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introduces the concept of policy knowledge. The study shows, how policy-makers are bound 
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Foucauldian discourse analysis the study also contributes to Foucauldian methodological 
research. 
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Tarkastelen tässä väitöskirjassa suomalaisen innovaatiopolitiikan muotoutumista 1980-
luvun lopulta nykyhetkeen. Analysoin niitä historiallisia ehtoja, jotka ovat mahdollistaneet 
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PART I 
1 Introduction   

Research overview 
 

The  field  of  public  policy  studies  has  emerged  to  provide  better  

understanding of policy-making processes and to bring scientific knowledge 

to bear on policy decision-making (Fischer 2003). The field is usually 

identified with the writings of Harold Lasswell (Torgerson 1985; Fischer 

2003).  On  the  other  hand,  a  great  deal  of  policy  research  has  been  
conducted within the various substantive specialties themselves without 

explicitly referring to the field of policy analysis (Fischer 2003). Also, the 

field of science, technology and innovation policy research has established 

its position as a subsector of policy studies. Morlachhi and Martin (2009) 

have recently analysed this field of policy research, its origins, and current 

characteristics. They claim that much of the research is empirically oriented 

and motivated, but theorised insufficiently.   

In my dissertation I study policy-making processes and particularly policy 

change in the field of innovation policy. A great deal of these studies have 

focused on describing changes (see e.g. Dodgson and Bessant 1996; Mustar 

and Larédo 2002; Borrás 2003; Lundvall and Borrás 2005), and only few 
have tried to analyse empirically policy-making dynamics related to 

identified changes. However, the studies that integrate the dynamic aspects 

in their analysis either assume that the development process is isomorphic, 

constituting the same type of policies in various countries (Lemola 2002), 

or argue that changes in policy can be explained through rational learning 

(Mytelka and Smith 2002) or through received ideas, such as the system 

approach (Godin 2009). Taking into account the criticism concerning the 

approaches emphasising the rational nature of policy-making processes 

(Fischer 2003), the embeddedness of translation processes in social 

systems (Becker-Ritterspach 2006), and the restrictions of ideational 
approaches (Schmidt 2008; Bohman and Rehg 2009), I have analysed the 

formation and change of Finnish innovation policy as a socially constructed 

phenomenon within a specific historical context from the late 1980s until 

the late 2000s. Without analysing the power construction in policy 
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processes, I try to make explicit how policy construction and changes in 

policy are enabled and restricted by socially shared policy knowledge and by 

applied policy-making practices. For this reason I apply as a conceptual and 

methodological starting point the Foucauldian understanding of discourse 

as practice, and archaeological analysis of transformation and change 

(Foucault 1972). This methodological choice serves to open new insights 

and perspectives into multi-layer policy-making processes, and especially 

into the more general modes of thinking that lie behind individuals’ diverse 

opinions and actions (Oksala 2008, 28-29). In this study I ask how policy 
emerges and changes; what are the historical conditions of policy-making 

enabling and restricting certain discussions and problems. Instead of 

applying the analytical strategy of archaeology in terms of epistemological 

figures and sciences, I have applied the approach towards policy knowledge 

by applying Foucault’s idea of political knowledge. 

My empirical material consists of documentary material, interviews and 

participant observations. The main emphasis is on the analysis of 

documentary material while the other material complements the view of the 

studied phenomenon. As an analysis method I use serial analysis within the 

framework of archaeological analysis and conceptual underpinnings. This 

method of analysis varies from traditional historical analysis as well as from 
linguistic and semiotic analysis. 

Based on the empirical analysis I have identified three phases of Finnish 

innovation policy, which I have named emerging, establishing, and 

broadening innovation policy according to the prevailing policy knowledge 

applied in various phases. Furthermore, I have identified three thresholds 

in the current policy according to their formalisation levels in the national 

policy system. The different thresholds reflect how deeply embedded the 

various innovation ‘policies’ are in current policy-making; what kind of 

status they receive in public policy discourse. However, at the same time, 

when the policy expanded socially, the new policy-making practices 

followed in their nature the earlier ones, and totally new types of authorities 
delimiting  boundaries  of  policy  knowledge  could  not  be  identified.  In  

addition, certain policy practices themselves received new functions in 

policy-making and thus contributed to the meaning making in the policy 

discourse. Furthermore, the study revealed the birth of a new type of policy-

making practice. The expansion of innovation-oriented public policy-

making, used wider than the identified meaning of innovation policy, 

creates a new type of discursive space. Since it turns policy-making towards 

more open-ended policy solutions, the new practice can increase the non-

transparency found in policy-making, if special attention is not paid to how 

these practices are carried out. 
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The study has implications for policy studies in terms of understanding 

the conditions of policy change. Firstly, the study explores the conditions 

under  which  a  certain  policy  can  emerge  and  can  become  redefined.  The  

concept of policy knowledge is introduced based on empirical analysis of 

this study. I define the concept of policy knowledge as temporally and 

spatially constituted ways of thinking in policy-making, which concerns 

contentual elements of any policy and which is produced by discursive and 

non-discursive practices of policy-making. This thinking covers also 

understanding of acceptable policy-making practices in a certain spatially 
and temporally restricted field. This policy knowledge is indispensable to 

the constitution of public policy, and I have tried to show in this study how 

changes in this knowledge are interlinked with changes in the studied 

policy. These contentual elements and practices are intertwined and define 

essential conditions for any policy to exist. In terms of policy practices, 

especially non-discursive practices as the ‘hidden’ part of policy-making 

processes, which do not necessarily leave any literal verbal traces and are in 

this sense invisible in policy-making processes, play a significant role in 

policy-making, particularly when new candidates for policy knowledge are 

denied. Although the role of experts, various social scientists, consultants, 

and civil servants, has been recognised in various studies emphasising the 
expert-based nature of policymaking, the ‘hidden’ parts of policy-making 

processes, which are less visible, can better capture the role of politicians 

and politics in the processes, and make it possible to articulate the 

restricted role of experts, and more generally the assumptions of intended 

consensus building in policy-making. Empirically, the usage of various 

discursive mechanisms for instance, could be seen both to restrict and 

enable policy change. According to my understanding, the concept of policy 

knowledge, as defined in this study, can capture essential elements and 

conditions of policy-making. This notion of policy knowledge also has 

empirical implications in terms of policy-making. It means that in order to 

be able to participate credibly in particular policy-making processes, one 
has to satisfy the conditions of applied practices. By being able to fulfill 

requirements of these practices makes a subject acceptable in particular 

policy  discourses.  Thus,  I  argue  that  in  this  regard  the  role  of  experts  is  

significant as carriers of policy knowledge, having truth-value in certain 

temporal and spatial circumstances. 

Secondly, concerning especially the isomorphic convergence model of 

policy change, which recognises the role of social and institutional practices 

in policy-making processes besides rational adjustment and considerations 

(Lemola 2002), the assumption of convergence development between 

countries due to shared social and institutional practices and cognitive 
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models oversimplifies the role of temporal and spatial conditions 

constituting certain type of policy and policy solutions. Variations in 

various countries could be recognised without going into deep comparative 

analysis. More generally, policy-makers are bounded but also enabled by 

temporally and spatially identifiable policy discourse that deploys particular 

policy knowledge. 

Besides these theoretical implications of policy analysis, the study makes 

some methodological contributions concerning the application of 

archaeology towards the direction of policy knowledge, and by abandoning 
the necessity of great chronological distance. 

 

 

Studying public policies 
 

Public policy studies, which emerged in the 1960s and which have grown 

rapidly since the 1970s, try to understand policy-making processes, and to 
bring scientific knowledge to bear on policy decision-making (Fischer 2003, 

1,  4).  The  field  of  inquiry  has  been  seen  to  originate  from  the  writings  of  

Harold  Lasswell,  considered  to  be  the  founder  of  the  field.  In  The Policy 
Orientation, edited in 1951 by Lasswell and Lerner, Lasswell called for 

study of the role of “knowledge in and of policy process”. Torgerson (1985) 

has characterized Laswell’s orientation in the policy science with three key 

elements. Laswell had a multidisciplinary approach, a problem-oriented 

focus that was contextual in nature and an explicitly normative orientation 

(see also Fischer 2003; deLeon and Vogenbeck 2007).  

In general, the field of inquiry can be divided into two main approaches. 

The first approach having emphasis on rigorous quantitative analysis 
(Fischer 2003, 4) is mainly designed to inform a rational model of decision-

making or rationality project (Fischer 2003, 4; Stone 1988). As Fischer 

describes, according to this approach decision-makers first identify 

empirically the existing of a problem, then formulate the goals and 

objectives that would lead to an optimal solution. They determine the 

relevant consequences and probabilities of alternative means to the 

solution, and assign a numerical value to each cost and benefit associated 

with the consequences. Combining the information of consequences, 

probabilities, costs and benefits, they select the most effective and efficient 

alternative. 
The second orientation can be characterised as a post-empiricist 

approach, which in turn challenges positivist and neopositivist 

epistemological doctrines spelling out the traditional scientific principles to 

rule out or downplay the subjective foundations of social understanding 
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and empirical inquiry itself (Bernstein 1976, 1983; Fischer 2003). 

According to the latter approach “facts” are always “theory-laden”, and thus 

rest on interpretations (Fischer 2003, 13). A social constructionist view of 

social  inquiry  takes  into  account  the  role  of  discourse  in  the  shaping  of  

social explanation and understanding. Under this approach the social and 

political life as an object of investigation is embedded in a web of social 

meaning produced and reproduced through discourses (Schmidt 2008) and 

discursive practices (Fischer 2003, 13).  

Fischer (2003, 209-211) argues that the post-empiricist approach in policy 
analysis has enlarged the methodological perspective of analysis, and 

strengthens the field’s ability to improve the quality of policy 

argumentation in public deliberation, not to produce predictive ‘science’ of 

society providing indisputably effective solutions to pressing social and 

economic problems. He sees that the job of the policy analyst is not to tell a 

narrative story of policy-makers but to translate a narrative into an 

argument, or to tease out the argument implicitly embedded in the story 

(Fischer 2003, 181). 

In the next section I briefly describe the field of science, technology and 

innovation policy research, and concentrate especially on approaches which 

have been used in order to describe and analyse changes in policy.  
 

 

Understanding and analysing innovation policy and its changes 
 

The field of science, technology and innovation policy research 
 

The policy field of ‘innovation policy’ has been widely recognised in policy 

analysis since the 1990s. As Van Rossum (1997, 105) pointed out in the late 

1990s, “the totality of the field indicated by the terms ‘science and 
technology policy’ – or as it is currently expressed ‘innovation policy’, is an 
amalgam of different policy fields developed at different times under 
different circumstances”. During the 1990s the analysis of ‘innovation 

policy’ started to gain separate attention amongst social scientists. 

However, it seems to be that the concepts of science policy, technology 

policy, science and technology policy, and innovation policy were used 

rather loosely in the studies (Van Rossum 1997). For instance, in the book 

titled Technology Policy: Towards an Integration of Social and Ecological 
Concerns, which was edited by Georg Aichholzer and Gerd Schienstock and 

published in 1994, various authors covered a broad territory of technology 

policy; socioeconomic innovation policy, innovation policy, socially 

oriented technology policy; national policies devoted to technology and 

environment; and science and technology policy.  
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Morlacchi and Martin (2009) have recently analysed the science, 

technology and innovation (STI) policy research field arguing that the 

research field originated initially from economics and to a lesser extent 

sociology, political science, history of technology, management science and 

organisational science. Based on Blume’s (1970) analysis of science policy 

and science policy research they see that the relationship of STI policy 

research to the policy-making process for science, technology and 

innovation has had an instrumental as well as a critical function.  

In their comparative and historical analysis of the STI policy research 
Morlacchi and Martin (2009, 573-575) point out that a trend of critical 

reflexive studies, which occurred during the 1970s (Meadows et al. 1972; 

Streatfeild 1973; Nelson 1977), was relatively quickly forgotten and had 

largely sunk into professional oblivion by the early 1980s. They claim that 

as a part of STI policy research in the 1970s the question was also about a 

‘paradigm war’, where ideologies, intellectual frameworks and assumptions 

about  the nature  of  the  world shape preferences  for  the design and use  of  

means  to  study  the  world.  In  today’s  STI  policy  research,  based  on  the  

analysis  of  a  selection  of  research  papers  presented  in  the  SPRU  40th 

Conference, Morlacchi and Martin (2009, 577) see that systemic 

approaches are quite apparent in many studies, although certain other 
conceptualisations and approaches can be identified. 

Morlacchi and Martin (2009, 572) describe that policy research of STI can 

be characterised as “a somewhat heterogeneous set of activities 
undertaken by a community of diverse actors, each with rather different 
role and aims”. This research community seems to have a central goal to 

serve the ends of society, helping to construct more effective policies for 

science, technology and innovation. They identify STI policy research as the 

application of social science to the study of policy for science, technology 

and innovation, and claim that the research is primarily a problem-oriented 

field that focuses on practical issues to do with specific policies for science, 

technology and innovation, taking account of the central role of firms in the 
evolution of technology and innovation, rather than being theory-driven or 

paradigm-driven. They claim that much of the research is empirically 

oriented and motivated, and where there is theorising, this is mostly 

inductive, reflecting on what the empirical record appears to show. The 

study of Dodgson and Bessant (1996) is a typical example of studies trying 

to figure out how governments could carry out ‘effective innovation policy’. 

The  goal  of  the  policy  is  a  matter  of  course,  in  their  case  ‘improving  the  

capacity to innovate of firms, networks, industries and entire economies’, 

and by indicating the needs of companies and by carrying out empirical 

case studies based on the loose use of macro-level lenses, such as national 
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systems of innovation, technology systems, clusters, chains of production 

and complexes. They conclude with a wide variety of concrete policy 

implications. Thus, the ‘rational approach’ of policy research, as described 

above  by  Fischer,  in  the  field  of  STI  policy  research  can  be  more  

characterised  not  by  the  research  methods,  but  by  an  attempt  to  offer  an  

optimal policy solution. This optimal solution is quite often offered focusing 

on growth and its sustainability (Morlacchi and Martin 2009).  

In this study instead of arguing for a certain type of ‘effective innovation 

policy’ I try to depict the formation and change of innovation policy in a 
specific country. My focus is more on the question of policy change and 

transformation. The formation and change of innovation policy or its parts 

have been analysed in various studies. I have identified three distinctive 

approaches  which  I  will  describe  and  of  which  I  will  give  examples  in  the  

next section. 

 
Describing and analysing policy change 

 

The first type of studies, focusing on STI policy changes, tries to describe 

changes or recent trends in innovation policy or in its parts, and then 

assesses their effects on industrial innovation activities. Mowery’s (1998) 

study is one example of this type of analyses. He summarised recent trends 

in the structure of the US national innovation system, and assessed the US 

policy response to higher levels of international interdependence and 

competition in the innovation process. Jaffe (2000) surveyed major 

changes in U.S. patent policy and practice, which occurred during the 1980s 
and the 1990s, and he assessed, based on a theoretical and empirical 

literature, the empirical consequences of these changes for technological 

innovation.  

The second type of  studies  describes  a  change in  policy  either  in  general  

through heuristic models or empirically in a certain country. Mustar and 

Larédo (2002) described the change in French innovation and research 

policy  (1980-2000).  They  argue  that  the  model  of  a  Colbertist  state  (an  

interventionist model which places emphasis on the dominant weight of 

large  civil  and  defence  programmes,  on  the  division  between  the  

universities and the CNRS1, on the congenital separation between research 

and firms, on the monopolization of public support by certain large 
industrial groups) disappeared in the policy, and by describing the changes 

they identified four principal developments which had modified the earlier 

policy model towards a new approach. The heuristic approach describes at a 

                                                        
1 The Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique (National Center for Scientific 

Research). 
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general level the development path from science policy until innovation 

policy (Dodgson and Bessant 1996; Borrás 2003; Lundvall and Borrás 

2005). This approach identifies the distinctive features of various policy 

periods, and argues that changes in the policy rationale have caused 

changes in the policy. However, this heuristic approach does not describe or 

analyse policy transformation process in any country or region.  

As an exemplar of this type of approaches Pelkonen (2009) recently 

described the transformation of Finnish innovation policy towards a broad-

based innovation policy. He analyses how and to what degree alternative 
goals other than economic growth and competitiveness have been 

integrated into the policy framework, and identifies certain administrative 

and political challenges related to the emerging framework of a broad-

based innovation policy. 

In general these two types of studies do not problematise a change itself. 

They concentrate on descriptions of changes, and possibly assess their 

effects from the point of view of innovation activities or end up with 

identified descriptions and recommended policy solutions. 

The third type of studies, which try to analyse and understand policy 

change in the fields under investigation, goes beyond the descriptive level, 

and tries to capture the dynamic nature of policy-making processes. I refer 
to them as a convergence model (Lemola 2002), and as a policy learning 

approach (Mytelka and Smith 2002) can be identified. The convergence 

model presupposes an isomorphic homogenisation occurring in a policy 

field, and does not recognise potential spatial or temporal particularities, 

which still might occur in policy-making, and which are largely recognised 

(Nelson and Winter 1982; Lundvall 1992; Nelson 1993; Ergas 1986; 

Freeman 1987). The policy learning approach has been criticised about its 

assumption of the ‘rational’ nature of policy-making. 

I will describe in a more detailed way these approaches in the next section, 

and then end up by describing the focus and aims of this study.  

 
Approaches to analyse change and transformation of science, 
technology and innovation policies 

 

Convergence model and its criticism  
In his study of convergence of national science and technology policies and 

by using the development of Finnish science and technology policy as an 

example Lemola (2002) examined the convergence of the content, and 

institutional and organizational forms and practices of science and 

technology policy. His approach was to analyse the policy field and its 

formation as an organisational field, as defined by Giddens (1979), and 

assumed that despite identified national and historical differences between 
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countries (Nelson and Winter 1982; Lundvall 1992; Nelson 1993; Ergas 

1987;  Freeman 1987)  policies  tend to  become more and more alike  due to  

the transnational nature of business, science and technology. 

In  order  to  identify  the  mechanisms,  which  seem  to  produce  same  type  

policy solutions in various countries, Lemola utilised the basic process of 

convergence,  or  isomorphism  as  defined  by  DiMaggio  and  Powell  (1983),  

and specified the concept through the work of March (1999). Lemola 

(2002) identified five types of convergence mechanisms, when he analysed 

the formation and development of Finnish science and technology policy 
from  the  late  1960s  until  the  end  of  1990s.  Lemola  (2002)  argued  that  

instead of divergence in the performance of science and technology policy 

in Finland compared to other countries there is such startling convergence 

of organisational forms and practices. Finland had largely adopted its policy 

doctrines and instruments from the countries, which from the Finnish 

perspective, had been considered legitimate and successful.  

Lemola (2002, 1488) argued in his study, based on the empirical analysis 

of the Finnish case, that development of science and technology policy is 

not dependent only on rational adjustment and considerations, but very 

much on social and institutional processes like imitation and fashion. He 

claimed that organisations which are involved in policy-making capture the 
procedures and routines of other organisations through the transfer of 

encoded and tacit experience. On the other hand, he argued that 

organisational actors making rational decisions construct around 

themselves an environment that constrains their ability to seek for diversity 

based on national specificities. 

Especially Scandinavian institutionalists (see eg. Czarniawska and Joerges 

1996; Czarniawska and Sevón 1996; Czarniawska and Sevón 2005) have 

criticised the approaches relying on the notion of diffusion. They argue that 

the  imitation  of  ideas  is  a  far  more  complex  process,  and  write  that  the  

concept of translation better describes the fundamental learning 

mechanism which is embedded in those processes. Though policy-makers 
interact and co-operate at the supranational level, mainly through the 

OECD  and  the  EU,  as  Lemola  described  (2002),  it  might  not  lead  to  

identical policy solutions in various countries and member states, as he 

assumes. Lemola did not compare the content, and institutional and 

organisations forms and practices of science and technology policy between 

countries. Based on a series of various contributions assessing 

characteristics, practices and trends in the evaluation of research, 

innovation and technology policies in Europe and in the U.S. Shapira and 

Kuhlmann (2003; see also Kuhlmann et al. 2010) have pointed out that the 
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variations in conceptual emphasis between the continents have influenced 

the design of evaluation regimes in a different ways in the continents.  

On the other hand, as Becker-Ritterspach (2006, 362) argues, 

Scandinavian institutionalism emphasises the cognitive nature of 

translations, but it is weak in terms of how the actors’ translations are 

embedded in social systems. Furthermore, when emphasising the cognitive 

aspects of translation the same analytical problems occur, as in the policy 

learning approaches discussed by Fischer (2003). 

 

Policy learning and its criticism 
The policy learning approach goes also beyond the description of changes, 
and tries to analyse them by emphasising a close connection between ideas 

and policy, so that ideas, like a theory, and policy learning can be seen as an 

integrated, co-evolving and interactive process. From this perspective 

Mytelka and Smith (2002) analysed the theory-policy learning link in 

innovation policy-making, and they argued that the analytical achievements 

in innovation studies have permitted a wide expansion in the 

conceptualisation of policy targets and in the design of instruments 

available to policy-makers2. 

Mytelka and Smith (2002, 1468) argue that policy structures, institutions, 

and actions have dynamic aspects and this dynamism often results from 

learning. By learning they mean improved understanding of the agents, 
interactions and patterns that are objects of policy. Therefore, changes in 

policy, its objectives and instruments are due to policy learning. Since the 

1990s the ‘innovation system’ concept has played a central role in policy 

discourse, and a wide range of new policy instruments directed at 

networking, clustering, and personnel mobility. Through the identification 

of  the  drivers  and  mechanisms  of  policy  learning  they  argued  that  the  

process of policy learning cannot be separated from the development of the 

field of innovation research itself.  

Mytelka and Smith (2002) point out especially the roles of the OECD, and 

the European Commission. These organisations were open and non-

hierachical enough to have discussions with economists and 
institutionalists interested in evolutionary economics, as well as researchers 

in innovation studies. Policy-makers in those organisations had a policy 

demand, firstly, because of the problems of economic growth and 

competitiveness, and secondly about social cohesion and equal regional 

development. For identified policy problems and policy purposes they 

significantly funded research related to economics and innovation studies 

                                                        
2 See  also  Kuhlmann  et  al.  (2010,  6-9)  about  theoretical  considerations  about  

interactive learning of organised actors in innovation policy arenas. 
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generating new journals and new networks. Social scientists in turn created 

analytical approaches and concepts for policy-makers combining 

evolutionary economics and system approaches, and later on regional 

studies. Continuous interaction and feedback had a clear impact on both 

innovation theory and the world of policy ideas. 

This approach can take into account the dynamism behind and in policy-

making. It integrates the policy ideas created by social scientists 

interactively with policy-makers with the changes in the economic 

environment, like the unemployment-inflation crisis and slowdown in 
productivity growth during the 1970s, and twin processes of globalisation 

and rapid technological change in the 1980s and the 1990s. The problem-

orientation of researchers and policy-makers co-exists and unites them. 

However, in the latter phase the policy development seems to be more 

purely policy-driven or integrated with clear political targets in terms of 

social cohesion and regional development, and these aspects are not well 

recognised  in  the  study.  One  could  argue  that  the  policy  demand  directed  

more research and research activities for its own purposes in the latter 

phase  than  in  the  earlier  one.  Therefore,  I  see  that  Mytelka  and  Smith  

oversimplify the nature of policy processes just by emphasising policy 

learning and neglecting political aspects in policy-making.  
They in turn argue that the absence of a unified theory is the reason why 

the application of innovation theory has been only used in the areas of 

education and/or research and technology development and in the policy 

fields respectively (Mytelka and Smith 2002). They see that although 

innovation theory has made considerable conceptual inroads, there is still a 

way to go before the links between innovation and other policies are well 

established and the ability to measure the results becomes a reality.  

Especially concerning the role of the OECD Godin (2009a) also sees that 

the creation of the concept of a national innovation system served the more 

‘political’ aims of the OECD, and was more based on its systemic approach 

than being a ‘real’ co-operative co-development between researchers and 
policy-makers in the organisation. He argues that instead of researchers 

like Freeman, Lundvall, and Nelson the system approach owes to the OECD 

and  its  early  works  from  the  1960s.  A  system  approach  originated  in  the  

OECD thirty years before the literature on national innovation systems. 

