic dimension of innovation and on buddisirong linkages
between the participants in the innovation prockkse attention should be
paid in Poland to the interactions between thatuigins involved in the
innovation process. Reforms of the Polish R&D gsysteomprise the
appointment of the Centre for Research and Devedoprand the National
Science Centre and the establishment of two advisadies for applied and
basic research: the Scientific Policy Committee dmel Committee for
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Evaluation of Scientific Units. These bodies shawmithg about change and
contribute to the creation of an efficient innoeatisystem subordinated to
the new legal regulations, reducing bureaucracyfimadcial barriers.

. The EU earmarked 16 billion zl during the periodl2@020 for business

development. The first competitions will begin 8. Most of the funds - 8.6

billion zl are designed to be allocated to entrepues within the "Smart

growth" programme, which will replace the "Innovateconomy” programme.

Its main objective is to promote innovativenesstiie economy, which is

expressed mainly in increasing expenditures on R&me support provided

within this programme will be focused primarily stimulating the demand for

innovation by firms by such measures as:

* "from concept to market" projects,

« creation and development of firms' R&D infrastruetu

« supporting the implementation of results of R&Didties,

« preparation of scientific institutions and firmsparticipate in international
programs,

* internationalization of innovative firms and supiny the activities of
venture capital funds, business angels, and sqeihiclinds.

. The second main source of funds for firms will cofmen sixteen regional
operational programs managed by the provinces. Wileke mainly related
to increasing the competitiveness of the SME settuis means the creation
of new firms as well as supporting the developnoéixisting ones.

. Consolidation of public finance is probably the mosportant challenge
for Poland. A development strategy based solelthennflow of EU funds
and low-cost labour attracting foreign investothie model functioning in
recent years - has to change.

Annex 1. Innovation Union Scoreboard indicators

Main type/innovation Data source: | Data source:
. S - Years covered
dimension/indicator Numerator Denominator
ENABLERS

Human resources

1.1.1 New doctorate graduates

(ISCED 6) per 1000 population Eurostat Eurostat 2004 — 2011
aged 25-34

1.1.2 Percentage of population

aged 30-34 having completed Eurostat Eurostat 2005 — 2012

tertiary education

1.1.3 Percentage of youth aged
20-24 having attained at least upper Eurostat Eurostat 2005 — 2012
secondary level education




Polasdnnovativeness Against The Background...

33

Open, excellent and attractive research systems
1.2.1 Int.ernatlonal .s.(:lentlﬁc co- Science-Metrix Eurostat 2005 — 2012
publications per million population (Scopus) —
1.2.2 Scientific publications among
the top 10% most cited . . . .
publications worldwide as % SC'?;;:'UM;U'X SC|(eSné:0e-uMst§tr|> 2004 — 2009
of total scientific publications P P
of the country
1.2.3 Non-EU doctorate studehts Eurostat Eurostat 2006 — 2011
as a % of all doctorate students —
Finance and support
1.3.1 R&D expenditure in the
public sector as % of GDP Eurostat Eurostat 2005 - 2012
1.3.2 Venture capital investment
as % of GDP Eurostat Eurostat 2007 —2012
FIRM ACTIVITIES
Firm investments
2.1.1 R&D expenditure in the
business sector as % of GDP Eurostat Eurostat 2005 — 2012
2.1.2 Non-R&D innovation Eurostat Eurostat 2004, 2006,
expenditures as % of turnover (CIS) (CIS) 2008, 2010
Linkages & entrepreneurship
2.2.1 SMEs innovating in-house as|% Eurostat 2004, 2006,
of SMEs Eurostat (CIS) 7)) 2008, 2010
2.2.2 Innovative SMEs
: - Eurostat 2004, 2006
0 , ,
collaborating with others as % of | Eurostat (CIS) (CIS) 2008, 2010
SMEs =
L _— CWTS
223 P_ubllc-prlvatc_e co-publications (Thomson Eurostat 2005 — 2011
per million population —
Reuters)
Intellectual assets
2.3.1 PCT patents applications pegr _
billion GDP (in PPSE€) OECD Eurostat 2003 — 2010
2.3.2 PCT patent applications in
societal challenges per billion GDP
(in PPSE€) (environment-related OECD Eurostat 2003 = 2010
technologies; health)
Office for
2.3.3 Community trademarks per | Harmonization
billion GDP (in PPSE) in the Internal Eurostat 2005 - 2012
Market
Office for
2.3.4 Community designs per billii Harmonization
GDP (in PPS£) in the Internal Eurostat 2005 - 2012
Market
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OUTPUTS

Innovators
3.1.1 SMEs introducing product o Eurostat Eurostat 2004, 2006,
process innovations as % of SMEs (CIS) (CIS) 2008, 2010
of SMEs (CIS) (CIS) 2008, 2010
3.1.3 Employment in fast-growing Eurostat Eurostat 2009, 2010
firms of innovative sectors

Economic effects
3.2.1 Employment in knowledge-
intensive activities (manufacturing Eurostat Eurostat 2008 — 2012
and services) as % —
of total employment
3.2.2 Contribution of medium and United United
high-tech product exports to the : : 2005 — 2012
Nations Nations
trade balance
3.23 Knowledge-lntenglve services Eurostat Eurostat 2004 — 2011
exports as % total service exports| —
(CIS) (CIS) 2008, 2010

turnover
3.2.5 License and patent revenuep
from abroad as % of GDP Eurostat Eurostat 2005 — 2012

Source: Innovation Union Scoreboard 2014, p. 10.
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Streszczenie

INNOWACYJINO SC POLSKI NA TLE KRAJOW UE
(NAJNOWSZE WYNIKI BADA N)

Innowacyjnéé Europy stata g celem UE ju w Strategii Lizbgskiej. W nowej
Strategii Europa 2020 jednym z celdw jest rozwégligentny czyli oparty na wiedzy
i innowacji. Wymaga to podniesienia jakoedukacji, wynikdéw dziataldoi badawczej,
transferu wiedzy i innowaciji gdzy krajami i wekszej komercjalizacji wynikéw badla
Sid pomiar innowacyjnfti ewaluuje by uj¢ czynniki, ktére decydwjo poziomie
innowacyjngci gospodarek. gt celem opracowania jest przedstawienie poziomu
innowacyjndgci Polski na tle krajow UE za pomg&Il (Summary Innovation Index).

Stowa kluczowrwskaniki innowacyjnéci, Europa-2020, pomiar innowaciji, liderzy innowacj