However, the OECD was not the only source of the idea but also during the 

1960s system dynamics and system analysis were pretty popular among 

social scientists.  

Godin (2009a, 477) recognises that the OECD influenced the scientists, 

mentioned above, as much as they have influenced the organisation, but 

Godin emphasizes that a system approach was fundamental to OECD work 
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even before the cooperation with the authors started. Godin (2008) has 

earlier showed that the OECD has always looked for conceptual frameworks 

to catch the attention of policy-makers. In the early 1990s the framework on 

national innovation system was the concept to “do the job”, as Godin 

(2009a,  479)  explains.  The  framework  was  to  help  getting  a  better  

understanding of the significant differences between countries in terms of 

their capacity to innovate, and looking at how globalisation and new trends 

in science, technology and innovation affect national systems. However, as 

Godin writes according to the OECD’s own analysis the idea of national 
innovation systems did not have the expected impact on policies. 

However, besides the OECD’s own effort Godin (2009a, 492-493) 

acknowledges Freeman’s influence on the creation of the concepts of 

technological systems and techno-economic paradigm. Through the term 

techno-economic paradigm using electronics, as an example, Freeman 

helped the OECD to sell its new discourse on the information economy and 

on the information society to policy-makers and the public. 

According to Godin (2009a, 493-494) the framework of national 

innovation system in its early phase affected policy issues since national 

governments were believed at that time to have a prime responsibility in the 

performance of the system. The role of government was its capacity to make 
the system work. The system approach during the 1990s centered on 

companies as its main component around which other sectors gravitated. 

From the point of view of national policy-making the national innovation 

system concept, created through the efforts of the OECD and certain 

researchers worked as a label highlighting specific issues, and bringing 

them to the political agenda. 

Both studies represent the ‘ideational turn’ in policy analysis, where exists 

the ontological assumption of the idea a priori. In these approaches, like in 

the  studies  of  Mytelka  and  Smith  (2002)  and  Godin  (2009a),  an  idea  is  

separated to be an explanatory variable. This movement occurred especially 

in the institutional theories since the early 1990s (Blyth 1997). In the causal 
explanation models of institutional changes various approaches of new 

institutional schools have used ideas as explanatory variables in their 

analysis (e.g. Goldstein and Keohane 1993; Sikkink 1991; Hall 1993; 

Schmidt 2002). Although in the recent approaches in the institutional 

theories, called discursive institutionalism (Schmidt 2008), the categorical 

imperative of ideas, which has long been recognised as problematic 

(Bohman and Rehg 2009), has been tried to be overcome by the notion of 

discourse. Thus, according to this approach ideas and discourse together 

could explain institutional changes or their continuity (Schmidt 2008). 
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Schmidt (2008, 306, 309) defines discourse in two ways. Firstly, ideas 

represent the substantive content of discourse (Schmidt 2008, 306), and 

discourse serves to articulate different levels of ideas (policy, programmatic, 

and philosophical ideas), different types of ideas (cognitive and normative), 

and different forms of ideas (narratives, myths, frames, collective 

memories, stories etc.) (Schmidt 2008, 309). Secondly, besides the 

representative role of discourse Schmidt (2008, 309) sees that discourse 

can be seen also as an interactive process referring to different agents in 

different (discursive or communicative) spheres. According to her, 
discursive processes alone help explain why certain ideas succeed and other 

fail  because  of  the  ways  in  which  they  are  projected  to  whom  and  where.  

However, when looking closer at the nature of discourse in discursive 

institutionalism it is not actually a socially shared category but it returns to 

agents’ abilities (Schmidt 2008, 315-316). 

At least three analytical problems remain in these approaches. The first 

problem relates to the notion of learning as a main change mechanism. 

According to Fischer (2003, 35) the policy learning approach contains a 

problematic assumption about the relationship of expertise to policy 

learning and policy-making. As he clarifies, the relationship is still largely 

understood as the rational application of knowledge rather than as an 
inherently political process. According to him the first step towards a 

discursive understanding of the policy process is the recognition that 

scientific expertise itself is shaped by power and politics. Also, Sabatier and 

Jenkins-Smith (1999) have criticised policy learning approaches, since 

these emphasise the cognitive nature of policy-making and neglects its 

normative aspects.  

Secondly,  if  this  learning  problem  is  tried  to  be  overcome  with  the  

discursive approach, like in discursive institutionalism, the problem 

concerning the social embeddedness of policy processes and their 

constructions still remains, since the approach cannot overcome the 

question of single actors. Like Scandinavian institutionalism, discursive 
institutionalism faces the question which Becker-Ritterspach (2006) posed 

concerning actors’ interpretations in relation to social systems. 

Thirdly, causal explanations based on the role of ideas lead to the 

understanding of point by point causality, where ideas can be isolated from 

the existing ways of thinking. Ideas instead can be seen more or less as 

expressions  of  a  specific  age,  culture,  or  people,  and  as  such  they  are  

functions of certain historical conditions (Foucault 1972; Olssen 1999). 
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The focus and the objectives of the study 
 

Bearing in mind the three analytical problems described above I try to 

analyse in this study the formation and change of innovation policy as a 

socially constructed phenomenon within a specific historical context. 
Without going into the explicit analysis of power in policy processes, I try to 

make explicit how policy construction and changes in policy-making are 

enabled and restricted by certain type of socially shared knowledge and 

policy-making practices. For this reason I apply as a conceptual and 

methodological starting point the Foucauldian conceptualisations of 

discourse as practice, and archaeological analysis of change and 

transformation. I do not claim that power analysis is unimportant in policy 

analysis but by focusing on knowledge construction issues and the aspects 

of change and transformations this study makes the archaeological core of 

policy analysis stemming from Foucauldian approaches more explicit. 

Foucault is perhaps more well-known for his genealogical approach which 
focuses on the analysis of power relations than for his archaeological 

approach. The focus of genealogy is much more explicitly on power than is 

Foucault’s previous interest in archaeology, although this early approach is 

largely subsumed in the latter (Kearis and Hooper 2002, 736; see also 

Alhanen 2007; Oksala 2008). I see that the deep understanding of the 

archaeological core in Foucauldian-oriented policy research also makes 

more  evident  how  complex  the  issues  of  knowledge  and  power  and  their  

intertwining are. I frame analytically and empirically the studied 

phenomenon in a particular way, which I will explicate in the next chapter. 

At the same time it is worth underlining that the concept of discourse 

varies a lot according to the analytical approach which is used in any study. 
For instance, compared to semiotics discourse in the Foucauldian sense is 

analysed within a specific historical context, not as an ahistorical 

phenomenon (Hall 2004, 347). Secondly, although the Foucauldian concept 

of discourse represents a constructionist approach, discourse in this sense 

is much broader than language, and includes many other elements of 

practice and institutional regulation which for instance Saussure’s 

structuralist approach with its linguistic focus excluded (Hall 2004, 348).  

In order to analyse discursive formations in a certain time period and 

within a society Foucault used an analytical strategy which he labelled as 

archaeology of knowledge. In this study I apply the archaeological approach 
in order to analyse policy discourse and its transformation. The focus of my 

reading is on The Archaeology of Knowledge, which studies archaeology as 

a method to reveal the conditions of possibility of the thought of a 

particular time (Oksala 2005, 21; Han 2002). As Foucault (1972, 194) 
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writes, this type of analysis could be carried out on political knowledge, 

which he never did. I have used the epistemological perspective and 

selected key concepts offered by Foucault’s archaeology towards the 

analysis of policy knowledge which constitutes a certain policy and its 

possible transformations. This means that I try to define the elements in 

relation to innovations in public policy that could make it an object of 

enunciation, and the forms that this enunciation could take. For this 

purpose,  I  analyse  the  knowledge  of  public  policy  in  the  direction  of  

behaviour, struggles, conflicts, decisions, and tactics, as Foucault suggests 
in the analysis of political knowledge (Foucault 1972, 194). It means that I 

analyse the formation and transformation of a body of knowledge which 

make public policy of innovations, and also innovation policy possible to 

exist. In this regard I follow Hajer’s (1995, 2) notion of how policy-making 

deserves our attention as a social phenomenon in its own right. 

To sum up, in this study my aim is to describe and analyse the formation 

and change of Finnish innovation policy. I focus my empirical analysis on 

the policy discourse around innovations and innovation policy, and the 

studied time frame covers over 20 years, from the late 1980s until  the end 

of the 2000s. I ask how policy emerges and changes, what are the historical 

conditions of policy-making enabling and restricting certain discussions 
and problems. More precisely I ask how the meanings of innovation and 

innovation policy are constructed and transformed in public policy 

discourse. Thus, what I try to do in this study, is not to write a history of 

innovation or innovation policy as a referent but by relating innovation and 

the policy respectively to the body of policy knowledge that enable them to 

form as an object of a policy discourse, and thus constitute the conditions of 

their historical appearance (Foucault 1972, 47-48). 

 

 

The structure of the dissertation 
 

The dissertation consists of three interrelated parts. In the first part of the 

report I describe existing analytical frameworks which have been used to 

analyse changes and transformations of public policy in the field of science, 

technology and innovation policies. Secondly, I will describe the conceptual 

and methodological framework of this study including the descriptions how 

I carried out empirical analysis and how I selected the used approach. 
In  the  second  part  of  the  report  I  describe  the  main  results  of  empirical  

analysis, and I conclude this part to describe the main empirical findings. I 

have ordered the chapters in the second part in a way to be able to illustrate 

the dynamic elements of policy construction so that I could, besides 
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indicating changes in policy also describe what these changes consist of, 

what kind of conditions made it possible to think of innovations and 

innovation policy in a certain way. 

Chapter 3 describes when innovation started to gain a nameable and 

describable status in public policy-making. Furthermore, the chapter 

describes and analyses the conditions under which the formation of this 

object was possible in public policy-making. 

Chapter 4 enters the phase, when a new conceptual framework of the 

national innovation system approach was introduced to Finnish public 
policy-making. Furthermore, the chapter describes how this approach 

expanded to various policy sectors, but how certain elements in policy 

knowledge remained static at the same time. 

In Chapter 5, as Finland becomes a member of the European Union an 

interesting collision between national policy aims and EU regulation is 

revealed. However, at the same time earlier policy knowledge was 

questioned in many respects, and new authorities to delimit the borders of 

knowledge came out, and changed the conditions under which policy 

knowledge was formulated. 

Chapter 6 focuses on the conceptualisation of service and social 

innovations and the strengthening of social orientation in innovation 
policy. Through these efforts the diversity in the rules of regulation 

expanded, and thus the borders of policy knowledge. However, at the same 

time another type of transformation process occurred which started to 

regulate and systematise the ‘traditional field’ of innovation policy. The 

elements and the conditions of this change are described in Chapter 7. That 

chapter makes an exception to the previous ones, as it covers the whole 

period studied, but investigates it from the point of view of the essential 

discursive dimensions of public policy which have not been discussed in 

earlier chapters. This makes it clear that besides the expansion process of 

innovation policy a more deepening and integrating process was going on 

within certain parts of the whole discursive field of public policy discourse 
relating to the notion of innovation. 

In Chapter 8 by using the results of earlier empirical analysis and 

finishing with an analysis of the current situation I sum up the main 

empirical findings of the study. 

In the third part of the dissertation, in Chapter 9, I finish by discussing 

and bringing to conclusion contributions made by this study, as well as 

addressing any of its limitations and any implications for further research. I 

have illustrated the described structure of the dissertation in the following 

figure: 
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2 Conceptual and methodological 
framework of the study  

The analytical strategy of the study 
 

As  Hajer  (1995,  2)  points  out,  policy-making  deserves  our  attention  as  a  

social phenomenon in its own right. In this study my key interest is in the 

analysis of policy change and its dynamics. Taking into account the 

problems of the existing analytical approaches (see ch. 1) I aim to capture 

and depict the multidimensional social nature of policy-making processes 
and meaning giving in them. For this reason I define policy-making as a 

social phenomenon, which is embedded in a web of social meanings 

produced and reproduced through discursive practices (Fischer 2003, 13).  

In this study I use as an epistemological perspective Foucault’s 

archaeological analysis, and I ground my analytical strategy in the 

archaeological approach, which Foucault described and further developed 

based on his empirical works in The Archaeology of Knowledge (1972). I 

am well aware of Foucault’s shift towards genealogical analysis but at the 

same  time  it  has  to  be  mentioned  that  he  never  abandoned  the  

archaeological core in his later works (Foucault 1995, 27-28; Alhanen 2007, 

100; Oksala 2008, 48). In this study I aim explicitly to concentrate on this 
archaeological core and use it specifically for the analysis of change in 

policy discourse. Through this analytical and methodological choice I do 

not claim that power analysis is unimportant in policy analysis but it is far 

too easy to rush into power analysis, also in genealogically oriented studies, 

without carefully investigating knowledge construction in discursive 

formations. 

In order to understand and depict the construction of public policy and 

changes in it I have selected three theoretical concepts of Foucault’s 

archaeology for my analytical strategy. In this study I use the concepts of 

the formation of objects, discourse and transformation.  
Applying Oksala’s (2008, 3) description the analysis approach tries to 

chart not only the historical development but also the conceptual 

underpinnings of some key practices in the studied phenomenon. I focus 

my analysis on the emergence, formation and change of innovation in 
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public  policy  in  Finland  from  the  late  1980s  until  the  end  of  the  2000s.  

However, I want to emphasise that instead of using a great chronological 

distance (Foucault 1972, 130) to analyse the ‘archive’ of policy discourse 

with the conceptual tools and methodological underpinnings offered by 

archaeological analysis I focus more on the present. I use an analytical 

strategy drawn on the archaeological approach in the analysis of ‘policy 

change’ which is integrated with the analysis of ‘policy’ knowledge’ and 

‘policy-making practices’. It is quite evident that the empirical analysis 

focuses on a very specific and fragmented field of societal and political 
discourse and respectively public policy-making but still it can be seen 

relevant, since a whole specific policy field, innovation policy, has emerged 

and established its position in Finnish society during the studied period. 

It has to be emphasised that Foucault never deployed the whole 

methodological programme of archaeology in any empirical study. He used 

archaeology of knowledge in the analysis of epistemological figures and 

sciences3, and claimed that this type of analysis on discourse could be also 

carried out not only in terms of these dimensions (Foucault 1972, 192-193) 

nor in the line of the orientation towards the episteme4 (Foucault 1972, 

195). He mentioned that one of the other directions of an archaeological 

analysis could be the analysis of political knowledge (Foucault 1972, 193-
194). This study is not carried out in the direction of the episteme, but the 

body of knowledge is analysed towards political knowledge in the direction 

of behaviour, struggles, conflicts, decisions, and tactics (Foucault 1972, 

194).  I  will  call  the  body of  knowledge used in  a  particular  field  of  policy-

making as a body of policy knowledge. I will explicate and define this 

concept  more  precisely  in  the  end  of  the  dissertation  being  based  on  my  

empirical analysis.  

Foucault (1972, 194) claims that a body of political knowledge is formed 

regularly by a discursive practice that is deployed among other practices 

and is articulated upon them. Thus, it is inscribed in the field of different 

practices in which it finds its specificity, its functions, and its network of 
dependences. In this sense, in the archaeological analysis of change, extra 

or non-discursive practices are immanent parts of analysis besides 

discursive ones (Foucault 1991a, 58; Howarth 2000, 65-66; Alhanen 2007, 

93-95). However, it is not always possible to draw an unambiguous line 

                                                        
3 As  he  did  in  for  instance  in  The Order of Things,  where  he  studied  the  

archaeology of human sciences. 
4 Episteme  means  the  total  set  of  relations  that  unite  at  a  given  period  the  

discursive practices that give rise to epistemological figures, sciences, and possibly 
formalised systems. The episteme is the totality of relations that can be discovered, 
for a given period, between the sciences when one analyses them at the level of 
discursive regularities. (Foucault 1972, 191) 
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with discursive and non-discursive practices. In this study I will use this 

analytical distinction in order to be able to identify and capture practices 

which are relevant in meaning making processes but which do not 

necessarily leave any literal verbal traces. These types of practices are non-

discursive ones.  

Using Oksala’s (2008, 11) interpretation of the Foucauldian type of 

historicisation, history is not just education and interesting but the point is 

to understand ourselves in order to be able to think and live differently. In 

Foucault’s (1984, 9) words the aim is “to learn to what extent the effort to 
think one’s own history can free thought from what it silently thinks, and 

enable it to think differently”. Thus, in this study based on my analysis of 

selected empirical material I try to analyse ways of thinking, meaning a 

corpus of knowledge (Foucault 1972, 33), which are effective in policy-

making. In this sense thinking is not only actualised but it is also 

materialised through the corpus in policy practice. Thus, the concept of 

knowledge  is  a  group  of  elements,  formed  in  a  regular  manner  by  a  

discursive practice (Foucault 1972, 182). In this regard I show by using 

Foucault’s notion that a certain type of knowledge is indispensable to the 

constitution of public policy. According to Foucault (1972, 182-183) 

knowledge is that of which one can speak in a discursive practice, and 
which is specified by that fact. It is also the space in which the subject may 

take  up  a  position  and  speak  of  the  objects  with  which  he  deals  in  his  

discourse. Moreover, knowledge is also the field of co-ordination and 

subordination of statements in which concepts appear, and are defined, 

applied and transformed. Lastly, knowledge is defined by the possibilities of 

use and appropriation offered by discourse. There is no knowledge without 

a particular discursive practice, and on the other hand any discursive 

practice  may  be  defined  by  the  knowledge  that  it  forms.  Thus,  I  see  that  

discourse as practice is tightly integrated with the knowledge used in it. 

In a Foucauldian sense knowledge used in any discourse does not 

determine the truth-value that any given belief has but whether it can have 
a truth-value (Alcoff 2005, 215).  This means according to Olssen (1999, 98) 

that truth-values are not determined by correspondence to some fixed 

standard, to an objective reality beyond the reach of human volition, or that 

the truth of ideas or propositions contained in any theory of philosophy 

cannot be tested against practice, or corroborated in relation to their 

coherence to other mature discursive systems. Thus, Foucault approaches 

ideas  and values  not  in  terms of  absolute  norms of  truth and good,  but  as  

expressions  of  a  specific  age,  culture,  or  people.  If  such  values,  ideas  or  

knowledge systems are functions of historical conditions, then they may 
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change with changes in those conditions, and no possible evaluation of their 

value of truth in general is possible. (Olssen 1999, 99.)  

Despite providing a vital connection between discourse analysis and the 

social  sciences  (Howarth  2000,  48),  I  am  also  quite  aware  of  how  

paradoxical Foucault’s conception of discourse is. As Howarth (2000, 48) 

puts it, the concept remains frustratingly unclear. But I see as Flyvbjerg 

(1998, 210), that what makes Foucauldian approach interesting, is 

Foucault’s interest in the real, his focus on analysis of what is actually done. 

As Flyvbjerg (1998, 220) claims, Foucault’s strength is in his sophisticated 
understanding of Realpolitik, real policy processes. 

However, Foucault does not offer a generalised and universal account of 

the epistemologies and methodologies of human science (Alcoff 2005, 212), 

and the archaeological analysis does not form any coherent social theory. 

For  Foucault  praxis  is  not  derived  from  universals  or  theories,  and  he  

focuses on substantive micro politics being a ‘bottom-up’ thinker as regards 

to  both  process  and  content  (Flyvbjerg  1998,  223-224).  Therefore,  I  use,  

referring to Alhanen’s (2007) notions of Foucault’s effort to understand 

social phenomena through certain concepts, the central concepts and 

methodological thinking of the approach in order to analyse and depict the 

construction of public policy. In this sense discourse analysis can be seen a 
series of heuristic devices to get research under way, as Howarth (2000, 

139) claims. In this regard, besides the chronological framing, which I have 

made in  this  study compared to  Foucault’s  definition of  the  archive  (1972,  

130-131), I have also empirically framed the discourse. I do not investigate 

history of innovation in a way, like Foucault did in History of Madness, 

analysing  the  archive  of  a  given  society  but  I  use  the  approach  of  

archaeological analysis as an analytical strategy to analyse innovation and 

its transformation in public policy discourse, and the conditions of a 

particular policy to exist. 

The foundations of Foucault’s archaeology differentiate from the 

traditional approach to historical research which tries to distinguish various 
sedimentary strata, meaning linear successions being the object of research 

(Foucault 1972, 3). According to the approach which Foucault (1972, 7) 

serves as his historical analysis a document is no longer seen by history as 

an inert material through which the analysis tries to reconstitute what men 

have said or done, the events of which only the trace remains, but according 

to Foucault history is now trying to define within the documentary material 

itself as unities, totalities, series, relations. Therefore, history as 

archaeological analysis is one way in which a society recognises and 

develops a mass of documentation with which it is inextricably linked 

(Foucault 1972, 7). 
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On the other hand Foucault differentiated his approach from traditional 

linguistic analysis, which investigates the rules according to which 

particular statements can be made in the present, and similar statements 

can  be  made  in  the  future  (Howarth  2000,  50).  Archaeology  aims  at  the  

‘pure’ description of discursive events (Foucault 1972, 27). As Howarth 

(2000, 51) interprets this, archaeology aims to unearth and describe the 

rules of formation that structure the production of discourse. 

Foucault’s ontological assumptions were affected by Deleuzian 

philosophical thinking having two ontological principles. According to 
Faubion (2000, xx) the first establishes the general ontological priority of 

the event over the object. The second principal establishes the ontological 

priority  of  thought  as  an  event  over  thought  as  any  structure  or  system  –  

meaning humanist design, as Faubion declares. Instead of having the 

Kantian understanding of transcendental subject Foucault regards the 

psyche  according  to  Faubion  (2000,  xx-xxi)  as  being  in,  and  of,  a  wider  

world. The psyche is not passive but it is both the partial effect and the 

partial cause of its surroundings. 

According to Alcoff (2005, 213) this means, that for Foucault perception 

has no causal primacy of ontological pre-existence. He does not separate 

perception from conceptualisation. The object, the mode of perception and 
the concept are produced simultaneously. Foucault does not deny causality, 

but he sees that archaeology does not rediscover a causal sequence that 

might be described point by point (Foucault 1972, 164). 

Relying on Oksala’s (2010, 450-451) interpretation of Foucault’s 

ontological status, called archaeological nominalism in The Archaeology of 
Knowledge, reality lends itself more readily to some interpretations rather 

than to others.  Archaeology itself is not an extreme form of nominalism 

denying any correspondence between language and being. Instead Foucault 

problematises the possibility of simply pairing up true sentences and 

objective reality. Archaeological nominalism does not deny extralinguistic 

reality but it denies that it comes naturally ordered into facts or state of 
affairs, which could then be connected with true statements. (Oksala 2010, 

450-451.)  Knowledge  is  always  produced  in  practices  (Oksala  2010,  451),  

and based on the nominalist ontological status it is always particular, and 

rejects universals (Rodrigues-Pereyra 2008). 

In the following section I describe the conceptual framework used in this 

study in order to understand policy construction, and especially its 

transformation. As Foucault (1972, 40-70; 1998, 312-321) writes, various 

criteria can be used to constitute discursive sets; a unity of discourse. In this 

study I apply Foucault’s notion of object and formation of an object, to 

describe and depict the construction of public policy. I have restricted my 
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analysis to one apparent object in the discourse. I am interested in 

innovation in public policy construction; how innovation is discursively 

formed to  be  an object  in  discourse;  what  makes it  possible  to  expand the 

boundaries of the object, and thus create a new discursive formation of it. 

The analysis around this object leads me to the analysis of the 

objectification of innovation policy as a recognised and nameable policy 

field. 

The conceptual approach of the study is comprised by the analytical 

understandings of formation of objects in discourse, discourse and 
transformation, and these concepts create the analytical basis for empirical 

investigation. Since I see that transformation is an essential part of the 

formation of discourses in archaeological analysis, I disagree with Howarth 

(2000, 63), who sees that archaeology is a type of total system of discourse 

seemingly invulnerable to external influence. Specifically archaeology tries 

to establish the system of formation that constitutes ‘change’, it tries to 

develop this notion with a view to according it the analysable status of 

transformation (Foucault 1972, 173). According to my understanding the 

various types of transformations and transformations at different levels are 

the analytical tools in archaeology trying to capture analytically 

transformation processes. In this respect the main point relates to the 
understanding of gradual changes in discursive formation. Since the 

regularities and rarity of statements and applied discursive and non-

discursive practices belonging to a system of formation of any discourse is 

socially deeply embedded practice, it is hard to think of a single rupture, as 

Foucault (1972, 175) writes, which could reorganise existing discursive 

formations in a new way at all levels and directions at once. He does not 

sustain an idea of a single break, which suddenly, at a given moment, could 

divide all discursive formations. The contemporaneity of several 

transformations does not mean their exact chronological coincidence, but 

rather each transformation may have its own particular index of temporal 

‘viscosity’ Foucault (1972, 175). 
By using the selected analytical strategy in the empirical analysis of policy 

construction and its transformation I illustrate the dynamic nature of policy 

transformation which cannot be reduced to any single and particular idea 

and its rationalistic learning or to specific mechanisms which produce 

isomorphic homogenisation in various temporally and spatially restricted 

places. I see that the archaeological type of analysis of transformation can 

open a way to understand historically specific conditions of particular 

enablers and restrictions of change. 

 

 



2 Conceptual and methodological framework of the study 

40 

 

Key concepts of the analytical framework of the study 
 

In this study the key analytical concepts are interlinked with each other. 

From  the  point  of  view  of  analysing  change  the  emergence  and  

transformation of objects cannot be understood without placing the 
analysis in a certain discursive field. In this study I am not interested about 

the history of an idea of innovation as such, but the key focus of my analysis 

is the public policy making context, which in turn is temporally and 

spatially restricted. Now the question arises whether the illustrative 

analysis of selected empirical material as exemplars can offer a plausible 

interpretation of policy change under investigation. I will return to this 

topic later in this chapter, where I describe my research methods and 

empirical material, and in Chapter 9, where I discuss my analytical 

approach and the limitations of the study. As Foucault (1972, 29-30) claims, 

a division of any field for empirical analysis cannot be regarded either as 

definitive or as absolutely valid. It is an initial approximation. Empirically it 
has to be chosen in a field in which the relations are likely to be numerous, 

dense, and relatively easy to describe. Foucault himself analysed the 

‘sciences of man’. I use the approach to analyse policy-making and a 

particular policy. 

In the following figure I have tried to describe the relations between 

various analytical concepts used in this study. The formation of an object is 

enabled by the rules and practices applied in certain discourse, which in 

turn can change through various altering elements occurring at the intra-, 

inter- or extra-discursive level.  

 

Transformative 
elements

Defining discourse

Innovation and 
innovation policy 

as objects

 
Figure 2. The conceptual framework of the study 
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Formation of objects 
 

According to archaeological analysis the rules of formation applied in a 
unity of discourse affect how an object is defined in discourse (Foucault 

1972, 40-42). In order to specify the rules one has to map the surfacings of 

an object’s emergence. This means that certain discourse finds a way of 

defining  what  it  is  talking  about,  of  giving  it  the  status  of  an  object,  and  

therefore of making it manifest, nameable, and describable. In this study 

this means the mapping of surfacings of the concept of innovation, and also 

the concept of innovation policy in the defined archive, and the formulation 

of  series  how  innovation  and  the  policy  is  defined  through  the  studied  

period of time. In this study I assume that the meaning giving of innovation 

in public policy-making is interrelated to the meaning giving of innovation 

policy.  Also,  Borrás  (2009,  5)  claims  that  the  expansion  of  the  notion  of  
innovation is interlinked with innovation policy and its widening.   

In terms of analysing the formation of an object the authorities of 

delimitation have to be described. Thus, besides the definitions and status 

giving recognition of relevant authorities making innovation and the policy 

nameable is also needed. According to my interpretation these authorities 

can comprise of certain social groups in society having recognisable formal 

and institutional relationships, like industry, technical scientists, or social 

institutions5, (such as the field of social sciences). 

According  to  Foucault  (1972,  43)  one  has  to  analyse  the  grids  of  

specification, meaning the systems according to which different kinds of an 

object are divided, contrasted, related, regrouped, classified and derived 
from one another as objects of a certain discourse. In this study this means 

that in terms of the expansive conception of innovation and policy 

respectively in policy discourse the various elements and their changes, 

appearance, strengthening, dispersion and abating have to be identified and 

analysed. 

Foucault (1972, 43) points out that new  ‘discoveries’ in certain discourses 

are not only explained by the factors described above but the problem is to 

decide “what made them possible, and how these ‘discoveries’ could lead to 

others that took them up, rectified them, modified them, or even disproved 

them”. In order to understand a series of different heterogeneous 

determinations one has to analyse their formation in relation to a system of 
formation, as a part of a certain identifiable discourse having its own rules 

                                                        
5 “Social  institution is a complex of positions,  roles,  norms and values lodged in 

particular types of social structures and organising relatively stable patterns of 
human activity with respect to fundamental problems in producing life-sustaining 
resources, in reproducing individuals, and in sustaining viable societal structures 
within a given environment.” (Turner 1997, 6.) 
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and practices (Foucault 1972, 43, 138-140). In this study such a discourse or 

a system of formation is described through the identification of discursive 

relations characteristic in the empirically defined field. Foucault 

distinguishes between primary, secondary and discursive relations 

(Foucault 1972, 45-46), but I concentrate my analysis on discursive 

relations, their dependences and specificity which are formulated in 

discourse itself. This constitutes a system of relations that can be called 

discursive (Foucault 1972, 45). I have not entered into the analysis of the 

interplay of discursive relations with the so-called primary and secondary 
relations (Foucault 1972, 45-46). 

Referring  to  Foucault  (1972,  43),  in  a  particular  period  in  the  history  of  

our society, a whole series of objects of knowledge can arise, in this case an 

innovation as an object of discourse, because a group of particular relations 

were adopted in public policy discourse. Thus, in this study the formation of 

innovation as an object of public policy discourse is analysed by the way in 

which it forms that object. Foucault (1972, 44) says that the formation is 

made possible by a group of relations established between authorities of 

emergence, delimitation, and specification. A discursive formation is 

defined,  as  far  as  its  object  concerned,  if  one can establish a  group;  if  one 

can show how any particular object of discourse finds in its place and law of 
emergence;  if  one  can  show  that  it  may  give  birth  simultaneously  or  

successively to mutually exclusive objects, without having to modify itself. 

For an object to exist under certain positive conditions of a complex group 

of relations Foucault (1972, 44-45) says that it is possible, if it is to establish 

with other objects relations of resemblance, proximity, distance, difference, 

and transformation. These relations are not present in the object but they 

enable it to appear. Discursive relations offer objects of which it can speak 

characterising discourse itself as practice (Foucault 1972, 45-46).  

I  have  summed  up  the  essential  factors  to  identify  the  formation  of  an  

object in the following figure. 
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Figure 3. The factors determining the formation of an object 

 
Discourse offers conditions for an object to exist 

 

One can argue that objects are embedded in certain discourse or discourse 

offers conditions for a certain object to exist. During a given period of time 

the unity of discourse is the interplay of the rules making possible the 

appearance of objects (Foucault 1972, 32). Thus, the conditions formulated 

in certain discourse make possible specific objects to exist but at the same 

time these conditions restrict some other formulations of objects. In this 

study I am interested in the conditions in the policy discourse which make 

possible the formation of innovation, and respectively the policy and its 

change. 

The rules of formulation can be found in discourse (Foucault 1999, 83-84) 
obliging each one trying to speak in a specific discursive field to follow its 

anonymous uniformity. In this research this means that speech about 

innovations in the public policy discourse follows certain rules, and I would 

say that these rules emerge, for instance, in practices in how public 

resources or other public measures are directed to enhance innovations, 

and what is seen as an acceptable object to be financed with public 

resources or to be enhanced with public measures. At the same time these 

rules applied in discourse exclude some other objects. 

According to Foucault (1972, 177) discourse is a group of statements in so 

far as they belong to the same discursive formation. Discursive formation 

consists of a group of statements being constituted according to same rules 
and affecting specific discursive practices. Discursive practice is socially 

established custom to produce statements directing the announcement of 

new statements, and defining what can be said in a certain discourse and 

how (Foucault 1972, 116-117). In this study one can ask whether there is one 

discursive formation around innovations in the public policy discourse, or 
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whether one should recognise that there are totally different systems of 

formations enabling innovation to be objectified in a various ways, and that 

these systems are not interconnected. This question relates to the 

transformation of discourses. The conceptual and methodological starting 

points for this question I will describe in the next section. 

Statements underlie concepts coming up in discourses, and an essential 

question, when analysing discourses is, how one particular statement 

appears rather than another (Foucault 1972, 27). The description of 

discourse asks how it is that this statement appeared rather than some 
other in its place (Foucault 1998, 307). The analysis of the discursive field is 

oriented to grasp the statement in the exact specificity of its occurrence, to 

determine its conditions of existence, to fix at least its limit, to establish 

correlation with other statements that may be connected with it, and to 

show what other forms of statements it excludes (Foucault 1972, 28). Thus, 

statements themselves are not propositions, phrases nor a synthesis of 

words  and  things  (Deleuze  2006,  12),  but  they  belong  to  the  system  of  

formation establishing of what is meaningful. These statements being part 

of a system of formation precede phrases, propositions and lead to the 

formation of words and objects (Deleuze 2006, 12) being the preconditions 

for propositions, utterances and speech acts to have meaning. According to 
Deleuze’s (2006, 4) a statement accumulates into a specific object which 

then becomes preserved, transmitted or repeated. A statement preserves 

itself within its own space and continues to exist while this space endures or 

is reconstituted. 

A statement is a function that has a bearing on groups of signs without 

meaning grammatical acceptability or logical correctness but requiring 

them to operate. It is a referential meaning a principle of differentiation 

without being a fact, a state of things or even on object. A statement can be 

a subject having a specific position that may be filled under certain 

conditions by various individuals. However, a statement cannot be seen in 

that sense as consciousness of individuals nor as an author of the 
formulation. A statement is an associated field which is not the real context 

of the formulation nor the situation in which it was articulated but a 

domain of coexistence for other statements. Furthermore, a statement is a 

materiality which is not only the substance or support of the articulation 

but a status, rules of transcription and possibilities of use and re-use. These 

constitute, according to Foucault (1972, 155) a discursive formation as 

groups of statements. Certain statements can form a set insofar as they 

refer  to  one and the same object,  and they do not  have to  be  on the same 

formal level (Foucault 1998, 312). In this study this means that statements 

concerning formation of innovation as an object can come from various 
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semantics, like economic, administrative, and legal. In other words this 

means that the formation of innovation as an object in the policy discourse 

is not defined for instance by economics or ‘innovation research’ but it is 

rather analysed by various ‘semantics’ as statements which allow 

innovation to become manifested and described in the public policy 

discourse. However, the unity of the discourse on innovations is not 

founded purely on the existence of the object ‘innovation’. It is a set of rules 

which take account of the object’s noncoincidence with itself, its perpetual 

difference, its deviation and dispersion rather than of the object itself in its 
identity. It is to describe the dispersion of these objects, to grasp all the 

interstices that separate them, to measure the distance between them – 

meaning to formulate their law of distribution. (Foucault 1998, 315) 

Thus, statements are an essential part of the rules of systems of discursive 

formation  but  the  rules  of  a  system  of  formation  are  not  covered  only  by  

statements. According to Alhanen (2007, 62) Foucault did not try to 

comprise a general method or a theory of rules but he tried to show at what 
level rules governing certain discourse can be analysed. Thus, I see that it is 

difficult, maybe impossible, to define an exhaustive concept of rules. In any 

empirical  case  study  the  rules  have  to  be  identified,  and  following  the  

interpretation of Alhanen Foucault shows the level at which these rules can 
be identified.  

 
Discourse can change  

 

The rules explicated by archaeological analysis direct thinking but they are 
not  absolutely  binding.  The rules  of  discourse  can change in  the course  of  

time. (Foucault 1972, 224-225) Thus, the changing conception of 

innovation  and  the  policy  in  the  public  policy  discourse  can  be  seen  

reflecting changes in statements and practices affecting the policy, and its 

formulation. The archaeological analysis does not only attempt to indicate 

changes but it also tries to analyse them (Foucault 1972, 171). 

The reformulation of rules is a complex process and various and 

numerous events affect this. Archaeology identifies maps of temporal 

vectors of derivation meaning that one tries to show how it is possible for 

there to be a succession of events, and at what different levels distinct 

successions are to be found (Foucault 1972, 168-169). Therefore, when 
analysing the construction and reformulation of innovation policy in 

Finland the main focus in my analysis is to identify what kind of changes in 

the system of formation have occurred. The changes are analysed at the 

level of discursive practices (Foucault 1972, 176). As Foucault (1998, 310) 

writes it is impossible to describe and analyse all the relationship 
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characteristics of the archive, and therefore a provisional parceling must be 

accepted. Empirical analysis shows whether the empirical material 

representing the examined phenomenon can offer a plausible view enough 

to understand an occurred change. 

Foucault’s understanding of change makes it possible to understand why 

changes in policy are rather slow, and that they normally take years, even 

decades. He argues that the idea of a single break that suddenly, at a given 

moment, can divide all discursive formations, interrupt them in a single 

moment and reconstitute them in accordance with the same rules cannot be 
sustained (Foucault 1972, 175). Foucault further specifies that the 

contemporaneity of several transformations does not mean their exact 

chronological coincidence. Each transformation may have its own 

particular index of temporal viscosity.  

Three different levels in the analysis of change can be distinguished 

(Foucault 1972, 171-173; Alhanen 2007, 93-95). Firstly, at the level of a 

specific discourse there are analysed internal changes of the rules of that 

specific discourse and relations between the identified changes. In order to 

formulate  an object  in  a  new way it  might  be  required to  differentiate  the 

object in a new way or formulate the concepts concerning the object in 

another way. In this study I have deployed as an intra-discursive level and 
as a specific discourse the discursive field where the concept of innovation 

emerged for the first time. Secondly, at the inter-discursive level changes 

are analysed in the interrelationships between various discourses and how 

these changes affect rules of a specific discourse. It is not self-evident how 

the distinctions between intra- and inter-discursive levels can be 

analytically and plausibly made but for my empirical purposes I have 

analytically distinguished different policy sectors, like science and 

technology policy and social and health care policy, to represent various 

discourses. By following this distinction it means in this study for instance 

that when conceptualisations of innovations in the social and health care 

sector interrelate discursive formation of the policy in the more traditional 
innovation policy-making field, then the analysis focus on the inter-

discursive level. Thirdly, at the extra-discursive level it is analysed how 

rules of discourse change due to non-discursive practices. On the other 

hand analysis is focused on how discursive practices change other practices. 

This means that at this level relations of changes of discourse to its external 

factors are analysed. 

Howarth  (2000,  79)  points  out  based  on  the  analysis  of  Said’s  study  of  

Orientalism how the analytical problems of Foucault’s distinctions and the 

relationship between discursive and non-discursive practices are revealed. 

If discourse itself is defined as a practice, it means that discourse as such 
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produces meaning having certain truth-value in a unity of discourse. Based 

on this understanding both discursive and non-discursive practices engage 

in meaning making. Since Foucault’s approach of archaeological analysis 

made a disconnection from linguistically oriented structuralism, according 

to my understanding the distinction between these various practices could 

be made based on what kind of verbal trace the practices leave. In this sense 

certain practices, being non-discursive ones, can contribute to a large extent 

to the meaning making without leaving any literal verbal traces. Especially 

this distinction can be identified, when certain knowledge candidates are 
actually denied in certain discourses6. Later on Foucault (1980, 198) denied 

that the distinction is very important, since his problem was not a linguistic 

one. I will return, especially in Chapter 8, to the topic of analytical usage 

and to the distinction of these various practices. 

Besides the identification of various possible levels of events to transform 

discourse it is also necessary to define what these changes consist of. 

Foucault (1972, 172) identifies four various types of transformation. Firstly 

by going from the more particular to the more general, one can and must 

describe how the different elements of a system of formation were 

transformed. In this case these types of elements can be a political decision, 

like Finland’s membership in the European Union, or changes in 
population structure, or variations in the rate of unemployment. 

Secondly, changes can consist of the characteristic relations of a system of 

formations and how these relations were transformed. These kinds of 

changes can be revealed, for instance, in relations between the perceptual 

field, the linguistic code, the use of instruments and information being put 

into operation by the public policy discourse, thus making possible the 

definitions of innovation and innovation policy in particular ways. 

Thirdly, one can and must describe how the relations between different 

rules of formation were transformed. The analysis can show also that 

certain rules, like political practices in the formation of the government and 

its programme, can also be unchanging, and thus maintaining certain 
discourse despite efforts trying to change existing rules. 

The fourth type of transformation concerns the question of how the 

relations between various positivities were transformed. According to 

Foucault (1972, 186) a positivity can be characterised as a moment at which 

a discursive practice achieves individuality and autonomy, at which a single 

system for the formation of statements is put into operation. According to 

Tepper’s (2010, 11) interpretation of Foucault, statements comprise a 

                                                        
6 My interpretation relies on Foucault’s (1980, 198) example which he gave about 

architectural  plans  and  their  actual  construction  if  they  conform  or  not  to  each  
other. 
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discursive formation insofar as they share the same positivity. A positivity 

can also transform. 

The various discursive levels and the levels of possible events create a two-

dimensional analytical tool to identify and analyse changes of the studied 

phenomenon. I have illustrated this analytical tool as an analysis 

framework in the figure below. 

 

Discursive  
levels 

Levels of possible events 

Elements Characteristic   
relations Rules Positivities 

Intra-
discursive 

    

Inter-
discursive 

    

Extra-
discursive 

    

Figure 4. The two-dimensional analysis framework of changes 

 

In this study of public policy discourse, I assume that different policy fields 

as such can form, and form a positivity. They have their own discursive 

practices according to the specific policy being made. Also these positivities 

can transform. A positivity is one form of discursive formations in terms of 

how formalised a certain discursive formation is. Foucault distinguishes 
four different thresholds, where the positivity represents the first stage. The 

three other thresholds are: a threshold of epistemologisation, a threshold of 

scientificity, and a threshold of formalisations (Foucault 1972, 186-187). 

Based on my empirical analysis I will further elaborate these levels in terms 

of policy discourse and its formalisation degrees. 

In this study the main focus is in the analysis at the positivity level, how 

possible inter-discursive configurations outlined by certain privileged 

relations between dominating positivities might be decomposed, how their 

relations with some other positivities might rearrange, and how a place 

emerges for other discursive formations. Through these conceptual tools 

archaeology tries to analyse change, giving it an analysable status of 
transformation (Foucault 1987, 173). 

 

 

Empirical material and research method 
 

Empirical material 
 

Foucault (2000, 263) argues that for archaeological analysis one must have 

at one’s hand the general archive of a period at a given moment. This means 

that one ought to read everything, study everything. In a strict sense, 
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archaeology  is  the  science  of  archive.  According  to  Andersen’s  (2003,  13)  

interpretation reading ‘everything’ means a number of things to Foucault. 

First of all, one cannot define the discursive formation beforehand in the 

sense that one limits his or her reading to one theme, since themes can 

relate to each other in unpredictable ways, which, moreover can change 

over time and between spaces. In my case it means that I cannot read only 

about innovations but also the references of the statement and the 

references of the references in time and space in the broadest sense, until 

they appear to form a completed whole. In this study I have tried to follow 
statement’s references, and references’ references for instance across policy 

fields horizontally and vertically both nationally and supranationally.  

Secondly, it does not suffice to read the canonical work pointed out by the 

history of ideas but the reading has to include the statements of the 

institutions, statements that demonstrate practice. On that account I have 

also read scientific works statements, regulations and accounts of the 

institutions themselves. This reading also includes interview material 

besides documents. Thirdly, I have not installed any preconceived 

distinction between any types of sources used in the study as empirical 

material. All material as such is used for the analysis of discursive 

formations. 
If we accept Honneth’s (1991, 115, 117, 124) interpretation that 

archaeological analysis is a methodological framework for an ethnological 

analysis of its own culture attempting to go beyond the horizon of a model 

of thought in which the cognitive achievement of producing their own 

experiental world is attributed to human individuals, then it would mean a 

methodical exercise of a culturally neutral observer’s perspective. In that 

sense in the construction of the archive, when coming closer to the present, 

ethnographic field work might be justified. This means in this study that all 

research material is transformed into ‘monuments’, and the analytical 

strategy of archaeology is used to deploy a mass of elements that have to be 

grouped, made relevant, placed in relation to one another to form totalities 
(Foucault 1972, 7). In having this ‘monument’ the problem is to constitute a 

series, to define the elements appropriate to each series, to fit its 

boundaries, to reveal its own specific type of relations, to formulate its laws, 

and beyond this, to describe the relations between them (Foucault 1972, 7-

8). As monuments, the documentary traditions of the past do not possess 

an intentional content (Honneth 1991, 122). In the following I describe the 

empirical material used as a ‘monument’ in this study, and in the next 

section I describe how I analyse this research material. 

As  defined  earlier,  my  focus  in  this  study  is  on  the  emergence  and  

formation of innovation in public policy. The largest part of my empirical 



2 Conceptual and methodological framework of the study 

50 

 

data consists of documentary material. Besides this I have used interviews 

and my own observations. The documentary material was the principal 

source of data, and the information provided in the documents was 

complemented with the information gained from interviews and from my 

observation notes. 

I do not claim that my empirical material covers the whole ‘archive’ of the 

investigated phenomenon. The question is, whether through the empirical 

exemplars examined in this study, a plausible interpretation of the studied 

phenomenon can be made. As Silverman (2006, 9) has pointed out, the 
aggregation of data can ensure a more complete picture of the studied 

phenomenon, the objective representation in social constructivist oriented 

research. However, the question is more about a research strategy, the role 

of researcher, their interpretive paradigm, the whole research design, 

methods of collecting and analysing data, and the art and politics of 

interpretation and evaluation, as Denzin and Lincoln (2000) describe. 

Multiple materials, as used in this study, can help to contextualise the 

analysis (Moisander and Valtonen 2006, 25). Thus, integrating interview 

material in the archaeological analysis with document and field note 

materials serves the research strategy in this study and helps to 

contextualise the analysis. Archaeological analysis as an analytical strategy 
and in terms of research methods is discussed more deeply in the next 

section. 

The documentary material of this research consists of seven types. The 

main material covers policy guidelines and reports. Besides these I used 

earlier historical studies, records of meetings, laws and statutes, 

descriptions of policy instruments, writings of policy-makers and 

documents, descriptions of specific policy measures and my field notes. I 

ordered the data according to their sources meaning either national or 

supranational material. The supranational material covers documents of 

the  EU and the OECD. The documentary  material  according to  their  level  

and type are listed in the tables 2.1 and 2.2. 
 

Table 1. Documentary material of the study produced nationally 

Type of documentary 
material 

National level 

Policy guidelines Eight reviews of the Science and Technology Policy Council 
(1987, 1990, 1993, 1996, 2000, 2003, 2006, 2008). 
Seven programmes of the Finnish government (1987, 1991, 
1995, 1999, 2003, 2005, 2007). 
The government’s strategies (2004, 2005, 2006, 2007). 
The National Industrial Strategy by the Ministry of Trade 
and Industry (1993). 
The Government’s Decision in Principle on Design Policy 
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(2000). 
The decision in principal of the government on the 
structural development of the public research system, April 
7, 2005. 
The guideline of business policy (industrial policy), 
Publications of the Ministry of Trade and Industry 
35/2006. 
The plan of education and research in higher education 
institutions (2007-2012) of the government, December 
2007. 
The proposal of the national innovation strategy (2008). 
Government’s Communication on Finland’s Innovation 
Strategy to the Parliament (the National Innovation 
Strategy) (2008). 
Demand- and user-driven innovation policy, Publication of 
the Ministry of Employment and the Economy 47/2010 
(2010). 

Reports Research-based development of working life in Finland: 
implementors and financiers by Kyllönen, M., Alasoini, T., 
Pekkola, J., Rouhiainen, N. & Tervahartiala, T. Helsinki 
1996. 
Innovations of working life – a mean to enhance 
competitiveness, welfare and employment by Alasoini, T., 
Kyllönen, M. & Kasvio, A. (ed.) Helsinki 1997. 
Towards an Information Society led by regions and locals 
by Esko Hurme, Heikki Lunnas & Ulla Vänttinen, Locregis 
Publications 2/1997, published by the Association of 
Finnish Local and Regional Authorities. 
The quality of life, know-how and the competitiveness, The 
starting points and aims of the strategical development of 
Information Society, Sitra Publications 206, 1998. 
Finland as an Information Society, the report of the 
Information Society Consultative Committee to the 
Government June 14, 2000, published by the Ministry of 
Finance. 
Regional development and regional policy in Finland. A 
report of a working group. PMO 6/2000. 
Transformation of the Finnish innovation system: A 
network approach by Gerd Schienstock and Timo 
Hämäläinen, Sitra Reports series 7, 2001 (Sitra 2001). 
The renewing challenges of the innovation system: Result 
and conclusions of the research programme of the national 
innovation system, Reports of Sitra, 25/2002 (Sitra 2002). 
Towards better accountability. Working papers, 2/2003. 
The Ministry of Finance (2003). 
Yes, America will teach by Antti Hautamäki (2003). The 
publication series of Sitra (Sitra 259). Edita Publishing, 
Helsinki. 
Evaluation of the Finnish Innovation Support System by 
Luke Georghiou, Keith Smith, Otto Toivanen, Pekka Ylä-
Anttila, Ministry of Trade and Industry Finland 
Publications 5/200.3 
Design 2005! – the report of the follow up group of the 
programme, Working groups’ memos and reports 2004:11, 
the Ministry of Education (2004).  
Social innovations and the renewal capacity of society by 
Timo Hämäläinen and Risto Heiskala, the Publication 
Series of Sitra, (Sitra 2004). 
Skilful, opening and renewing Finland, The final report of 
the analysis of Finland in the global economy, Prime 
Minister’s Office Publication 19/2004 (The national 
globalisation strategy). 
Hämäläinen, Hannu (2005). Through innovation activities 



2 Conceptual and methodological framework of the study 

52 

 

solutions to challenges of the future of welfare society, in 
Yhteiskuntapolitiikka (Social Policy) 2/05. 
Finland to be the leading country of innovation activities. 
The final report of the development programme 
Competitive innovation environment. Sitra 2005. 
Globalisation challenges for Europe. Report by the 
Secretariat of the Economic Council. Part 1, Prime 
Minister’s Office Publications 16/2006 (in Finnish), Prime 
Minister’s Office Publications 18/2006 (in English). 
Finland’s response to the challenge of globalisation, Prime 
Minister’s Office Publications 17/2006 (in Finnish), 
19/2006 (in English). 
Becoming prosperous as a national duty, Prime Minister’s 
Office Publications 12/2006, the report of regional 
entrepreneurial and innovation activities by Kyösti Karjula. 
A merger of Helsinki University of Technology, Helsinki 
School of Economics and University of Art and Design 
Helsinki to a new university, Working groups’ 
memorandums and reports, the Ministry of Education 
2007:16. 
The Impact Framework and Indicators for Science, 
Technology and Innovation (VINDI) by Tarmo Lemola, 
Janne Lehenkari, Erkki Kaukonen and Juhani Timonen. 
Publications of the Academy of Finland 6/2008. 
Innovative public procurements by Kimmo Halme, Tarmo 
Lemola, Kimmo Viljamaa, Jorma Lievonen and Jukka 
Yliherva (Advansis Ltd.); Sanna Ahvenharju and Alina 
Pathan (Gaia Consulting Ltd); Markku Kotilainen, Nuutti 
Nikula and Mika Widgrén (ETLA), Helsinki: Tekes Review 
225/2008. 
Sustainable Innovation. A New Age of Innovation and 
Finland’s Innovation Policy by Antti Hautamäki (2008 in 
Finnish, 2010 in English). Sitra Reports 76 (in Finnish). 
Sitra Reports 87 (in English). 
Broad-Based Innovation Policy by Charles Edquist, Terttu 
Luukkonen and Markku Sotarauta in the Evaluation of the 
Finnish National Innovation System – Full Report 2009 
(Edquist et al. 2009). 
The final evaluation of the research programme of the 
environmental cluster, Reports of the Ministry of 
Environment 8/2010 (Veugelers et al. 2009). 
Insights to broad-based innovation policy by Tarmo 
Lemola, Advansis Ltd, Timo Oksanen, National Audit 
Office of Finland, Erkki Kaukonen, University of Tampere, 
Juha Teperi, the Ministry of Social Affairs and Health, Kirsi 
Hyytinen, VTT, Matti Salminen, Audit Committee of the 
Finnish Parliament. Publications of the National Audit 
Office of Finland 2010. 

Records of meetings The records of the meetings of the Science and Technology 
Policy Council (1995-2008). 
The records of the meetings of the Research and 
Innovation Council (2009-1/2010). 

Laws and statutes The bill of the government to the Parliament about 
changing the act on regional development and 
improvement of the development of archipelago HE 
99/1993. 
The Act on Universities 2004. 
The Tekes Act (918/2006). 

Historical analyses  The History of the Academy of Finland II 1970-1988 by 
Maritta Pohls (2005). 
From defendant to the first field – The developmental 
phases of Finnish technology policy and its organisations 
from the 1960s until nowadays by Eero Murto, Mika 
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Niemelä and Tapio Laamanen (2007). 
Sitra. To make the future happen by Tuomo Särkikoski 
(2007). Helsinki: Edita Publishing. 

Writings and other 
documentary material 

The government’s press release of aims of economic policy 
and the development of the national innovation system, 
June 2, 1992. 
The groups of excellence of science in Finland by Reijo 
Vihko and Olli A. Jänne, published in Duodecim 1994; 
110(19): 1759. 
Discussion note to the informal meeting of the 
competitiveness ministers, Jyväskylä, Finland, July 10-11, 
2006, Demand as a Driver of Innovation – Towards a More 
Effective European Innovation Policy. 
The ecosystem of innovations in the core of urban policy by 
Hautamäki (2006). Helsinki Quaterly 02/2006. City of 
Helsinki, Urban Facts. 
The notice of the Ministry of the Interior of the 
appointment of the division of big cities of the cooperation 
group of urban policy, November 9, 2007. 
The notice of the Ministry of Employment and the 
Economy of openings of  new contents of development 
policy, August 28, 2009. 

Documents and descriptions 
of specific policy measures 

The annual report of Sente (1998-1999). 
The Technology Programme of Industrial Design of Tekes 
(2002-2005). 
The Research Programme of Industrial Design of the 
Academy of Finland (2002-2005). 
The strategy of Tekes (2005). 
Presentation material of the he service innovation project 
of the social and health care administration (2007-2011), 
the Ministry of Social Affairs and Health. 
Tekes’ presentation material of Strategic Centres for 
Science, Technology and Innovation. 
The project material of the project of sustainable 
productivity development, with innovation management 
towards sustainable productivity (2010). 

 
Table 2. Documentary material of the study produced at the supranational level 

Type of documentary 
material 

Supranational level 

the EU the OECD 

Policy guidelines The White Paper on Growth, 
Competitiveness and Employment 
(the Bangemann report) (1994). 
A Green Paper on Innovation (EC 
1995). 
A Green Paper on Living and 
Working in the Information Society: 
People First (COM(96) 389) (EC 
1996). 
The Social and Labour Market 
Dimension of the Information 
Society. People first - the next steps 
(COM(97) 390) (1997). 
The Lisbon strategy (2000). 
Communication from the 
Commission Europe and Basic 
Research, COM(2004) 9 final 
(2004). 
Communication from the 
Commission - Building our common 

The Frascati Manual, 
The Proposed Standard 
Practice for Surveys of 
Research and 
Experimental 
Development, Fifth 
edition, Sixth edition. 
The Oslo Manual, The 
Measurement of 
Scientific and 
Technological 
Activities: Proposed 
Guidelines for 
Collecting and 
Interpreting 
Technological 
Innovation Data, 
Second edition. 
The Oslo Manual, The 
Measurement of 
Scientific and 
Technological 
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Future - Policy challenges and 
Budgetary means of the Enlarged 
Union 2007-2013, COM(2004) 101 
final. (2004). 
The Competitiveness Council’s 
Conclusions (2006). 
Communication from the 
Commission to the Council, the 
European Parliament, the European 
Economic and Social Committee and 
the Committee of the Regions, 
Putting knowledge into practice: A 
broad-based innovation strategy for 
the EU COM(2006) 502 final.  
Communication from the 
Commission to the European Council 
(Informal Meeting in Lahti – 
Finland, 20 October 2006), An 
innovation-friendly, modern Europe, 
COM(2006) 589 final.  
Budapest-Vienna Declaration on the 
European Higher Education Area, 
March 12, 2010. 
A Green Paper on EU development 
policy in support of inclusive growth 
and sustainable development. 
Increasing the impact of EU 
development policy, COM(2010) 629 
final. 

Activities: Guidelines 
for Collecting and 
Interpreting Innovation 
Data, Third edition. 

 

Reports Knowledge-Intensive Business 
Services: Users, Carriers and Sources 
of Innovation by Miles, I.,Kastrinos, 
N., Flanagan, K., Bilderbeek, R., 
Hertog, B., Huntink, W., and 
Bouman, M., EIMS Publication No. 
15, European Innovation Monitoring 
Syst, (EIMS), Luxembourg (Miles et 
al. 1995). 
Services in Innovation: Knowledge-
Intensive Business Services (KIBS) as 
Co-producers of Innovation by 
Bilderbeek, R., den Hertog, P, 
Marklund, G. and Miles, I., SI4S 
project synthesis paper, 
commissioned by the European 
Commission Luxembourg 
(Bilderbeek et al. 1998). 
Focus on results: Strengthening 
evaluation of Commission activities 
SEC (2000) 1051. 
Improving the Effectiveness of Direct 
Public Support Measures to 
Stimulate Private Investment in 
Research, Report of the ETAN 
Working Group on Direct Measures 
for Directorate General Research by 
Georghiou, L., Orsenigo, L., Rigby, J., 
Romanainen, J., Stampfer, M., van 
den Biesen, J., Amanatidou, E., 
Belitz, H., Cruz, L., Edler, J., Edquist, 
C., Granstrand, O., Guinet, J., 
Leprince, E. (EC 2003). 
Report on European Technology 
Platforms and Joint Technology 
Initiatives: Fostering Public-Private 
R&D Partnerships to Boost Europe’s 
Industrial Competitiveness 

Sundqvist Report 1988. 
New technologies in the 
1990s. A socio-
economic strategy. 
(OECD 1988). 
A review of national 
budgeting in Finland, 
PUMA/SBO(2002)8/FI
NAL. (OECD 2002). 
Governance of 
Innovation Systems. 
Volume 1. Synthesis 
report. Monit (OECD 
2005). 
Innovation and 
Knowledge-Intensive 
Service Activities 
(OECD 2006). 
OECD Reviews of 
Tertiary Education, 
Finland by John 
Davies, Thomas Weko, 
Lillemor Kim, and Erik 
Thulstrup (OECD 
2009). 
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SEC(2005) 800. 
Responding to Strategic Needs: 
Reinforcing the use of evaluation 
SEC(2007) 213. 
Raising EU R&D Intensity, 
Improving the Effectiveness of Public 
Support Mechanisms for Private 
Sector Research and Development: 
Direct Measures, Report to the 
European Commission from an 
Independent Expert Group, EC 
2003. 
Creating an Innovative Europe, 
Report of the Independent Expert 
Group on R&D and Innovation 
appointed following the Hampton 
Court Summit and chaired by Mr. 
Esko Aho, European Communities, 
2006. 

Laws and statutes The Treaty of Rome.  

Documents and 
descriptions of specific 
policy measures 

The presentation material of the 
Fourth Framework Programme 
(1994-1998). 
The presentation material of the 
Fifth Framework Programme (1998-
2002). 
The presentation material of the 
European Institute of Technology. 

 

 

The national policy documents cover documents either produced or 

commissioned by ministries or by state agencies. The EU-related policy 

documents are produced or commissioned by the European Commission or 
by the political bodies of the EU, and the OECD documents by the OECD. 

This does not mean that civil servants in those organisations have produced 

the materials but the listed policy-making bodies use to a large extent, 

social scientists, consultants and experts for their preparation. 

I completed 42 interviews. The interviewees are listed according to their 

organisations in table 2.3. They represent public administration, political 

advisers, industry, associations and industrial interest groups, research 

organisations and universities, experts and consultants. The interviewees 

can  be  divided  into  five  groups  on  the  basis  of  their  background  and  the  

organisations they represent. The interviewees were selected from the point 

of view of research interest. In the first phase I was interested in inter-
subjective relations in policy-making but later on, when I changed my 

analytical approach, as described earlier, the interview material informed 

about policy-making processes covering especially the aspects of non-

discursive elements and practices in the studied processes. 
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Table 3. Interview material 

The background of interviewees Number 

Associations and interest groups 3 

Consultants and experts 5 

Industry 5 

Ministries  16 

Political advisers 1 

Public agencies 7 

Universities and research institutions 5 

Total 42 

 

I  carried out  38 of  the  interviews in  a  semi-structured manner,  and I  had 

originally planned to concentrate on the issues of the 2000s, however, the 

interviewees tended to expand the review period to cover a longer time 

frame.  I  therefore  expanded  the  studied  period  to  include  not  only  the  

2000s but also the end of the 1980s, and the 1990s. In the interviews the 

themes to be covered and related questions were planned in advance, but I 

allowed a lot of flexibility during the interviews so that the interviewees 

were able to talk about the issues they considered to be important. The 
remaining interviews, four altogether, concentrated more on a specific 

question under the investigation. These specific questions arose during the 

analysis of existing research material, and when more details were needed 

to analyse a certain specific question.  

I took notes of every interview. Three of the interviews were not recorded. 

Two of interviewees did not permit recording, and in two cases there was 

not a possibility to record the interview. The interviews were transcribed, 

except four of them due to the reasons described above.  

I made field notes as research diaries of my observations. Firstly, the 

research diaries were retrospective from the late 1990s and the early 2000s, 

as at the time I worked in a regional development company in the Helsinki 
region. The company carried out the centre of expertise programme in the 

region. Secondly, I made during my research period (2009-2010) field 

notes of situations which were closely related to my empirical research case. 

These situations cover the seminar of demand- and user-driven approaches 

in innovation policy organised by the Ministry of Employment and the 

Economy in June 2009 and the seminar of user innovation indicators 

organised by Tekes in November 2010, the release date of the evaluation of 

the state technical research centre (VTT) in September 2010, and a 

preparation of an application of a new research project to a national R&D 

financier. 
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Analysis of empirical material 
 

Archaeology as a methodological choice differs from the traditional history 
(Foucault 1972, 138). The characteristics for archaeological analysis have 

four principles (Foucault 1972, 138-140). Firstly, archaeology tries to define 

discourses as practices obeying certain rules. Secondly, the problem of 

archaeology is to define discourses in their specificity. Thirdly, archaeology 

defines types of rules for discursive practices that run through individual 

œuvres, sometimes governing them entirely, and dominating them to such 

an extent that nothing eludes them; but which sometimes, too, governs only 

part of it.  Lastly, archaeology does not try to repeat what has been said by 

reaching it in its very identity but it is the systematic description of a 

discourse-object. The analysis is not based on a theory of the knowing 

subject, but rather on a theory of discursive practice (Foucault 1970, xiv). 
Practices are analysed at the level of traces meaning mainly verbal traces 

(Foucault 2000, 262). The aim is to examine the discursive rules through 

which  knowledge  comes  to  be  produced,  encoded,  displayed  (Prior  1997,  

65)  and  transformed.  The  horizon  of  investigation  is  the  description  of  

events emerging as units in discourse (Foucault 1972, 27). One does not 

establish any differences a priori but tries to find how the collection of these 

traces constitutes a sort of domain considered to be homogenous (Foucault 

2000,  262).  Archaeology  does  not  look  for  a  better-hidden  discourse  but  

seeks to analyse the structure of discourse in its own terms (Prior 1997, 77). 

However, like Carabine (2001, 268) describes, “there are no hard and fast 
rules  which  set  out,  step  by  step,  what  a  [Foucauldian]  genealogical  
analysis is”, it also concerns also archaeological analysis. 

The question is, whether one can speak about strict research methods or 

more about an analytical strategy, as Andersen (2003, xiii) has pointed out. 

Prior (1997, 77) sees that it is not easy to translate Foucault’s work into a set 

of methodological precepts that can be followed by empirical researchers. 

However, according to Prior one of the main aims is to investigate things 

but also examine links and connections between objects ‘bearing messages’.  

Andersen  (2003,  xiii)  defines  that  in  this  type  of  research  instead  of  

method, more often a pragmatic examination of certain procedures is used, 

and this is a reason why more mainstream-positivist criticism is raised and 

well justified (Andersen 2003, xiv). Thus, in this study the methodological 
procedures of serial analysis are tightly integrated with the archaeological 

understanding of transformation and change. I utilise in my analytical 

strategy Andersen’s notion that change can be characterised within the 

framework of specific differences. This means that a change must have a 

beginning and an end. Thus, the crucial question in relation to this notion 
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is, whether the reformulation of the objects of innovation in public policy 

and the policy itself can be considered as a change. According to the 

archaeological analysis changes can be identified, if the rules of discourse 

have changed (Foucault 1972, 224-225). On the other hand a 

transformation means that a certain discursive formation is substituted for 

another meaning that a general transformations of relations has occurred, 

and statements are governed by new rules of formation (Foucault 1972, 

173). Thus, in this study the procedures of serial analyses are integrated 

with the analytical strategy offered by the archaeological analysis. What 
Carabine (2001, 276) says about genealogy applies also to archaeology 

meaning that the approach is more about methodology than method. This 

is  the  reason  why  at  the  method  level  I  have  used  the  method  of  serial  

analysis.  

Deleuze (2006, 19) calls the serial analysis used by Foucault as a serial 

method, and describes that it is built up from particular features and 

curves. He argues that only a serial method allows us to construct series 

around a single point and to seek out other series which might prolong this 

point in different directions on the level of other points. He says, that there 

is always a point in space or time when series begin to diverge and become 

redistributed in a new space, and it is at this point that the break takes 
place. Therefore, I see that a decision of a ‘research method’ is more or less 

a well-defined procedure to manage empirical material, and as such its 

usage in any study has to be connected with the epistemological point of 

view applied in a study. Thus, by using the serial method or serial analysis I 

do not claim to produce ‘true’ knowledge about a given object but rather a 

representation of what is assumed to exist, as Prior (1997, 69) points out. 

According to Prior (1997, 70) a representation should not be understand as 

a true and accurate reflection of some aspect of an external world, but as 

something to be explained and accounted for through the discursive rules 

and themes that predominate in a particular socio-historical context. 

In this study serial analysis offered a tool to trace the points at which 
certain types of elements as verbal traces have been admitted into the text 

and others expelled from it (Prior 1997, 69). By examining the rules of new 

and discarded elements it is possible for the researcher to determine how 

the world is ordered and reordered. In short, one can discover how people 

think about things (Prior 1997, 70). 

I carried out the empirical analysis in two phases. In order to trace 

practices I set out research material in series chronologically enabling the 

uncovering of regularities and conditions of phenomena in a new way 

(Foucault 2001). After this chronological ordering I started to trace my 

empirical material in two ways.  
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In the initial phase of the analysis I traced the surfacings of the concept of 

innovation in the selected documentary material according to their sources 

diachronically. This means that I worked out how the concept of innovation 

was conceptualised and what kind of contexts it was connected to. 

Furthermore, I examined the specification level of various 

conceptualisations and the grids of specification, whether there were 

different kinds of innovations, how they were related, divided, contrasted 

etc. I utilized, as my primary source or research material, the reviews of the 

Science and Technology Policy Council, and the government’s programmes 
and strategies. After this tracing I enlarged the analysis through other 

documentary and interview material, and integrated into the analysis the 

synchronic dimension. This means that I analysed the material setting it 

diachronically in the same order, and contrasted and compared the 

material synchronically to each other.  

Secondly, after tracing the surfacings of the concepts of innovation I 

identified discursive dimensions existing in the research material in order 

to capture the group of particular relations constituting the discursive space 

and the discourse of innovations and the policy respectively. These 

discursive dimensions were also identified chronologically in a time series 

covering  the  whole  research  period  in  a  diachronic  way.  From  the  large  
range of empirical material I have used the reviews of the Science and 

Technology Policy Council as a structuring material in the analysis. 

Through the Council’s reviews I identified the discursive dimensions 

opened  in  the  documents  throughout  the  studied  period,  and  then  I  

supplemented this empirical analysis with other research material 

integrating it diachronically and synchronically to the earlier analysis. The 

above identified discursive dimensions served in this supplementary phase 

of analysis as elements to identify essential discursive relations in the 

policy-making. Also in this phase I used chronological serial analysis in 

order to figure out possible changes, appearances, strengthening, 

dispersions and abating. 
In this phase of analysis I analysed documentary material according to the 

essential dimensions which seemed to have certain stability in their 

surfacings, and on the other hand I paid attention to the dimensions which 

emerged as new aspects. Besides discursive dimensions I also traced the key 

organising concepts used. In the beginning of the studied period the 

following dimensions in the material were identified: education, research 

and development, internationalisation, evaluation and innovation research, 

the economy, employment, general societal development, regions, key 

actors, financing, main public measures, other policy fields, and Finland as 

a country. These relations did not disappear in the whole period but most of 
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them received new content. On the other hand new dimensions came into 

view, and I have listed these new discursive dimensions according to their 

initial source. 

 
Table 4. New discursive dimensions identified during the studied period 

New discursive dimensions Documentary material 

Flexibility and working life The review in 1990 

Prerequisites of companies The review in 1990 

Development of the public sector The review in 1990 

Globalisation The review in 1993 

Innovation policy The review in 1996 

Structures  The review in 2006 

 

I used these discursive dimensions identified in the research material in 

order to identify initially the group of particular relations constituting a 

particular discursive formation (Foucault 1972, 163). It also served to 

contextualise the various surfacings and conceptualisations of innovations 

as a part of public policy-making. This phase of the analysis served to 

understand the conditions of a complex group of relations which enabled 
innovation, and later on innovation policy as a positivity to appear. 

After these two types of serial analyses in the first phase I deepened the 

analysis  by  using  other  sources  of  empirical  material  in  order  to  describe  

relevant authorities of delimitation of the object, and possible grids of 

specification. These analyses created the basis for the identification of 

essential rules of formation.  

Based on the analysis of the formation of objects I moved on to the second 

main phase of analysis. Here I analysed possible changes and 

transformations by comparing the results of the first phase analysis along 

the studied period. I paid special attention to the rules of forming objects. 

In this phase I used the two-dimensional heuristic model to capture 
possible changes but at the same time I tried to work out possible static 

elements. I also tried to understand analogies and differences at the level of 

rules of formation, whether different discursive elements were formed on 

the basis of similar rules, to what extent certain rules applied or not in the 

same  way,  whether  they  followed  the  same  model  in  different  types  of  

discourse, whether different concepts occupied a similar position, whether 

single notions covered distinct elements and whether relations of 

subordination or complementarity were established (Foucault 1972, 160-

161). This comparative phase of analysis enabled the identification of a 

particular type of policy knowledge used in policy-making, and possible 

differences in it. Based on these analyses distinctive phases in relation to 
the formation of innovation in public policy-making were possible to 
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identify. Through these two phases of empirical analysis I identified periods 

of different types of innovation policy discourse constituting three types of 

innovation policy during the studied period. Very characteristic was the 

expansion of ‘the innovation policy discourse’. On the other hand through 

the serial analysis of discursive dimensions another type of process seemed 

to have occurred having diverging characteristics at the horizontal level of 

discourse and in relation to the vertical dimension. The results of this part 

of analysis are described in Chapter 7 of this report. Furthermore, I utilised 

Foucault’s (1972, 186-187) notion of different thresholds to analyse current 
policy.  

As Deleuze (2006, 20) points out, in the archaeological analysis one must 

pursue different series, travel along different elements, and cross all 

thresholds. In the archaeological analysis one must form a transversal or 

mobile diagonal line along which the analyst must move instead of simply 

displaying phenomena or statements in their vertical or horizontal 

dimensions. Thus, the empirical analysis in two main phases, as described 

above, served as various stages in my serial analysis. In the second phase I 

followed the series horizontally across policy fields and vertically focusing 

mainly on the national and the supranational levels. 

 
Description of the research process  

 

This study was carried out between 2008 and 2010. Originally, my interest 

was in the recent decade and in the analysis of changes in Finnish 

innovation policy. However, during the interviews several interviewees 
found it impossible to concentrate on the 2000s, and they saw the studied 

phenomenon in a wider perspective. Therefore I expanded the timeframe of 

the  study  and  began  to  look  at  the  studied  phenomenon  from  when  the  

concept of innovation was starting to be used in Finnish policy-making. I 

made this choice when I turned finally to the archaeological analysis of the 

research material. 

In the beginning I was conceptually and analytically interested in the role 

of ideas and discourse in explaining institutional change7. However, when I 

gathered empirical material through interviews and policy documents, it 

started to be quite difficult to separate different ‘ideas’ from each other, 

while at the same time they seemed to be interlinked in a way, which made 
it almost impossible to separate clear lines between various ideas 

influencing policy-making. One of the interviewees, who has had a long 

                                                        
7 The  theoretical  background  of  this  type  of  analysis  of  transformation  is  in  

discursive institutionalism (see e.g. Schmidt, Vivien. (2008). “Discursive 
Institutionalism: The Explanatory Power of Ideas and Discourse,” Annual Review 
of Political Science, 11: 303–26). 
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career in various positions related to innovation policy-making, explained 

how policy nowadays is more like “a smelting pot” of various ‘ideas’ than a 

homogenous policy-making field converting certain policy ideas. Another 

interviewee described policy construction as a collective discussion process 

where no ideas or partners are explicitly set aside but at the same time 

nobody pays any attention. On the other hand, reading research literature 

on policy research and the various theoretical conceptualisations of 

discourse led me to question the theoretical foundations of different 

approaches in discourse analyses. The concept of discourse, used in 
discursive institutionalism, seemed to be too restricted in order to capture, 

not only the repetitive, interactive and communicative nature of discourse, 

but also the various practices involved in it. During the research process, in 

the phase of empirical analysis, it started to be more apparent that even the 

same discursive mechanisms did not always produce the ‘same’ result. 

Therefore,  there  had  to  be  some  other  aspects  taking  place  in  the  policy-

making process other than ‘good argumentation’, as pointed out by 

discursive institutionalists (see e.g. Schmidt 2008).   

These various empirical observations influenced by research literature, 

especially by Flyvberg’s (1998) analysis between Habermasian and 

Foucauldian understanding of political will formation, led me to turn from 
the usage of discursive institutionalism towards the archaeological 

approach in the analysis of transformation and change. However, when 

using a Foucauldian approach in policy analysis, it seems to be more 

common to apply the genealogical version of Foucault than the 

archaeological approach. Andersen (2003, 17) argues, like many other 

scholars (eg. Howarth 2000; Alhanen 2007; Oksala 2008), that 

genealogical analysis cannot be separated from archaeological one. 

Andersen (2003, 17) claims that it is impossible to conduct a knowledge-

archaeological examination without combining it with a genealogical 

approach. Foucault conducted empirical analysis in History of Madness 

(1961), Madness and Civilization (1965), The Birth of the Clinic (1963), The 
Order of Things (1966), where he developed the method of archaeological 

analysis, before he wrote the synthesis of archaeological approach The 
Archaeology of Knowledge (1969). The usage of the genealogical approach 

is very common in Foucauldian oriented research. There are a few studies 

which have used the archaeological method as an analysis strategy. For 

instance, the work of Said, Orientalism (1978), has already been mentioned 

as a case example (Howarth 2000, 68-71). However, Said did not explicitly 

and transparently apply the approach, which I employ in this study. 

However, as previously mentioned, I apply the approach towards the 

analysis of policy knowledge. 
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As the genealogical approach in policy analysis is more common, various 

types of applications of the approach have become available. Hewitt (2009) 

has identified three distinctive approaches in how Foucauldian discourse 

analysis has been used. The first approach is to draw on concepts of 

discourse and power because they are useful in illuminating the research 

topic and material under study, rather than applying any specific discourse 

analysis method. The second methodological approach can be described as 

the most closely related to Foucault’s own tools of genealogy. Flyvbjerg’s 

(1998) study of urban transport planning in Aarlborg is an example. The 
third approach to Foucauldian discourse analysis using the tools of 

genealogy, of structuring research activity, provides some means of 

surmounting the obstacles of time and scale. Hajer (1995) and Dryzek 

(1997) have proposed analytical tools, an initial framework of discourses, 

and devices to structure the result, which assist with managing the analysis 

and containing the research exercise. 

In this respect, as I use the archaeological approach, this study is an 

exception to other case studies in the field of policy analysis. I use this 

approach as a conceptual and methodological process in order to 

understand and analyse policy change. According to my understanding not 

much attention has been paid to the elements of archaeological analysis 
which are related to the analysis of transformation and change. Many 

scholars, like Deleuze (2006), Howarth (2000), Andersen (2003), Oksala 

(2008), have described and discussed the various concepts, such as 

knowledge, discourse, practices, objects, subjects, statements, of the 

archaeological approach but much less attention has been paid to the 

archaeological description of change. Without setting in the front line the 

analysis of power relations, this study highlights the issues of knowledge 

and policy practices and their intertwining in policy-making processes in 

order to understand and analyse change. 

Thus, during the research process I reoriented my conceptual and 

methodological orientation towards my empirical research object. After the 
reorientation the chronological ordering of the empirical material and its 

serial analysis made the research object ‘manageable’. Especially the 

method of serial analysis of the formation of innovation in public policy 

discourse helped to identify turning phases and periods. As well as this the 

analysis of the formation of an object in close connection to the defining 

discourse made understandable seemingly long periods of transformation 

phases. The archaeological approach in understanding transformations and 

changes assists in acknowledging factors which play a central role in change 

and transformation processes, even in intended ones. 
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The application of archaeological analysis in this study differs from the 

empirical investigations of Foucault, as I do not study a specific 

phenomenon  in  the  whole  of  society  during  a  defined  time  frame.  I  have  

restricted my empirical analysis to public policy-making, and I have 

attempted to find an applicable way to use the selected research approach 

taking into account the questions of time and scale. 

 
Validity of the study 

 

In qualitative research the question of validity of empirical results is related 

to the question of their credibility, plausibility and trustworthiness (see e.g. 

Lincoln & Guba 1985; Angen 2000; Whittemore et al. 2001; Thayer-Bacon 

2003; Koro-Ljungberg 2008). As Lincoln and Guba (1985) state, in 

qualitative research there can be no validity without reliability and 
demonstrating validity is sufficient to establish reliability. Also, Patton 

(2001) argues that in qualitative research reliability is a consequence of the 

validity in a study.8 Thus,  the  validity  claims  of  a  qualitative  study  are  

tightly interlinked with its reliability.  

Since the question of validity of empirical findings goes back to the 

question of the ontological status of the research, the validity claims cannot 

be treated without this understanding. Based on this starting point the 

assumptions of validity are linked to theory, epistemology, technique, and 

the ways in which research interacts with practice (Koro-Ljungberg 2008, 

984), and also to the ontological status of the used theory or analytical 

approach (Whittemore et al. 2001).  
Since Foucault did not study the conditions of acceptability for true 

interpretations on the level of the discursive rules of formation (Oksala 

2010, 451), my standpoints are grounded in Oksala’s (2010) interpretation 

of the ontological status of Foucault’s archaeology and Honneth’s (1991) 

characterization of archaeology methodologically as ‘ethnology’9. According 

to my interpretation, this means in this study that the empirical results are 

representations or acceptable interpretations of a particular and singular 

reality, and their validity can pass or achieve, at least, temporary alliance 

and agreements, and truths that satisfy the existing construction of the 

archive. Since Foucault (1972, 6-7) defined that according to archaeology 

                                                        
8 The different meanings of the concepts of validity and reliability in quantitative 

and qualitative research have been discussed in various studies (see e.g. Golafshani 
2003; Koro-Ljungberg 2008). 

9 Honneth’s (1991,  148) interpretation of the ontological  status of archaeology is 
different from Oksala’s interpretation. Honneth sees that archaeology “has silently 
acquired the form of a semiological ontology”. According to my understanding with 
this  interpretation  he  rejects  the  role  of  practices  in  the  formation  of  discursive  
systems, and thus knowledge. 
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history defines itself within the documentary material as unities, totalities, 

series, and relations, methodologically this means that I have expanded this 

‘documentary’ material to cover also interviews and observations and in the 

various serial analyses, as described earlier, the whole material is used to 

construct empirical findings. Furthermore, since one should “read 

everything and study everything” (Foucault 2000, 263) having at one’s 

hand the general archive of a period at a given moment with regard to the 

investigated direction of knowledge, supports the implicit notion that if the 

documentary material is expanded a new interpretation can be made.  In 
this sense the validity of research results are discursive, limited and based 

on a particular argumentation structure (Koro-Ljungberg 2008, 984; 

Brinberg & McGrath 1985; Maxwell 1992).  

Based on that understanding of validity the truthfulness of findings is 

determined through a validation process. Validation means a process 

through which trustworthiness of observations and interpretations are 

evaluated (Mishler 1990), and it refers to the connection between the 

findings and reality (Koro-Ljungberg 2008, 986). One validation criterion 

is related to the richness of archives, used here as empirical material (see 

also Cho & Trent’s 2006). In the validation process the role of peer reviews 

(Lincoln  and  Guba  1985)  during  the  research  process  can  be  used.  This  
study was presented and discussed during the research process in academic 

workshops and seminars nationally10 and internationally11. Furthermore, a 

wholesale member check was conducted at the end of the writing process. 

The manuscript of the dissertation was given to three of the interviewed 

policy-makers12, and their comments were utilized when the report was 

finalised. 

When it comes to observer effects in research using ethnographic methods 

(LeCompte  &  Goetz  1982),  the  issue  is  closely  related  to  my  role  as  a  

researcher of the studied phenomena. I have had a prolonged engagement 

in relation to the studied phenomena13.  At the same time, while prolonged 

engagement can be viewed as a necessary condition for thick descriptions 
(see  Cho  &  Trent  2006,  329),  or  when  it  is  important  in  ethnographic  

                                                        
10 Seminars and tutorials at the Aalto University in May 2009, twice in May 2010, 

in  February  2010,  in  December  2010,  at  a  national  conference  of  science  and  
technology  policy  studies  in  March  2009.  Seminar  at  the  University  of  Turku  in  
February 2010, and at a seminar organised by the University of Jyväskylä in March 
2010. 

11 At a PhD course at the Roskilde University, Denmark in November 2009, and at 
the 8th Globelics conference in Kuala Lumpur, Malaysia. 

12 The possibility was given to five of the interviewees. Three of them replied 
positively, one denied, and one did not answer the request. 

13 During the 1990s I worked at two Finnish universities, at the turn of the decade 
I worked in a regional development company carrying out innovation policy tools 
in  the  Helsinki  Metropolitan  Area,  and  during  the  2000s  before  my  study  and  
during it I worked as a consultant in the field. 
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research (LeComte & Goetz 1982; 47), this advantage to understand the 

studied phenomenon can also turn against itself. By applying LeComte’s 

and Goetz’s (1982, 47) notions I see that the researcher has to demonstrate 

that the used theoretical and analytical categories are meaningful in terms 

of the studied phenomenon reflecting the way participants experience 

reality, being actually supported by the data, and being grounded on and 

congruent with actual empirical material. The conceptual background has 

directed how I have focused on different aspects of it (LeComte & Goetz 

1982, 47). But instead of arguing that these create analytical biases I claim 
that the validity of empirical findings has to be demonstrated in relation to 

the various theoretical and analytical underpinnings of the study and 

through  a  validation  process.  What  is  required  from  the  researcher  is  to  

describe how the study was conducted. 

One essential aspect of this study regarding validity is the selection of 

research material, especially concerning documentary material and 

interviewees. I have focused primarily on various types of policy documents 

at the national and the supranational levels, and I have interviewed people 

who have been closely related to national policy-making processes or have 

been quite aware of them. The selection of empirical material is made in 

relation to the relevance of a specific research interest (LeCompte & Goetz 
1982, 49). For instance particular citizens or inventors have not been 

interviewed, or strategy and R&D documents of various types of 

organisations have not been analysed. The expansion of empirical material 

might have affected the empirical findings, as discussed above, but at the 

same time they might have indicated new insights even in relation to the 

research interest and the selection of a theoretical approach. On the other 

hand I see that in this regard for instance a critical ontological status would 

have led to a different selection of empirical material.  
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PART II 
3 The emergence of the concept of 
innovation in public policy 

Economic growth, net exports and employment 
 

The emergence of the concept of innovation in Finnish public policy cannot 

be understood without its placement in relation to research, applied 

technical research and product development, and the government’s aim to 
develop Finnish society and the economy by enhancing the technological 

progress of Finnish industry. During the 1980s Finnish industries were 

seen lacking behind Western Countries, and in the early 1980s there were 

efforts to build a position and status of technology and technical research in 

Finland which could correspond with situations in Western countries14. In 

the early 1980s a technology committee15 was established by the 

government. The committee prepared a decision in principle of technology 

policy,  and the decision of  it  was  given by the government  in  1982.  These 

aspects can be seen as part of essential relations in the policy discourse to 

allow the concept of innovation to exist. 

When the concept of innovation emerged in public policy, a particular 
techno-economic discursive space created the foundations, where the 

meaning giving for the concept started to occur. In order to describe this 

starting space I explicate in this section how the concept of innovation was 

formulated in discourse, and what kind of status it initially gained. 

Furthermore, I describe the anchors of the formulation meaning the 

relevant authorities making innovation nameable. Besides describing the 

formation of innovation in public policy I relate the analysis to a certain 

identifiable discourse having its own rules and practices defining the corpus 

of knowledge used in policy-making. Finally, I come back to the essential 

relations adopted in discourse in order to make innovation nameable and 

describable. The description, given in this section, forms the basis for 

                                                        
14 For earlier decades see e.g. Lemola (2002) and Murto et al. (2007). 
15 The committee was led by Professor Martti Kaila who was at that time professor 

of industrial economics at the Helsinki University of Technology. 
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further  analysis  in  the  study,  where  the  notion  of  change  becomes  more  

apparent. 

As Foucault (1998, 304) writes, it is never possible to find the irruption of 

a genuine event in the order of a discourse. Beyond every apparent 

beginning, there is always a secret origin, which can never be entirely 

recaptured in itself. In the empirical case of this study the 1980s was a 

decade, when the concept of innovation started to surface recognisably in 

Finnish public policy-making16.  

The following quotation taken from an interview of a civil servant, who 
has had a long career in the industrial and technology administration since 

the late 1970s, describes the situation of the emerging conception of 

innovation in the 1980s quite well. 

 
At  the  turn  of  the  decades  during  the  1980s  and  the  1990s  I  was  in  couple  of  

working groups, as was Martti Kaila, and he defined in many meetings the words 

of  innovation  and  invention.  He  is  an  expert  in  classical  philology.  From  that  

basis  he  explained  that  they  are  two  different  things,  and  also  in  English  and  

German philology these words are understood differently. […] This concept [of 

innovation], it developed in this semantic sense at the turn of the ‘90s. And at the 

end of the decade there was lots of discussion about innovations, and innovation 

policy bit  by bit.  Now it  has been increasing during the last decade, and the last 

point was the event, when the name of the Science and Technology Policy Council 

was changed to be Research and Innovation Council.  In that sense it  is  a formal 

concept. [Civil servant, Tekes] 

 

The first and former general director of the national technology agency, 

Tekes17,  declared  that  during  the  1980s  “we had to work for innovations 
but we did not know the name for it”. In the same way the earlier cited civil 

servant described that even without the concept of innovation the 

exploitation aspects were inherently present at the discussion of science, 

technology, and their exploitation. 

 
The  term  innovation  started  to  be  used  in  the  early  1990s.  Before  that  it  was  

spoken  about  as  science  and  technology,  and  about  their  exploitation.  In  that  

sense innovation was conceptually present at that time. [Civil servant, Tekes] 

                                                        
16 Etymologically innovation comes from the Latin innovationem, noun of action 

from innovare (The Oxford English Dictionary). The Etymology Dictionary explains 
innovare  as  dating  back  to  1540  and  stemming  from  the  Latin  innovatus,  pp.  of  
innovare "to renew or change," from in- "into" + novus "new".  

17 Nowadays the national agency for technology and innovation. Tekes was 
established in 1983. It is a public organisation to grant state subsidies for ‘research 
and  innovation’.  Administratively  it  is  placed  under  the  Ministry  of  Employment  
and the Economy, which was during the 1980s until the end of 2007 the Ministry of 
Trade and Industry. 
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Thus, the conceptualisation of innovation did not make something new 

emerge, but started a reference point for a certain discursive formation. As 

Foucault (1972, 46-48) lets us understand, the main point is not to discover 

when the word was first used, to define certain objects without reference to 

the ground, the foundations of things, but relating them to the body of rules 

that enable them to form as objects of a discourse and thus constitute the 

conditions of their historical appearance. 

The separation of inventions and innovations and the integration of 

innovation with exploitation aspects seemed to be characteristic of the 
formulation of innovation to be nameable and describable. Furthermore, 

innovation also seemed to serve as the distinction in relation to its 

background. It was essential that exploitation focused on the results of 

science and technology. Innovation can be seen as a channel to make 

something exploitable from science and technology. However, further 

analysis of the discursive formation behind the concept shows that not all 

type of exploitation was recognised to be eligible. In archaeological analysis 

the question is not only what is said in particular discourse but also what is 

not said in it (Andersen 2003, 13).  

In terms of exploitation the concept of innovation is referred in this 

specific discourse to the economy calculated as gross domestic product 
(GDP),  and  especially  to  the  foreign  trade  part  of  it.  As  a  small  country  

(STPC 1987) with restricted resources and with a small domestic market the 

role of exports contributing to the overall growth of the economy was 

conceived as a crucial factor. Thus, investing in innovations could guarantee 

an ability to operate in international markets. 

 
The  GDP  of  Finland  is  based  highly  on  foreign  trade  and  exports,  therefore,  

investments in innovations, research and development and competitiveness are 

needed continuously. [STPC 1987, 7] 

 

The understanding of GDP as a conceptual and measuring tool to describe a 

national economy has been prevailing generally. Although its theoretical 
foundations as an indicator to describe accurately the economy and its 

situation have been denied by economists, especially during this decade, its 

usage more or less as an administrative practice and as an argumentation 

foundation in policy-making is still prevailing18.  

                                                        
18 There are various opinions amongst scholars concerning the background and 

historical roots of the formation of GDP as a tool to account national economies. 
Vanoli  (2005,  3)  argues  that  the  accounting  system  of  national  economies  dates  
back  to  the  late  17th  century,  when  considerable  efforts  were  made  to  define  a  
meaningful concept and a measurement tool for national income. Quite often as a 
starting  point  for  today’s  measurement  and accounting  system the  request  of  the  
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GDP’s significance in terms of public policy fostering innovations reveals 

itself in two ways. First of all, describing a state of national economy and its 

fluctuations, and secondly, being a point of comparison showing how much 

in any country the public and the private sector invest in research and 

development. The international comparisons between countries as 

percentage value of GDP in research and development produced by the 

OECD created a ‘standard’ against which separate countries could compare 

their assets in ‘the technological competitive position in relation to other 

countries’ (citation from the STPC 1987, 43). In Finland since the 1960s the 
science administration started to count private and public investments in 

research and development and compared them with other countries (Pohls 

2005). This new practice of the science and technology administration 

came through the OECD. This accounting practice was more deeply 

institutionalised in the country, when the Statistics Finland started ‘official’ 

statistics of R&D investments in 1971. 

In order to ensure sufficient resources for R&D based on international 

comparisons, one of the main roles of the national Science and Technology 

Policy Council19 has been to argue for public financing for research, 

development and innovations. This has been an essential task of the 

                                                                                                                                             
U.S. Congress to a young economist, Simon Kuznets, to develop measurement 
methods  of  national  income  is  mentioned  (Krugman  et  al.  2008).  The  reason  of  
political actors to follow the development of the national economy in the 1930s 
related to the recession in the U.S. economy. The first calculations of Kuznets were 
presented the Congress in 1937. Vanoli (2005, 16) sees that during the 1930s there 
were many other scholars who aimed to create theoretical frameworks for national 
accounting. As Vanoli (2005, 4) points out, the efforts of certain scholars, like Petty 
in the early 1660s, to describe topics of society quantitatively can be seen 
attempting to understand society in quantitative terms. However, without the 
efforts of the German school of cameralist statistics, there would not be ‘statistics’ 
in the sense, as we understand it today (Vanoli 2005, 4). 

After  the  Second  World  War  there  have  been  a  lot  of  international  efforts,  for  
instance  in  the  UN,  to  develop  relevant  indicators  and  measuring  methods  to  
measure GDP (Bros 1992, 4). While the theoretical backgrounds of measuring GDP 
have remained, being grounded in the macroeconomic theories of Keynes and 
Stone (Pohjola 2007, 1), the measuring tools have since been developed very 
extensively (Bureau of Economic Analysis 2000, Vanoli 2005). While the aggregate 
demand based approach to count national income has dominated (Krugman et al. 
2008, 584-587; Vanoli 2005, 15), in terms of an open small economy one of the 
optimisation problems in terms of the  economy has been to enhance net exports. 

Although economists no longer develop macro theories based on data of national 
economies,  they  do  revise  national  accounting  information  for  the  needs  of  
developing  theories  (Pohjola  2007,  1).  The  practice  of  measuring  national  
economies and their fluctuations based on GDP is still very deeply embedded and a 
widely used tool in many social systems and institutions, such as a part of national 
policy-making, EU economic policy, and in financial institutions and markets. 

19 The Council can be characterised as a corporatist advice giving agency 
operating under the government. When the science administration was 
strengthened  in  Finland  during  the  1960s  the  Science  Policy  Council  was  
established. The Science and Technology Policy council replaced the earlier Council 
in 1987. The name of the Council was changed to the Research and Innovation 
Council in 2009. 
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Council for decades. Between times, the role of the Ministry of Finance, and 

more precisely the minister as a member of the Council has been to restrain 

himself from the financial recommendations given by the Council either by 

writing a letter to the Council (Murto et al. 2007), or not attending the 

meetings  (Edquist  et  al.  2009).  The  reason  for  this  practice,  applied  by  

various ministries of finance, has been to maintain an independent status in 

state budget negotiations. Since the ministers one after another have 

continued this practice it seems to be more like an administrative practice 

of the Ministry of Finance whose carriers the ministries in various 
governments are. 

 
The Ministry of Finance wants to preserve a free hand until the formation of the 

state budget. Also in the sector [of innovation policy]. [Civil servant, The Ministry 

of Finance] 

 

Thus, without investments, innovations were not seen to be able to achieve, 

or at least such an undertaking was not possible. The struggle over 

providing sufficient public investment for research, technology and 

innovations characterised the relationship between the Science and 

Technology Policy Council and the Ministry of Finance. The argument was 

about who could be allowed to make these decisions. I will turn back to this 
question in Chapter 8. This specific policy practice has had a meaning 

giving function for this specific policy, and its position in the state 

administration. 

During the 1980s these investments were required for the technical 

research system, as the development of the economy was seen to be 

dependent on that system and its efficient functioning (STPC 1987), and 

innovations were based on basic technologies, like electronics, data 

processing, bio technology and new materials etc. (STPC 1987, 33).  As the 

Council defined (1987), the level of technology and the quality of products is 

an ever increasing competitive factor.  

Furthermore,  in  the late  1980s innovations were seen to  be  produced by 
companies in Finland. This was defined especially in terms of their capacity 

to produce new innovations meaning possibilities to exploit opportunities 

of developing technology (STPC 1987, 44). Companies, relevant in terms of 

technological development, represented manufacturing business (STPC 

1987) and innovations were industrial ones (STPC 1987, 28). Although the 

relevance of small and medium sized enterprises (SME) was recognised as 

being flexible enough to develop and experiment with new products and 

technologies (STPC 1987), the large industrials were especially relevant as 

producers of innovations. The Council saw them as being able to operate in 
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international markets. Also, at that time the government’s programme 

emphasised the role of industry.  

One of government’s main concerns in the late 1980s was to resolve the 

unemployment  problem  in  the  country.  The  solution  given  in  the  

government’s programme (1987) to create new workplaces was linked with 

the increasing competitiveness of international companies, and as a result 

technological progress started to gain more emphasis when compared to 

foreign exchange policy tools, like the devaluation of the finnmark. As a 

framework  condition  in  the  1980s  these  policy  aims  can  be  seen  to  be  
integrated with the starting deregulation of financial markets, which 

influenced for instance the tasks of the Bank of Finland in the end of 1980s. 

The Bank renounced financing the ‘important’ private industrial sectors 

and sold industry plants which it used to own (Särkikoski 2007, 270). In 

general the government’s concern to improve the competitiveness of 

Finnish industry was not new. This aim was now starting to integrate with 

other types of policy measures, and the state aid targeted for technological 

development opened a new way for the government to settle the 

competitiveness issue.  

The essential authority defining the rules of public policy discourse 

derived from economic theories coming from various schools of economic 
theories. Technical progress was a widely accepted factor in modern growth 

theories. In the neo-classical school their model was an extension to the 

1946 Harrod–Domar one that included a new term: productivity growth. 

Important contributions to the model came from the work done by Robert 

Solow in 1956, and later on Solow and T.W. Swan developed a relatively 

simple growth model which fitted available data on US economic growth 

(Solow  1957).  Another  type  of  theoretical  argumentation  of  the  role  of  

technical progress is presented in evolutionary economics (Nelson & Winter 

1982). They based their model on the works of well-known ‘innovation 

theorists’ Joseph Schumpeter (1939, 1943), and Herbert Simon (e.g. 1955, 

1959, 1965), who investigated human and organisational behaviour. 
Evolutionary economics, especially, later had special significance, when the 

approaches  of  innovation systems were defined (e.g.  Freeman 1987,  1995;  

Edquist 1997; Lundvall 1992) in a close connection to the OECD, and also in 

relation to the rise of Japan as a technologically developed country.   

Thus, economic theories recognising the importance of technological 

progress in the growth of economies was one of the main authors defining 

the boundaries of innovation. In the late 1960s these rules were already 

integrated into Finnish policy-making, when the government started to 

subsidise applied technical research and product development. 

Technological progress was defined strictly as technical. At this time, larger 
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industrial companies, in particular, had demanded financial resources from 

the government for industrial activities and for industrial R&D (Murto et al. 

2007). 

Not all industries were ‘equal’ to each other. These rules affecting the 

accepted formulation of innovations during the 1970s and 1980s became 

apparent, for instance, in discussions between the technology 

administration and various fields of industry.  

 
I have to say that there was one situation where a  high level representative of the 

wood  processing  industry  said  that  these  resources  (of  Tekes)  should  be  

distributed according to the same proportions as the share of various industrial 

fields of the gross domestic product of Finland. I  have to say that there was one 

courageous  man  from  the  Ministry  of  Trade  and  Industry  who  said  [...]  that  in  

that case the situation would remain the same. Resources have to be distributed 

to targets where it is thought growth exists. These are the targets to obtain money. 

[Expert] 

 

The position of technical sciences in the national research 
system 

 

When defining the concept of innovation in the late 1980s, the whole 

science and technology base of the country was not relevant, however the 
technological part was especially so. Thus, the question was to what, and by 

whom, was the overall public investment in R&D targeted in the research 

system. This became apparent especially concerning the question of the 

position of technical sciences and their development in the country. This 

question between industry, technology policy administration, and technical 

scientists on the one hand, and science administration on the other hand 

had caused conflicts concerning the co-ordination of technical sciences 

including applied technical research and product development  over 

decades. The struggle over meaning was focused on the question of the role 

of science in society. 

When the committee of technical sciences was established in the 
reformation of state scientific committees in 1960, the question of its 

administration had already arisen. The collegial body of a technical 

university proposed to locate this committee under the Ministry of Trade 

and Industry, and a government bill was prepared according to this 

proposal  but  the  final  decision  of  the  act,  based  on  the  proposal  of  the  

Committee for Education and Culture, and being affected by the Ministry of 

Education, placed the committee under the Ministry of Education. 

Criticisms, expressed by representatives of technical sciences and industry, 

concerning the administration of technical sciences surfaced throughout 
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the next decades. The committee was seen to be dominated too much by 

researchers (Murto et al. 2007). 

The representatives of technical sciences and industry required that ‘the 

technical research system’, starting from basic technical research until 

industrial product development should be developed as a whole entity. 

They  saw  that  the  proper  use  of  resources  in  R&D  was  hindered  by  the  

separated  administrative  bodies  either  operating  more  in  the  field  of  

science,  or  in  the  field  of  technology.  According  to  them  the  problem  was  

that the earlier Science Policy Council was more dominated by ‘scientists’, 
and therefore, there was not an accurate basis to develop the technical 

research system from the point of view of industrial needs (Murto et al. 

2007). 

Besides this administration issue there was the question about various 

policy-making practices and knowledge bases in policy-making. In the field 

of science policy the policy-making practices were different from the 

technology policy-making practices. In the latter the tight cooperation 

between the government and the industry was characteristic, whereas in the 

field of science policy the role of the Ministry of Education was strong, and 

its cooperation with universities, research institutions and researchers was 

firm in science policy issues. Characteristic for the formulation of public 
technology policy guidelines had been the models and practices already 

used earlier in industrial policy making. Thus, from the late 1960s various 

committees (e.g. KTM-68, YTK, technology) established by the government 

consisting of representatives of interest groups, industry and civil servants, 

as well as formal and informal meetings (e.g. Korpilampi seminar in 1977) 

between industry, academia, interest groups, politicians and civil servants 

was considered to be the way to define industrial and technology policy 

guidelines and measures. During the 1980s besides the technological 

orientation the socio-economic aspects of technological change were also 

recognised. In this respect amongst other OECD-related reports the OECD 

Sundqvist  Report  in  1988  (OECD)  was  relevant.  The  report  argued  that  
traditional approaches to the relevant policies had been too narrow and 

neglected the interdependence of technical, economic and social change 

(see also Hauknes and Wicken 2003). 

The technological orientation emphasised the role of research and 

development activities in terms of economic growth and technological 

progress. The role of the Ministry of Education, emphasising basic research, 

the role of higher education institutions and their interests, was seen to be 

an obstacle in the development considered to be relevant in ensuring the 

competitiveness  of  the  Finnish  economy  from  the  point  of  view  of  

technological progress. The technology policy orientation towards science 
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and research represented the relevance and benefit aspects (STPC 1987, 11), 

whereas the science policy orientation emphasised the autonomy of the 

science community and the role of science as a basic condition for the 

existence of a nation, as a source of culture and the whole construction of a 

society (STPC 1987, 7, 9). 

The new institutional set-up, when the Science Policy Council was 

renamed as the Science and Technology Policy Council in 1987, signified a 

certain type of victory of the techno-economically oriented approach in 

public policy-making in the fields of science and technology. It 
institutionalised a collaborative policy-making practice between science and 

technology policies in the Finnish context in the late 1980s, and thus, in 

part enabled policy-makers to speak about science and technology policy as 

a policy field. According to one of interviewees the co-ordination question 

of technology policy in Finland was discussed by the technology policy 

committee  established  by  the  government  in  the  mid-1980s.  It  gave  a  

communication of technology policy to the Finnish Parliament in 1985. The 

committee negotiated a solution between various parties, including 

representatives of various ministries, which gave the co-ordination task to 

the existing Science Policy Council. The representative of the Ministry of 

Trade and Industry required in the committee that the national co-
ordination function should have been given to the Ministry of Trade and 

Industry, but the rest of the committee saw that no new body was required 

for  this  task,  and  the  reshaping  of  the  role  of  the  exisiting  Science  Policy  

Council was a sufficient solution. This in part led to the expansion of 

Council’s tasks, and required new institutional arrangements. 

Bringing technology policy close to science policy caused a threat to the 

academic community and to the science administration. Professor Erik 

Allardt (1987, 10) defined the threat by questioning the role of science as a 

social commodity, where research practices would be defined outside of the 

scientific community thus narrowing ‘the autonomous’ role of the 

community. This question was also discussed in the field of the theory of 
science and research. At that time Aant Elzinga (1985) created the concept 

of epistemic drift. 

Mainly due to ideological reasons this co-ordination problem within the 

science and technology administration remained unresolved during the 

1970s. After the dampening of the radical leftist movement the political 

situation between various parties changed, and the ‘dirty’ contract research 

serving the technological progress of industries, as defined amongst the 

leftists, did not turn out to be a problem between the parties in power 

during the 1980s. (Murto et al. 2007; Pohls 2005) These societal changes 
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enabled, in part, the Science Policy Council to be replaced by the Science 

and Technology Policy Council. 

Now the ‘national’ research system could be better developed as a 

consistent entity from the point of view of both technical sciences and 

manufacturing industry. However, since the Council represented, as a 

coordinator body, both the science orientation into policy-making and the 

technology orientation, this balancing role came out in the Council’s review 

in various ways (1987). In terms of financing issues the balanced 

development between basic and applied research was emphasised being 
named ‘a healthy system’, as well as noting the fear in higher education 

institutions concerning possibilities of basic research, and seeing that 

humanities and social sciences in higher education institutions were at 

peril. The financing of R&D and its increases emphasised applied technical 

research and product development. In its financing recommendations, the 

Council  (STPC  1987,  51)  emphasised  the  increases  in  the  field  of  the  

technology administration, which the Ministry of Trade and Industry was 

responsible for, with respect to the science financing, which the Ministry of 

Education was in charge. The difference was 15 % between the sectors 

favouring technological applied research and product development. 

On the other hand the new Science and Technology Policy Council (STPC 
1987) paid attention to policy-making practices, and required that research 

for policy-making, especially science and technology studies, were needed 

besides committees, working groups, statistics and indicators. This view 

reflects ‘the evidence-based approach of policy-making’ which further 

strengthened as a policy practice in the following decades. Kantola (2010, 

101-104, 118) has seen that using research indicators and measurement as 

grounds  for  policy-making,  defines  policy  to  be  ‘a  matter  of  experts’20. In 

the late 1980s national science and technology studies were not organised 

as a ‘discipline’ in any university or research institution. One could argue 

that the OECD had a significant role through its national reviews, in which 

it used the conceptual models and approaches co-created with social 
scientists. National policy-makers participated at the Ministerial Meeting 

on Science and Technology, which has been held approximately every other 

year since 1963 (Lemola 2002), and at other working groups, and utilised 

national reviews prepared by the OECD. In the mid-1980s, when the OECD 

made a national review of Finnish national science and technology policy, 

the review also provided information into national policy-making.  
 

                                                        
20 The research of governmentality itself emphasizes the role of knowledge and 

techniques of governmentality in the political governance (Kantola 2010, 101). The 
research approach has expanded since the 1990s, and well-known scholars in the 
field besides Foucault, are, amongst others, Miller, Rose, and Dean. 
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The OECD started to make a national review of Finnish science and technology 

policy in 1984. And I see that it  had screamingly great significance. [...]  We had 

the  Science  Policy  Council  until  1987.  Then it  was  changed so  that  we  have  the  

Science and Technology Policy Council. [Civil servant, The Ministry of 

Employment and the Economy] 

 

 

Finland’s position amongst Western European countries 
 

In terms of fostering international cooperation in technology in the late 

1980s the Finnish state made numerous contracts with large-scale research 

and technology infrastructure projects in Europe. These included, for 

example, the cooperation with the CERN, and ESA research programmes of 

the EC, the COST cooperation and EUREKA. Also, these arrangements were 
technology-oriented, and their aim can be seen not only to open doors to 

international research and development (STPC 1987), but also to 

strengthen the position and the integration of Finland into Western Europe. 

The task was not easy, as during the mid-1980s the credibility of Finland in 

international collaborations in the field of international science and 

technology was questioned due to ‘the contract’, meaning the contract of 

friendship, collaboration and mutual assistance (FCMA) made in 1948 

between Finland and the Soviet Union. The contract still played a role 

internationally during the 1980s. In this regard the geopolitical situation 

was quite apparent especially in the fields of international technological 

cooperation and trade. 
 

We sat there, and I said that we have tried to get a membership in the European 

Space  Agency,  and  he  was  the  highest  civil  servant  from  the  ESA,  who  was  

responsible  for  Ireland.  I  said  that  we  applied  for  [...]  then  he  became  

embarrassed  suddenly.  Then he  said  that  yes  but  you  have  the  contract.  Then I  

thought  [...]  he  means  the  ‘FCMA’  contract.  Then  I  explained  that  all  Finnish  

industry is based on, or the main part of it is based on western exports, and all of 

it is under control. The U.S. controlled Finnish exports all the time, and Finland 

had very clean paper. [...] We started then [in the 1980s] as an unknown country 

in the field of technology [at the international level]. And now, this contract was a 

type of thing, which they... That was an issue we could not think here [in Finland] 

that it could work in that way. [Expert] 

 

Thus, in terms of international technology cooperation the Finnish 

situation was connected to geopolitics, and the formation of Finland’s 

position between two major political and economic powers during the 

1980s. On the other hand, the heavy investment in technological 

infrastructures and the accelerating technological and economic 
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competition between the triad, Europe, the U.S, and Japan, required new 

resources. The enlarging cooperation between European countries in the 

field of science and technology was needed in terms of providing available 

resources. Nationally investment in European technological infrastructures 

was articulated through the possibilities which they created for domestic 

research, and how international cooperation and domestic research 

activities promoted and strengthened each other (STPC 1987). In this 

regard the significance of the EC research programmes was seen important 

from the point of view of state sectoral research, not in terms of ‘general’ or 
commercial R&D. 

 
The EC programmes’ significane was great from the point of view of sectoral 

research  but  not  in  terms  of  general  R&D.  [Civil  servant,  The  Research  and  

Innovation Council] 

 

As Finland was a small country with restricted resources, international 

technology collaboration was necessary. With restricted resources the 

country could not influence that much in general technological 

development but could be a rapid adapter of technologies in products and 

in production and manufacturing (STPC 1987). Therefore, not only the 

geopolitical situation but also the ways the roles of Finland and R&D work 
in the country were defined constructed ‘Finland’s position’ in the 

international context. 

 

 

The institutional set-up and key policy tools to foster techno-
economic innovations 

 

The  tools  to  foster  techno-economic  development  of  the  country  and  its  

industry were defined by the Council (STPC 1987) to be public investments 

in R&D with increasing financing, public procurement, especially 

technology programmes carried out by the national technology agency 

Tekes, established in 1983, researcher training, strengthening the technical 

research system and international technological cooperation, and tax 
incentives. Although the Council recommended these tools to be used in the 

late 1980s, it was not until the mid-2000s that public procurement has 

gained more and systematic attention as a policy tool, and tax incentives 

have not been used since they were abandoned in the 1980s.  

Throughout the 1980s the role of Tekes, since its establishment in 1983, 

increased and strengthened as a public financier of R&D, which in turn had 

an influence on Sitra’s role as a public R&D financier (Särkikoski 2007, 

250-252). Sitra carried out a preliminary study of venture capital financing 
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in 1987 in order to develop a market-based financing mechanism for small 

and medium size companies operating in the growth fields. The study 

incorporated aspects of a more holistic understanding of marketing, 

internatiolisation and product development of companies than the focused 

R&D financing tools. Integrated with the deregulation of financial markets 

Sitra started to experiment a new type of investment instrument in the late 

1980s, and began to develop venture capital markets in Finland. The new 

financing instrument has been discussed in various occasions since the 

1970s and the connections with U.S. venture capitalists, like George Doriot, 
and field trips to the U.S., for instance to Silicon Valley were example of the 

ways to acquire knowledge of venture capital as a financing instrument and 

venture capital markets. One key feature with this new instrument was its 

clear focus on SMEs.  

The Council itself as a new institutional set-up created a cooperation and 

co-ordination function in the policy-making process between the areas of 

science policy and technology policy, and the role of the secretariat was 

essential in preparatory tasks concerning the issues that the Council 

discussed. The secretariat consisting of two permanent secretaries was 

located close to the ministries of education and science and trade and 

industry. Other practices in the Council’s meetings reflected the dominance 
of science and technology policy issues. When the Prime Minister was 

unable to participate in meetings, either the minister representing science 

(the Minister of Education) or the minister representing technology (the 

Minister of Trade and Industry) replaced him as chairman depending on 

whether  science or technology issues were predominant. 

From the very beginning of the new Council apart from various sectoral 

ministers, representatives of labour union parties, universities and research 

institutions, and science and technology financiers (the Academy of Finland 

and  Tekes)  were  members  of  the  Council.  In  1996  the  role  of  the  science  

and technology policy administration was strengthened in the Council, 

when the composition of the Council was enlarged with permanent experts 
representing science and technology policy administration. 

This formation, having its background in science policy, its administration 

and policy-making practices, and in technology policy, its administration 

and policy-making, created a strong institutional basis for policy-making 

and implementation in the emerging and strengthening cross-sectoral 

policy field. This cross-sectoral space started to be formulated as a specific 

discursive field, creating inter-discursivity between science, education, 

technology, industrial and entrepreneurial issues. 
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This  [administrative]  context  of  the  Science  and Technology  Policy  Council,  the  

Ministry  of  Education  and  the  Ministry  of  Trade  and  Industry.  It  created  an  

institutional setting, which could plan and implement discussed issues. [Industry 

representative] 

 

Understanding this institutional basis is one key element, when trying to 

understand the conditions of a system of formation of the studied policy 

field, and its expansion. As Foucault (1972, 32) writes the problem arises of 

knowing whether the unity of a discourse is based not so much on the 

permanence and uniqueness of an object as on the space in which various 

objects emerge and are continuously transformed. Thus, the unity of 

discourses on innovation in public policy would not only be based upon the 

existence of the object ‘innovation’, but also it is the interplay of the rules 

that  make  possible  the  appearance  of  its  objects  during  a  given  period  of  
time. 

In the following section I sum up the key relations, which enabled the 

object of techno-economic innovations to occur, and the essential rules and 

practices making possible the appearance of the object ‘innovation’, and the 

emerging policy field ‘innovation policy’. 

 

 

Techno-economic innovations in the late 1980s with an 
expansive policy orientation 

 

To sum up, innovation started to gain status in the Finnish policy discourse 

during the 1980s aiming to contribute to the growth and competitiveness of 

the Finnish economy, and helping to solve the national problem of 
unemployment. The concept of innovation was defined in public policy in 

relation to the technological and industrial policy background, and the 

conception of innovation reflected modern economic theories of growth and 

renewal of economies due to technological progress.  Thus, economics had a 

key role as an authority to delimit the acceptable borders of innovation in 

policy discourse. 

Besides this contentual approach the applied policy practices and 

institutional settlements enforced the body of knowledge which can be 

characterised as techno-economic knowledge of innovations. The question 

of having the possibility to steer and direct the national research system 

and its resources, especially from the point of view of technical sciences and 
their application, the role of technical sciences, technology administration, 

and industry gained new weight through the new institutional set-up. As 

the creation of new innovations was seen to be conditional on the whole 

technical research system and its efficient functioning, covering higher 
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education institutions, the Academy of Finland, Tekes, the state technical 

research institution (VTT) and companies (STPC 1987, 45), it was one of the 

main reasons, why tighter cooperation between science and technology 

policy was needed. At that time the Science and Technology Policy Council 

replaced the Science Policy Council, as was earlier described in this chapter. 

At this time the techno-economic orientation expanded, and one could say 

became institutionalised, from techno-industrial space towards science 

space. 

The Council (STPC 1987) saw that the development of favourable 
conditions for the creation of innovations is not resolved by science and 

technology focused policy-making, one essential function of technology 

policy is to intervene in other societal policies, economic policy and 

education policy. In this sense the policy-making orientation was expansive. 

On  the  other  hand  the  applied  policy  practices,  especially  the  role  of  the  

Minister of Finance as a member of the Council, and as a political 

figurehead of the ministry, affected the weight of the Council’s work as an 

expert body in relation to the state budget and the steering of public 

resources. Without being involved in the Council’s work the Minister of 

Finance and the Ministry of Finance used various tactics to restrict the 

boundaries of the ‘expansive’ policy-making approach, and thus separating 
the state budget discourse from the science-technology discourse. I will 

come back to this governance issue in Chapter 8. 

Besides solving the country’s unemployment problem, the fostering of 

technological progress, especially at the international level, also served the 

political aims of integrating and positioning the country towards Western 

Europe.  After  the mid-1980s changes  in  the Soviet  Union’s  policy  towards 

perestroika and glasnost, through the initiatives of President Mikhail 

Gorbachev, unblocked the Finnish path towards Western European 

countries. Thus, the position of Finland in international technological 

collaboration was not only defined by nationally applied policy formulation 

rules and practices in collaboration with international organisations, like 
the OECD, but also in relation to the geopolitical situation. The change in 

this external factor enabled the fulfilment of national policy aims to 

internationalise technical research and development of the country with the 

efforts of the government. 

In the following table I have summed up the essential discursive elements 

of the emerging positivity in public policy, later on being labelled 

innovation policy, in  the  Finnish  context  at  the  end  of  the  1980s.  I  have  

called this starting phase as a research system focused approach deploying 

techno-economic knowledge. Although the exploitation aspects of the 

results of science and technology were apparent in that phase, a large part 
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of the concern in policy-making was oriented to the functioning of the 

system, especially from the point of view of technical sciences and 

industrial R&D. The establishment of the new Council legitimised, in terms 

of the research system, the technological orientation with all the rules and 

practices involved in it as a relevant starting point for directing public 

research resources as the science orientation. The latter orientation 

emphasised in that phase the autonomy of the science community, and the 

role of science in constructing national culture, identity and civic society. 

 
Table 5. Summarising the key discursive elements in the starting phase, in the late 1980s 

Elements Description of the key content 

The object’s 
status 
(‘innovation’) 

 Innovation was a commercially exploited result of 
technological research and development. 

 Innovations were created through the usage of the resources 
being achievable from the public research system and 
combined with industry’s own R&D work and advisably 
connected with international R&D work. 

 Innovations were produced and commercialised primarily 
by big companies. 

 Innovations were commercialised through markets, being 
targeted primarily at the international markets. 

 Innovations served the economic and technological 
development of the country, especially in relation to the 
Western European economies. 

 The technical content based on R&D made a key referential 
in meaning making, and it differentiated innovations, for 
instance, from other types of business development and 
development activities. 

Defining 
discourse 

 The body of techno-economic knowledge was prevailing in 
the discourse. 

 The relevant authors of delimitation consisted of certain 
sciences, economics and technical sciences, and certain 
social groups, technological administration and 
manufacturing industry. 

 The discourse contrasted research between the 
commercially exploitable results against the societal and 
cultural meanings of research. 

 The essential relations were set in the discourse between 
technical sciences, product development, internationally 
operating industries, employment and the economy. 

The rules and 
practices of 
formation 
governing the 
discourse 

 The rules in discourse emphasised and legitimised 
technology policy-making practices in the inter-discursive 
field of science policy and technology policy. 

 Technological progress of the manufacturing industry 
enhancing the economic growth and the employment of the 
country was a referential which worked as a principle to 
make possible the differentiation of public measures, 
especially the usage and targeting of the public R&D 
resources to favour investment in applied technical research 
and product development. 

 The state budgeting practices were interconnected with 
emerging ‘innovation policy-making practices’ setting the 
boundaries for the science-technology discourse. 
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In  the  next  chapter  I  enter  the  phase  of  Finnish  policy-making  when  the  

research system focused approach expanded towards an innovation system 

approach, and the national development strategy to be based on knowledge 

and know-how was defined by the Council in the early 1990s. 
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4 From the research system towards 
the national innovation system  

Introducing the innovation system approach  
 

In the late 1980s, after the establishment of the Science and Technology 

Policy Council the secretariat of the new advisory body oriented its work 

closely towards the OECD, and its Committee for Scientific and 

Technological Policy. Through that collaboration the Finnish Council 

introduced the national innovation system approach as a conceptual model 
into Finnish policy-making. In the Finnish context the review of the Council 

in 1990 served as a fundamental policy document in which the concept and 

the approach were elaborated. This introduction of a new conceptual 

planning tool in policy-making can be characterised as an internal change 

in the techno-economically oriented emerging innovation policy discourse. 

It created a basis to reformulate the characteristic relations in the discursive 

system  of  formation  of  the  policy.  However,  in  this  phase,  in  the  early  

1990s, the essential rules of formation did not seem to change. 

As Godin (2009b, 121) writes, in the late 1980s a new kind of conceptual 

framework appeared in science, technology and innovations studies, called 

the national innovation system. Finland was amongst the first countries 
which applied the concept and the approach in policy-making. Scholars, 

like Freeman (1987), Nelson (1993), Lundvall (1992), have been seen as 

essential developers of the approach (Mytelka and Smith 2002; Godin 

2009b,  121).  However,  Godin  (2009b,  121)  argues  that  the  ‘system  

approach’ owes to the OECD, and its very early works of the systemic 

approach from the 1960s. According to him the innovation system 

approach was primarily an extension of the already applied systemic 

thinking at the OECD. 

Mytelka and Smith (2002) in turn point out that the development of the 

national innovation system approach was possible, as the OECD, and later 
on the European Commission, were open and non-hierarchical enough to 

have discussions with economists and institutionalists interested in 

evolutionary economics and researchers in innovation studies. 
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Neo-classical economists have been especially criticised for their failure to 

integrate institutions into their theories and econometric models (Godin 

2009b, 121; Nelson 1981; Nelson and Winter 1977). Partly as a response to 

this situation, scholars in the field of science, technology and innovation 

studies invented the concept of a national innovation system (Godin 2009b, 

121). In addition, the concept also owes a large debt to the old debate from 

the 1960s on technological gaps and competitiveness (Godin 2009b, 121; 

Freeman 1987). Compared to neo-classical economics, emphasising the 

market failure as a rationale for public intervention, the national innovation 
system approach offered a new rationale, first of all to explain the gaps in 

technological and economic performance between Europe, the United 

States and Japan (Godin 2009b, 121), and on the other hand offered a new 

rationale, a system failure, for governments to enhance the technological 

and economic progress of their national economies. What was relevant to 

conceptualisation of the national innovation system approach was the 

emphasis on interactions between various institutions (Nelson 1993), 

especially in the production, diffusion and use of new and economically 

useful, knowledge (Lundvall 1992). 

Instead of arguing the importance of the historical roots of the innovation 

system  approach  in  terms  of  the  ideas  emergence  I  see,  referring  to  
Howarth’s (2000, 60-21) interpretation of Foucault (1991, 67-70) that the 

interconnections between political practices and scientific practices can as 

such transform the rules of formation of policy discourse. In the case of the 

innovation system approach the OECD commissioned social scientists to 

carry out research activities, and on the other hand the shortages of existing 

economic explanation models brought certain scientists to explore new 

conceptual and theoretical approaches. In Finland the Council had 

reasoned, in its review in 1987, that research, especially ‘innovation 

studies’, had to be used alongside committee working and working groups 

in policy-making. Thus, the innovation system approach seemed to serve 

the interest of the Council in carrying out ‘research-based’ policy, and 
therefore an additional policy planning tool became available through the 

efforts of the OECD and the scholars in this field. 

In  its  review  in  1990  the  Finnish  Council  (STPC  1990,  17)  defined  the  

national innovation system21 to mean “all the factors affecting the entirety 
related to the development and the utilisation of new knowledge and 
know-how”. 

                                                        
21 Miettinen (2002) has made an extensive rhetorical analysis of the concept and 

how it has been used in research on innovation and technology policy-making, and 
in documents of science and technology policy. 
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The  Council  (STPC  1990,  17)  explained  that  the  concept  offered  a  

possibility to examine the described factors and their developmental needs 

as an entirety. Furthermore, it opened a view to analyse the relationships 

between various parts of it. The factors were seen to have significance in 

terms of general developmental prerequisites, and they have turned out to 

be essential in the emergence of new innovations. Therefore, the emergence 

of innovations seemed to require, much more than a well-functioning 

research system and companies capable to exploit them in international 

markets. 
Although the concept of technology diffusion and its significance was 

mentioned in an earlier Council report (STPC 1987), the utilisation aspects, 

and especially its enablers started to gain more attention after the 

introduction of the innovation system approach. The introduced approach 

was very ambitious. At the conceptual level it opened the perceptual field 

from the aim of the well-functioning research system serving especially the 

commercial exploitation of results of technical research towards a broader 

understanding of exploitation and its prerequisites.  

The conceptual model also created a framework for policy-makers to 

locate themselves in it, and to establish their positions as a part of a bigger 

framework crossing the boundaries of various administrative fields. 
 
It was a big advantage, in that sense, that a national framework was created, in 

which all could position themselves, and when foreign visitors came, they were 

surprised, that everyone spoke about the same framework, as if it was a common 

language, although they were in different parts of the framework. [Civil servant, 

the Research and Innovation Council] 

 
The importance of the national education system and the flexibility of 
work 

 

The introduced innovation system approach opened the discursive space 

towards  a  broader  view  of  public  measures  that  were  needed  in  order  to  

enhance not only the development but also the utilisation of the new 

knowledge and know-how. First of all, the innovation system approach 

organised the relation of the production and exploitation of knowledge and 

know-how to education and to the national education system in a more 

comprehensive way. The research system focused approach had 

emphasised researcher training in order to provide a professional workforce 

for R&D activities, whereas the innovation system approach required 
paying attention to the general education level and to attitudes of the whole 

population, since their qualifications would determine the possibilities to 

produce and exploit the new knowledge (STPC 1990).  
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A few years later, when the innovation system was defined from the point 

of view of exploitation in the national context, the research and education 

part of the system was more directed towards international collaboration, 

especially  in  the  European  context.  This  was  due  to  the  European  Trade  

Area contract which was signed by the EC and EFTA countries in May 1992 

(STPC  1993).  The  free  movement  of  people  and  open  labour  markets  in  

Europe required comparability of degrees and their equivalence. Through 

this ‘Europeanisation’ of the education system, the vocational training 

system at the upper secondary level started to be to reformulated, by 
piloting, towards a polytechnics model. In 2000 Finland regularised this 

part of the higher education system.  

Also a lot of attention was paid to the good cooperation between various 

parts of the education system and working life (STPC 1993). The production 

and exploitation of knowledge and know-how required a competent 

workforce. Prerequisites for growth of human capital and the creation of 

specialised competitive advantages were the basis of competitiveness of 

Finnish companies (STPC 1993). The fact of an aging population in the 

country was a reason to boost a change of labour markets from the public 

sector towards the open sector. According to my understanding one reason 

behind this was the aim to ensure availability of workforce for the private 
sector. At the same time it also forced structural changes of education 

system and educational contents to be thought through. 

The structural changes of the national education system in the early 1990s 

were also related to the need to cut public expenditures due to the economic 

recession. The national plan covering the whole education system and 

research practiced in the higher education institutions was given by the 

government in 199122. This plan introduced, based on the result-oriented 

public management approach, the quantitative targets of degrees to be 

‘produced’ in higher education institutions. The targets were very 

ambitious; since it was expected that  of  the  age  group  would  obtain  a  

degree at the higher education level. The need to increase the educational 
level of the population was integrated with the aims to develop an economy 

and society based on knowledge and know-how. This approach was defined 

to  be  the  national  development  strategy  by  the  Council  in  1993  (STPC  

1993). Thus, in a few years the innovation system approach had expanded 

towards a more comprehensive national development strategy. The 

prosperity of the country was dependent on knowledge and know-how, and 

                                                        
22 The plans to develop higher education system were given by the government 

since 1967 in every fourth year. The Ministry of Education has been responsible for 
the preparation of the plan. The plans were prepared systematically by the ministry 
until the new Act on Universities was given in 2009. 
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their production and exploitation. The whole education system had to serve 

this target. 

Although the innovation system approach was an enlargement of the 

exploitation perspective, the exploited know-how and knowledge in the 

system was still strongly technology focused. In terms of education policy a 

problem arose in as much that compared, for instance, to other Nordic 

countries, low hours or training were being given in mathematics and 

natural sciences to students entering higher education. Therefore, the 

necessity to increase teaching in those subjects was recognised (STPC 
1993). 

Besides general education and professional skills of employees the 

innovation system approach according to the Council’s (STPC 1990) 

conceptualisation related to flexible organisational structures. New 

technology was the main driver to develop structures and practices of 

organisations. Furthermore, labour markets had to be developed towards a 

direction that would reduce factors which might hinder their flexibility. 

However, at the same time, the participating opportunities of employees 

had to be ensured. 

 
Centres of excellence and scientific profiling with the emphasis in 
technologies 

 

Therefore, according to the government’s plan the objective was to create, 

in the long run, larger and more powerful higher education units, which 

should develop into leading centres of science. The Ministry of Education 

nominated the first centres of excellence for research and education in 1993 

based on the proposal of the Higher Education Council23,  and later on the 

Academy of Finland took on the responsibility for these, while the Ministry 

of Education maintained responsibility for the centres of education.  

One of the main targets to establish these centres was to increase the 
quality of research internationally through ensuring more resources for 

these units. There were expectations that these centres could produce 

significant results of basic research which could be used as foundations for 

industrial development and production activities (Vihko & Jänne 1994). 

Also, the Council (STPC 1993) reasoned that international excellence had to 

be developed in research areas which were important from the point of view 

of the development of industries, like telecommunications, materials and 

biotechnology. Furthermore, these new centres had to be able to compete 

for foreign research financing. Finland as a country, in the deepening 

                                                        
23 The  Higher  Education  Council  was  established  in  1966,  and  it  operated  until  

1995. 
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collaboration in the European context, set targets to repatriate investments 

made for instance in European research programmes. These investments 

were higher annually than the amount of public investments allocated by 

the Academy of Finland for Finnish research. (Vihko & Jänne 1994.)  

This formation of centres of excellence was related to the discussion of 

scientific profiling (STPC 1993), and the government’s plan for education 

and research in higher education institutions emphasised educational and 

scientific profiling from the point of view of the ‘innovation system’ 

referring to molecular biology, telecommunications and industrial design. 
At the same time the problem of expensive research facilities, and in terms 

of developing these structures for research and education purposes for 

information services, telecommunication networks, and applications of 

telecommunications, were emphasised (STPC 1993). The problem occurred 

due to the applied competition based public financing model, which 

significance had increased in accordance with the increasing research 

resources. These resources were channelled mainly on a project basis 

through Tekes and the Academy of Finland, and the financing model used 

did not cover these types of expenditures. 

 
Diffusion of technology with the recognition of societal problems 

 

Instead of solely emphasising the role of big industry in the field of R&D the 

cooperation between small and big companies was also essential. The SMEs 

also started to gain attention in terms of their economic significance, 

employing possibilities, and in exploiting and diffusing knowledge and 
know-how. In terms of production and exploitation of knowledge and 

know-how the SMEs were categorised into two groups, being defined as 

‘traditional’ SMEs and as SMEs based on new technology. The traditional 

SMEs were defined as users of technology, and the high tech companies had 

a more versatile nature, since these companies could also develop 

technology, not only to exploit it. However, the latter group significantly 

differentiated from big industry. The special needs in these SMEs related to 

business skills, strategic planning, the utilisation of cooperation networks, 

venture capital and marketing. Thus, especially from the beginning 1990s 

increasing attention was paid to the public measures which could enhance 

the technology transfer from the research institutes to the SMEs, and 
developing research and training activities in the diffusion of technology 

(STPC  1987,  STPC  1990).  The  structural  development  of  the  service  

structure was articulated through the technology diffusion and transfer 

aspects. At that time the expansion of service structure was not articulated 

in terms of regional or social equality, which was used as an argument, 
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when the higher education system in Finland was transferred to be totally 

state owned starting in the 1960s24, and developed regionally during the 

1970s to cover the whole country (STPC 1987).  

In 1990 the Council (STPC 1990) defined that the question was no longer, 

how to enhance the technological level of the country and its industries, but 

how research and development could help to solve research problems 

related to global social, economic, health and environmental issues. 

However, the shift in actual policy practices did not move that fast. By this I 

mean that great emphasis was still put on national issues, especially the 
competitiveness of national industries and their technological level. In the 

review in 1993 the Council paid attention to other societal policy fields as a 

part of the national development strategy – to develop society and the 

economy through knowledge and know-how, and noticed the impact of 

other social policy fields in the fulfilment of the idea of ‘innovation society’. 

However,  the  role  of  the  public  sector  was  defined  primarily  as  a  user  of  

technology, and thus improving the prerequisites of companies through 

their procurements, and not in the first place to solve societal problems. 

The latter task was subordinated to technological progress and economic 

development (STPC 1993). Also, the government’s press release in June 

1992 emphasised the development of the various administrative fields from 
the point of view of creating prerequisites for ‘new economic innovations’. 

However, the leverage of the national innovation system approach with the 

techno-economic orientation faced a certain type of resistance. The Council 

could not diffuse and implement the approach comprehensively. 

 
The systemic innovation model and policy tools 

 

The innovation studies based on evolutionary economics and systemic 

approaches started to shift gradually the organising principle from the 

‘linear innovation model’ towards a ‘systemic innovation model’, where the 

users of knowledge and know-how started to be seen as an integral part of 

production and the development processes of knowledge and know-how. 

The active input of users was an essential prerequisite for the success of 

innovations. The collaboration between research and higher education 

institutions and companies which exploited the research results was greatly 

emphasised and enhanced. This approach led the Council to integrate, 
alongside public science and technology financing, measures of education 

policy having a greater perspective other than just researcher training, and 

                                                        
24 In  1966 was  given  the  first  Decree  on  a  Development  Plan  for  Education  and 

University Research, and the decree was revised many times during the decades. 
The development plans, given in every fourth year, were based on the decree which 
was in force until the new Act on Universities was given in 2009. 
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developing public services in order to foster technology transfer and 

diffusion especially for the SMEs, but also to enable better the collaboration 

between research and higher education institutions and manufacturing 

industry. The development of the public service structure regionally, 

especially the services of the national technology agency, Tekes and the 

public development area fund, Kera, and the higher education institutions 

with their training and other external and internal services were essential 

policy tools. Alongside them expert services, orders of authorities and 

norms and various types of technical services were seen to be used in order 
to enable the diffusion of technology. 

The main emphasis was on technological exploitation, and the results of 

R&D were seen to be exploited commercially as technologically developed 

products. The growing importance of applied technical research was 

emphasised, and the national technological programmes, implemented 

from  the  early  1980s,  were  an  essential  tool  in  this  area  (STPC  1990,  28.  

These programmes could integrate the points of view of the development 

and the technological exploitation. However, in practice the exploitation 

and utilisation was defined primarily in terms of the carriers of research 

and development results into the markets. In this sense the exploiters were 

primarily the manufacturing companies, not the end-users. Since the main 
political objective still remained – to create new competitive production in 

Finland, in order to expand internationally competitive business,– the need 

of societal problems, like environmental protection, health, energy and 

traffic, did not gain attention in defining new policy tools until the 

beginning of the 1990s.  

This becomes apparent a few years later after the introduction of the 

innovation system approach. Although the Council had emphasised the role 

of users as a part of the innovation system in its review in 1990, the Council 

recognised, in 1993, that the policy guidelines, especially the quantitative 

recommendations, were still research system focused (STPC 1993, 17). 

Although the Council had emphasised the exploitation of technology in 
various policy fields in the solving of various societal problems (STPC 1990, 

28), the identification of public policy measures and their implementation 

did not move towards that direction with the same speed. The Council’s 

review (1993) specifically underlined the responsibility of exploitation 

required in companies and in various public administration fields. 

Although the Council had introduced the ambitious concept and the 

approach of the national innovation system, it (STPC 1993, 9) still saw that 

the ‘internal’ development of the system was in the focus. The ambitious 

aims of an innovation society and the national strategy, to be based on 

knowledge and know-how, did not expand that rapidly. The internal 
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development covered especially the development of the Finnish education 

system, the development of the research system towards centres of 

excellence, the training of researchers, the renewal of the Finnish industrial 

structure through companies’ R&D, enhancement of the international 

science and technology cooperation, the development of companies 

prerequisites through special business services, and the regional 

cooperation especially together with local and regional technology centres, 

which had been started to be established during the 1980s by universities 

and local municipalities. 
Thus, trying to shift the focus of policy through the introduction of new 

conceptual models did not ultimately mean that it actualises and 

materialises to a larger extent in policy practice in the short run. The focus 

of exploitation enlarged and deepened in relation to commercial exploiters, 

companies, covering more extensively the ‘high tech’ SMEs during the 

1990s. The structural development issues were related to the expansion of 

public business service structure, regional business service centres and 

integration of various services regionally covering especially the ‘knowledge 

regions’ in the country (STPC 1993). By the knowledge regions were meant 

the areas which were connected with the national innovation system 

through the research system, meaning the locations of universities or their 
units, and with research institutions. Secondly, the exploitation orientation 

enlarged the policy focus towards the wider recognition of the development 

of the whole national education system, also including further education 

and lifelong learning. 

 
The change at the intra-discursive level with ‘conflicting’ aims 

 

The introduction of the national innovation approach through international 

collaboration with the efforts of the Council can be characterised as an 

internal change of the science and technology policy focused public policy. 

The approach enlarged the research system and industry focused approach 

towards users of created knowledge and know-how. The national 

innovation system approach reorganised the perceptual field of the research 

system approach towards the innovation system, where the research system 

started to be a part of the ‘broader’ exploitation focused innovation system.  

 
The change of the way of thinking from the science and research system towards 

the  innovation  system.  [...]  The  whole  way  of  thinking  was  changed  towards  

innovation environment thinking or the thinking of an entirety. In this the role of 

Erkki Ormala was very strong. And in this respect, in Finland, when it happened 

in  cooperation  with  the  OECD,  a  change  in  the  conception  occurred.  [Civil  

servant, Tekes] 
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Now the question of the ‘balanced development’ of research and 

development financing was no longer between the various parts of the 

system, basic research, applied research and product development, but the 

balance between the investments made by the private sector and the public 

sector measured together as a share of GDP, and compared as shares inside 

of the all investments to each other (STPC 1993). The aims of the national 

development strategy based on knowledge and know-how started to cover 

especially the developmental aims of the national education system and 
other policy measures to enhance the diffusion of technology through 

SMEs. These policy measures covered in particularly the administrative 

fields of education and industrial policies, in relation to their regional 

dimension and scope. 

The innovation system approach organised the national research system 

to be a part of the innovation system, which besides developing knowledge 

and know-how emphasised the exploitation aspects, and paid special 

attention to the high tech SMEs and their operating prerequisites and to the 

education system as a whole. In this sense policy construction was 

expansive  in  its  nature  trying to  cover  issues  of  labour market  policy,  and 

other social policy fields. However, despite the large conceptualisation of 
the national innovation system and the definition of the ‘national 

development strategy’ in policy-making, the approach did not gain wide 

acceptance in other policy fields except for education, industry and 

economics. I will discuss in the next section the expansion of the innovation 

system approach into industrial policy and economic policy, and turn back 

to this question of the expansive nature of policy-making in order to 

enhance innovations at the end of this chapter. 

Although the industrial exploitation aspects had been prevailing in the 

policy formulation to increase R&D financing and in the aims to profile 

research, the comparison of research resources between various research 

fields showed that technical sciences humanities and social sciences had 
increased their share and volume of the research financing. The Council 

(STPC 1996, 15) stated that the versatility in research activities in the early 

1990s had remained although the financing structure had been changed. 

The collision between the policy making rules to increase R&D resources 

and their actual usage based on policy practices seems to be a question 

which still generates speculation. Despite the strong exploitation focus in 

the policy discourse the distribution mechanisms of public R&D financing 

and policy-making practices seem to reflect the contradictory viewpoints of 

policy targets. Although the Council tries to reconcile various articulation 

bases, from the point of view of the exploitation emphasis, the Council’s 
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operations are ‘restricted’ by the broad-based approach, as one of the 

representatives of Tekes defined. The science policy orientation emphasises 

the value of science an sich, where the aim is knowledge, education, culture, 

and no other impacts are required, whereas the other orientation 

emphasises results of research, which can be exploited. At that time the 

commercial exploitation was the prime exploitation channel, and the rules 

in the discursive formation of innovations emphasising commercial 

exploitation did not change. 

Despite the new way to conceptualise the policy field through the notion of 
the national innovation system, the new approach actually did not 

differentiate the object of innovation in a new way. The innovation system 

approach focused primarily on technological development, and diffusion 

and exploitation of technological innovations. Thus, the emerging policy 

positivity of innovation was strongly techno-economic focused although it 

started to cover issues outside of the ‘traditional’ research system and 

industry focused approach.  In general the conceptual model of the national 

innovation system was so strong that the search for ‘an optimal solution’ for 

that kind of system and structure started. 

 
We  had  such  thinking  there  in  our  minds,  that  there  could  be  an  optimal  

structure,  as  if  there  could  exist  an  optimal  structure,  which  we  were  trying  to  

achieve. [Civil servant, Tekes] 

 

Ylä-Anttila and Palmberg (2007, 173-174) have argued that the application 

of the innovation system approach in Finland marked the introduction of a 

new theoretical approach to policy practices that had largely found their 

relevance in mainstream neo-classical economic notions. The significant 

and concrete consequence of this new systems view has been seen as the 

high priority given to R&D investments (Ylä-Anttila & Palmberg 2007, 173-

174; Lemola 2003).  

Thus, the new conceptual model transformed the perceptual field of a 

research system approach towards an innovation system approach in 
policy-making. Besides the mentioned R&D investments the approach 

enlarged the policy measures towards activities which could better take into 

account the transfer and diffusion aspects of technology, and new tools to 

foster these activities were set up and strengthened in addition to the tools 

concentrating resources on certain industrially and economically important 

research  fields.  However,  it  is  hard  to  see  that  the  new  planning  model  

changed the essential statements and rules of the discursive formation of 

the policy in the early 1990s. The body of techno-economic knowledge was 

still prevailing, and it expanded, through the innovation system approach, 
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to cover the issues of the better prerequisites of production of technical 

research and the exploitation of its results. 

 

 

The innovation system approach expands to other policy fields 
and integrates with other conceptual approaches 

 

In the early 1990s, when the Finnish economy tumbled into the economic 

depression with high unemployment, the government made significant 

political decisions in order to cut public expenditures. The so-called 

‘resources article’ in the Decree on Development Plan for Education and 
University Research was struck down by the government two times, in 1993 

and in 1994, in order to cut resources of higher education. However, at the 

same time the Ministry of Trade and Industry reallocated its resources in its 

administrative branch in a way which increased the financial resources of 

Tekes. At the same time the government decided to restructure the state 

central administration and decentralise its operations. As a part of this 

process in 1993 the government decided to renew the public sectoral 

research system.  This task was given to the Science and Technology Policy 

Council (STPC 1993; concerning the details see section 7.3.3.2). Although 

the Council had framed earlier the national research system, consisting of 

research in higher education institutions (mainly universities), scientific 
industrial research in companies, and sectoral research in the public 

research institutions, the development task given to the Council caused 

sectoral research to be defined more explicitly as a part of the national 

research system and to pay attention to mechanisms to develop and exploit 

research done in these institutions (STPC 1993). The role of the public 

sectoral research institutions, as producers of knowledge, started to find 

their place in the national development strategy, which was based on 

knowledge and know-how. The pressure to integrate sectoral research into 

the national innovation system was related to the objectives of cutting 

public expenditure and restructuring state administration. 

Although the role of these sectoral research institutions was recognised as 
producers of knowledge and know-how for sectoral decision-making in 

various sectoral policy fields, research serving companies can still be seen 

as the most essential part of the innovation system. In any case, most of the 

new and strengthened policy measures, like the expansion of the regional 

service structure to enhance technology transfer and diffusion, were 

targeted especially at the industrial sector, as well as at the SMEs. Also, a 

closer examination of public investments show that despite Tekes, the main 

technology financier, the resources in the early 1990s were cut from higher 



4 From the research system towards the national innovation system 

96 

 

education institutions, the Academy of Finland, and from public research 

institutions. The maintenance of investments from Tekes were rationalised 

through their potential to boost the recovery of the economy, the creation of 

workplaces and the competitiveness of Finnish industry in international 

markets. The Council as an inter-discursive body between science and 

technology policies was concerned about the prerequisites of basic research 

(STPC 1993, 23), whereas the government’s approach primarily reflected 

the economic reasons to invest especially in technological and product 

development. 
At that economically turbulent time, in the summer 1992, the government 

Cabinet Committee on Economic Policy, acting as a political body, decided 

to take ‘the national innovation system’ as an essential development object 

in economic policy. It is important to note that the decision of the Cabinet 

Committee was political, and the innovation system approach was not 

acquired as a planning model by the Ministry of Finance, which in turn is a 

central administrative body in economic policy-making in Finland. Besides 

developing the structural development of the open sector25, the government 

reasoned that “public measures are also needed, which create prerequisites 
to the growth of business activities based on new knowledge and know-
how in Finland” (government press release, June 2, 1992). The government 
emphasised the responsibility of the Ministry of Trade and Industry and the 

Ministry  of  Education  to  develop  policy  measures  in  order  to  develop  

cooperation between private and public sectors in the fields of science, 

technology and education. 

In  terms  of  economic  policy-making  in  the  early  1990s,  not  only  the  

economic factors in Finland but also the preparations for the Finnish 

membership in the European Union, affected the conditions under which 

various policy tools were available. The limitations of short term, macro-

oriented measures, like devaluations, that had constituted important policy 

elements in the past became increasingly evident, especially since these 

were constrained by common EC regulations governing monetary and trade 
policies (Ylä-Anttila & Palmberg 2007, 173). Policymakers were now forced 

to shift their focus and develop new policy models and practices (Ylä-

Anttila & Palmberg 2007, 173; Jääskeläinen 2001). There was a necessary 

shift in policy thinking towards micro-economic policies that emphasised 

factors affecting longer-term economic growth—as opposed to short-term 

macro policies aimed at improving the price competitiveness of the 

economy achieved through devaluations. R&D, education, and 

technological infrastructure received more attention in policy practices, also 
                                                        
25 Improving  the  price  competitiveness  of  industry,  cutting  public  expenditure,  

renewing competition policy, and helping to establish and finance companies. 
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from the point of view of economic policy. Institutionally, this shift in policy 

thinking influenced, for instance, the legislation of the Bank of Finland and 

Sitra. Their roles and tasks changed, and Sitra’s role as in the creation of 

Finnish venture capital markets and as a venture capitalist increased in the 

1990s. In the early phase of these activities Sitra co-operated tightly with 

already existing technology parks before it gained an authority to invest 

directly in companies and in funds (Särkikoski 2007, 282). 

Also later on, in 1993, in the national industrial strategy the development 

of the national innovation system was defined to be the starting point for 
industrial policy. The national industrial strategy was prepared by the 

Ministry of Trade and Industry, being tightly integrated with the Council’s 

work. This means that the Minister of Trade and Industry was a vice 

chairman to the Council, like the Minister of Education, and the one of the 

secretaries working for the Council were located in the Ministry of Trade. 

The other was located in the Ministry of Education. This institutional set-up 

positioned the emerging innovation policy-making in the state 

administration in the nexus of the administrative fields which were covered 

by these ministries. This seemed to happen despite the fact that other 

ministers were members of the Council. One can argue that the potential for 

close cooperation, due to locational nearness, has enabled knowledge 
sharing and creation especially in the context of policy making. 

Besides incorporating the innovation system approach into industrial 

policy the new strategy was also based on Porter’s diamond and cluster 

models. In a situation, where Finland started to prepare for its membership 

of the EU in the economic recession with the globalising economy, the 

Research Institute of the Finnish Economy started a broad analysis of the 

competitiveness of the Finnish economy, and the Ministry prepared a new 

industrial strategy (Jääskeläinen 2001). In the same way, as the Council 

(STPC 1987) started to see the relevance of other sectors of societal policy as 

having impact on decision-making and developing and applying 

technology, according to Jääskeläinen (2001) the new industrial policy had 
an expanding nature, where the viewpoint of a ‘sectoral’ policy developed 

towards a broader societal policy, and where the improvement of 

prerequisites of business life in a broad-based manner was an essential 

element. The preparation of the national industrial strategy was made 

between two civil servants from the ministry and a researcher from the 

mentioned research institute (Jääskeläinen 2001). Jääskeläinen (2001) 

argues in the same way as Kantola (2010), that the ‘scientific 

argumentation’ of policy has ‘depoliticised’ policy-making. 

Both the cluster approach, adapted in industrial policy, as well as the 

starting formulations of the centres of excellence policy, in the field of 
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science policy together created a strengthening requirement for nationally 

strong areas. Especially the criterion of quality was related to the centres of 

excellence in research, whereas the criterion of relevance was defined to be 

the principal in the fields aiming at societal and economic applications 

(STPC  1993,  54).  The  cluster  approach  and  the  development  of  

international excellence in research areas emphasised the point of view of 

the development of industries, like telecommunication, materials, bio 

technology, and the need to develop technology from the point of view of 

strong areas, clusters: wood, metals, energy, telecommunications, 
environment, welfare, logistics, construction, and chemistry. These had the 

potential to protect a significant part of (economic) growth. 

 

 

Summarising the shift from the research system focused 
approach towards the innovation system approach in the early 
1990s 

 
The introduction of the innovation system approach can be interpreted in 

Foucault’s terms as a change at the level of a specific discourse. It was 

introduced by the Science and Technology Policy Council but its relevance 

as a conceptual construction revealed itself, since it enabled policy-makers 

in other fields to locate themselves in the ‘system’ and thus, created a 

common referential to speak about various actors’ roles and measures, 

especially in relation to education, research, technology and industries.  

From the research system focused approach the new planning model and 

its expansion towards the education system, industrial policy and economic 

policy created and strengthened the interrelationships of science and 

technology oriented discourse towards these fields. The government 
through its decision legitimised in its part the expansion of the discursive 

field of the emerging positivity of ‘innovation policy’.  

The adaption of the creation of a knowledge and know-how based 

economy and society integrated various administrative fields, and the 

national innovation system gained a wider recognition as a planning model 

and principle. These expansions can also be seen as a change at the inter-

discursive level, where the discourse of national industrial policy and 

economic policy integrated with the innovation system discourse. From the 

point of view of economic policy this occurred, to a large extent, due to the 

economic turbulence in the country and the preparations for EU 

membership as external elements affecting the discursive system of 
formation. From the point of view of industrial policy-making the cluster 

approach, which recognised conceptually the roles of supply- and demand-

side factors with strategies and structures of companies in certain 
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businesses filed in relation to their supporting and related industries in the 

creation of competitive advantage (Porter 1990), completed cognitively the 

innovation system approach, and no contradictory elements could be 

recognised between the various approaches. Besides the cognitive 

complementarities the policy aims, to enhance the international 

competitiveness of Finnish industries, were parallel. In this respect the 

discursive relations were expanded in policy-making. 

Although there was a tension to introduce the innovation system approach 

to the other administrative fields, it seems to be that it could not reorganise 
the rules of formation of policy discourse in relation to the other sectors. 

Although the new innovation system approach recognised the usage of 

knowledge and know-how in terms of societal applications, the object of 

innovation was not differentiated from its techno-economic focus. The 

social application was enabled only through its subordination to the 

technological progress and economic development. The policy discourse did 

not seem to change significantly, at the level of its essential rules. 

Innovations were still differentiated in relation to their technological 

content and economic exploitation.  

The various planning documents and strategies were prepared under 

specific ministries, and actually the Council represented a horizontal body 
besides the Cabinet Committee. However, the Council was more tightly 

related to the Ministry of Education and the Ministry of Trade and 

Industry, and in this regard the space for common discursive formulations 

can be seen to emerge ‘naturally’, whereas the other ministries seemed to be 

farther from the preparatory tasks of the Council. Furthermore, in the 

preparation of the national industrial strategy the expansion of the 

discursive field towards the innovation system approach was initiated from 

the side of the minister, and this can be seen to happen due to the close 

collaboration between the Secretariat of the Council and the ministry. 

Alongside the tendency to expand the exploitation of technology to cover 

all business fields, all company sizes and public administration the trend to 
build internationally competitive exploitation on specific ‘high quality’ 

research fields and nationally important clusters emerged. The 

government’s plan of education and research in higher education 

institutions and the cluster approach introduced in the national industrial 

strategy together strengthened this ‘profiling’ tendency. The existing 

articulations of the international competitiveness of industry based on 

technological progress were used behind the expression of these policy 

aims. Both aims led to policy measures, like the nomination and rewarding 

of centres of excellence, and the implementation of cluster programmes in 

the fields of ICT and health care by the Ministry of Trade and Industry. 
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Thus, I would argue that despite the new conceptual models introduced in 

the early 1990s into Finnish policy-making, and the expansion and 

integration of the national innovation system approach with other policy 

fields deepened the already existing statements, concerning the 

technological progress of the country and the competitiveness of its 

industry, in the discourse. At the same time one can argue that this 

discourse had certain limitations, since it was not possible to restrict the 

growth of research fields, humanities and social sciences, which did not 

seem to serve the defined underlying statements. There was a counterforce 
in the discursive formation and in the existing policy practices. 

I have summed up in the next table the essential transformative elements 

in the early 1990s which strengthened the discursive formation of a cross-

sectoral policy field. From the science and technology focused issues the 

new applied conceptual models and their integration, as well as certain 

external factors, like the economic recession, especially deepened the 

cooperation between education, science, technology and industrial policies.  

At the intra-discursive level the innovation system approach was 

introduced. It was integrated into industrial policy through the national 

industrial strategy. The centres of excellence, especially in science, and the 

cluster approach in developing national industries reinforced the 
cooperation between science, technology and industrial policies. 

Furthermore, the innovation system approach was expanded in order to 

look at the education system from a larger perspective other than educating 

researchers  for  the  needs  of  R&D  work.  Furthermore,  the  capabilities  of  

exploitation started to receive attention. National administration policy and 

the restructuring issues in the administration were reasons the government 

integrated sectoral research more closely with the development of the 

‘national innovation system’. However, this question has not been easy to 

resolve in this policy context, as will be discussed later on in this study.  

Although new conceptual models and policy tools were introduced in the 

early 1990s, the essential rules of discursive formation of the cross-sectoral 
policy field did not change. The key statements governing the meaning 

giving in the cross-sectoral discursive field were related to industrial, 

economic and technological factors, constituting the principle of 

differentiation to speak about ‘science and technology policy’. The concept 

of ‘innovation policy’ was not established in policy discourse in the early 

1990s but one can claim that the new conceptual tools and their integration 

in policy-making created a discursive space which allowed the new 

characteristic relations in the system of formation from science and 

technology focused approach towards capabilities of exploitation to be 

expanded. The higher education system gained attention in the policy 
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formulation as well as a better and deeper integration with the science 

space and the industrial exploitation base. Also, the micro foundations of 

economic  growth  due  to  the  preparation  for  EU  membership  and  the  

national economic recession reinforced the relationship between science, 

technology, and the economy. 

 
Table 6. Essential transformative factors reinforcing the construction of a cross-sectoral 
policy field in the early 1990s 

The level of the system 
of formation 

Different elements Characteristic relations 

Intra-discursive level   An introduction of 
innovation system 
approach and an 
expansion in relations to 
also cover higher 
education and to recognise 
the role of other policy 
sectors to enhance 
prerequisites of 
innovations. 

 An integration of scientific 
and industrial profiling 
through the innovation 
system approach, 
especially through the 
centres of excellence in 
research, and the cluster 
approach in industries 
reinforcing the relations in 
the emerged and 
strengthening cross-
sectoral policy field. 

Inter-discursive level  The political decision to 
integrate sectoral 
research institutions to 
the tasks of the Science 
and Technology Policy 
Council. 

 Preparations of the 
Finnish EU membership. 

 An integration of 
innovation system 
approach with economic 
policy-making. 

Extra-discursive level  Economic recession in the 
country. 
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5 Withdrawals from the technological 
content of innovations and EU-wide 
state aid rules   

Although the Council had used the concepts of economic, social or human 

innovations in its reviews (STPC 1990, 1993, 1996) through the 1990s, the 

technological content and commercial exploitation of innovations were in 

the clear focus of policy measures. The essential rules in policy-making 

practices constructing the policy towards this techno-economic direction 

were explicated earlier. The Finnish membership of the European Union 

(EU) since 1995 strengthened, for its part, this direction especially through 

the  state  aid  rules,  as  will  be  explicated  below.  Membership  of  the  EU  

created new conditions for national policy-making which had to be taken 
into account by the member states. 

However, after the mid-1990s, nationally, several unrelated occasions, 

and the political will, were provided to expand R&D activities in new fields. 

These  were  funded  by  public  resources.  Thus,  I  would  say  giving  a  new  

meaning to the concept of innovation in the public policy discourse by 

expanding its meaning. In this phase different discursive elements were 

formed  on  the  basis  of  similar  rules,  and  the  expansion  of  the  concept  of  

innovation was more like an archaeological isomorphism than an 

archaeological shift (Foucault 1972, 160-161). Before these efforts I describe 

shortly the European Commission’s approach to innovations at the time, 

when  Finland  became  a  member  of  the  European  Union.  Furthermore,  I  
explicate these policy definitions in relation to the national thinking of the 

time. 

 

 

The binding EU rules 
 

The European Commission gave a Green Paper on Innovation in 1995, and 
it was referred to in Finnish policy-making (STPC 1996). The Finnish 

Council declared that Finnish EU membership, from the beginning of 1995, 

broadened nationally the viewpoint of science and technology policy (STPC 

1996). Although the Finnish Cabinet Committee on Economic Policy had 
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integrated the innovation approach to its economic policy-making, the 

Commission defined more clearly the macroeconomic conditions, like 

monetary stability, globalisation and deregulation of the capital markets, 

interest rates, price stability etc. (EC 1995, 8) being ‘conducive’ to 

innovation. This approach was reasoned through the setting-up and 

development of the Economic and Monetary Union. This was also a 

condition which restricted the national space in monetary policy-making 

due  to  the  EU  membership,  and  the  government  was  pushed  to  find  new  

and more tools to foster economic growth in the country provided that the 
aim was still seen relevant (see also Ylä-Anttila & Palmberg 2007; 

Jääskeläinen 2001). 

Before its membership in the European Union the government had started 

to construct Finland’s positions towards the Western European countries 

for instance by the formal science and technology contracts, as described in 

Chapter 3, and by the ‘Europeanisation’ of its education system, which was 

explicated in Chapter 4. Full membership in the Union obligated the 

Finnish government to take into account the binding rules in which 

sovereignty was given to the EU, and in this context, had to adjust its 

policy-making accordingly. 

In the Green Paper on Innovation the Commission defined innovation as 
“a successful production, assimilation and exploitation of novelty in the 
economic and social spheres”. Although the social sphere were mentioned 

as one of the production, assimilation and exploitation areas of novelties, 

the Commission emphasised the technological factor, which “is  the  key  
element in innovations” (EC  1995,  1),  and  articulated  the  need  of  

technological innovations based on the White Paper on Growth, 

Competitiveness and Employment (1994) and on An Industrial 

Competitiveness Policy for the European Union. Referring the White Paper 

innovations were needed “to convert scientific breakthroughs and 
technological achievements into industrial and commercial success”. This 

meant inter alia that targeting to foster “technological innovation and the 
creation of businesses” was the responsibility of the authorities. “Firms’ 
capacity  for  innovation,  and  getting  support  for  it  from  the  authorities,  
were essential for maintaining and strengthening this competitiveness 
and employment.” Thus, the basic rules in the discursive formation at the 

European level seemed to reflect the same content as the national ones 

focusing on the technological progress, economic growth and employment 

issues. 



5 Withdrawals from the technological content of innovations and EU-wide state aid rules   

104 

 

The Commission articulated that its innovation approach was based on 

new, endogenous growth theories26, which argue that the development of 

know-how and technological change, rather than the mere accumulation of 

capital, are the driving force behind lasting growth. Compared to exogenous 

growth theories, which also recognised the role of technological progress in 

economic growth, these new models were able to incorporate the notion of 

technological progress as an endogenous variable in the econometric 

models of economic growth. Furthermore, the Commission referred in the 

Green Paper to innovation systems, and described it in the following way 
especially  from  the  point  of  view  of  companies,  and  in  terms  of  public  

measures which can improve these ‘systems’ in their functioning. 

 
There  is  no  hermetic  seal  between  the  innovative  firm  and  its  environment,  by  

which it is influenced and which it helps to transform. It is the sum total of firms 

in an industry, the fabric of economic and social activities in a region, or even in 

society as a whole, which makes up the “innovation systems”, whose dynamics are 

a complex matter. The quality of the educational system, the regulatory, 

legislative and fiscal framework, the competitive environment and the firm’s 

partners, the legislation on patents and intellectual property, and the public 

infrastructure  for  research  and  innovation  support  services,  are  all  examples  of  

factors impeding or promoting innovation. [EC 1995] 

 

Using mainstream neo-classical economics, which the endogenous growth 

theories represent, as a starting point for the reasoning of the need of public 
intervention lead to the ‘market failure’ argument, whereas the system 

failure argument is based on evolutionary economics integrated with 

system approaches. The Commission described, based on the new theories 

of growth, that the authorities can influence the foundations of economics 

and the distribution of know-how and skills throughout the whole of the 

economy and society inert alia “by resisting corporatist ideas” (EC 1995, 9). 

However,  as  the  Commission  defined  in  the  Green  Paper  that  the  

innovation approach had to be based on ‘economic intelligence’ meaning 

‘the coordinated research, processing and distribution for exploitation 

purposes of information useful to economic operators’ (EC 1995, 19). Thus, 

one can ask, whether this type of co-ordination can happen without any 
‘corporatist ideas’. More generally it seems to be that the Commission 

integrated various types of economic approaches in policy practice and in 

the discursive formation of public policy to foster innovations.  

Based  on  the  result  of  a  few  studies  in  Finland  in  terms  of  economic  

reasoning the conventional market failure argument has remained the main 

                                                        
26 See e.g. Romer (1990). 
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justification, and has been widely adopted in Finnish policy documents and 

statements despite relying on ideas derived from evolutionary economics. 

Policymakers, typically, more often refer to financial market imperfections 

and less often to technological spillovers or externalities in general. 

Implicitly, adoption of the systems view in policy making implied the 

recognition of systems failure as a justification for policy action. Systems 

failure as a policy rationale is only seldom referred to in official policy 

documents (Ylä-Anttila & Palmberg 2007, 174; Hyytinen and Pajarinen 

2003).  
Despite of this ‘formal’ articulation as a basis of discursive formation of 

the policy also other policy practices, like the practices to define the 

assemblages of policy-making bodies, in Finland the Science and 

Technology Policy Council, could also be discussed from the point of view of 

the market failure argument. At least in the Finnish case the whole 

constellation of the Science and Technology Policy Council mixed 

representatives of academia, administration, government, interest groups 

and industries. This started to be a formalised and institutionalised policy 

practice from the late 1980s, through the establishment of the Council. This 

advisory body was and is still based on ‘corporatist’ thinking. However, the 

Council does not represent alone this practice in Finland. For decades the 
government negotiated the ‘income political whole contracts’ with the 

labour union parties. The corporatist model of making policy is more or less 

a well-established practice in Finland. From the point of view of 

archaeological analysis and in terms of existing discursive and non-

discursive practices the interesting question is who or what can be the 

authorities of delimitation having an access to participate in the discursive 

field where the policy is constructed, and what it might mean from the point 

of view of transformation and its conditions. 

The Commission’s notions in many respect reflected the thinking already 

quite largely absorbed in Finland. These related to technological progress, 

competitiveness of industry, the role of manufacturing industry, service 
sector and companies, economic growth, training and human resources – ‘a 
better-educated, better-trained and better-informed workforce helps to 
strengthen innovation’ – , and the more general societal development 

related to worldwide problems, where research could be used to bring 

solutions but which at the same time offered business opportunities for 

industries, for instance in the environment sector. The Green Paper also 

drew up the information society development, social cohesion and more 

precisely the legal framework in terms of ‘effective rules of play’. 

The White Paper had elaborated more deeply the solidarity aspects and 

social cohesion, whereas the Green Paper focused more on the questions of 
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regional development in terms of SMEs and their possibilities and 

capabilities to utilise technical, management etc. expertise. In Finland 

through the innovation system approach in the early 1990s the service 

structure for ‘innovations’ had started to develop but the availability of EU 

structural funds and the specification of social cohesion targets in EU 

policy-making offered new possibilities for the Finnish government to 

expand and strengthen R&D based and related activities in the whole 

country.  The  Centre  of  Expertise  Programme  prepared  by  the  Ministry  of  

the Interior in relation to an initiative of local and regional technology is 
one of the concrete examples of these policy measures. The programme was 

launched in 1994 in the preparation phase of Finnish EU membership, and 

it is still implemented, although conceptual modifications of the 

programme have been done. This regional dimension of innovations will be 

discussed more deeply in Chapter 7. 

However, the legal framework, in terms of cooperation agreements, 

merger control, applicable state aids and legal protection (EC 1995, 12-15) 

were areas which had not been discussed in the Finnish context as the 

Commission defined them in the Green Paper. Especially the state aid rules 

and their definition at that time did not favour existing Finnish state aid 

allocation practices especially in the field of business policy. In terms of 
science and technology policy-making they created conditions which 

strengthened the already existing technological orientation in Finland. The 

issues of the legal protection and the exploitation targets of EU funded 

research caused the renewal of research and innovation service practices 

especially in the universities and in the state research institutions. Later on, 

an act of inventions in higher education institutions was enacted in 2006 to 

clarify the legal framework in higher education institutions. 

In this regard, the question of eligible state aid actualised and materialised 

by the mid-1990s. As a tangible result Finland had to change its state aid 

rules concerning state subsidies to companies. The Green Paper (EC 1995, 

13-14) stated that there was a distinction between state aid and general 
measures. General measures were defined to be government schemes for 

promoting innovation and research horizontally, without favouring specific 

companies or production. The state aid rules were defined as having the 

objective ‘of allowing the Member States to pursue innovation policies equal 

to the challenge of international competition’. The Commission declared, 

based  on  Article  85(3)  of  the  Treaty  of  Rome  that,  under  certain  

circumstances, a group exemption may be given to research agreements 

between firms for agreements which contribute to technical and economic 

progress (EC 1995, 13). Therefore, technical and economic progress was a 
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‘legal’ basis to allow cooperation agreements between companies, if certain 

conditions were fulfilled. 

The state aid rules formulated at the EU level and in accordance with the 

WTO code on subsidies were based on the idea of competitive neutrality.  

As  one  of  the  interviewees,  a  civil  servant  in  the  Ministry  of  Employment  

and the Economy explained, this meant a significant change in the Finnish 

state aid rules. For example, companies were previously able to obtain state 

aid for personnel expenditures when establishing companies, or general 

investments for companies. The definitions of the OECD manuals, like the 
Frascati and Oslo manuals, were interlinked with the definitions of the 

applicable state aids. The manuals defined the definitions for the 

measurements of R&D activities and innovation data primarily for national 

statistics, but they were also used when defining applicable state aid rules in 

the EU context. That is to say, that they constructed the basis for common 

understanding between OECD countries and EU member states of the issue 

how economic reasons had to be understood in terms of subsidising 

companies’ R&D activities without causing unfair competition in the 

markets. These manuals was a mean to share common understanding of 

acceptable economic arguments, like market failure, to support commercial 

R&D.  They  ‘quided’  the  way  to  invest  legally  public  resources  in  sectors  
“which contribute to improving the competitiveness of Community 
industry without distorting trade” (EC 1995, 14), The international 

notifications through the Frascati Manual and Oslo Manual published by 

the OECD and developed in collaboration with the European Commission 

created shared and common understanding among public agencies. These 

definitions set the rules for an eligible meaning of ‘a scientific and 

technological innovation’ in terms of public R&D financing.  

 

 

The growing importance of services and working life 
development 

 

Despite the strong technological focus in the EU context towards 
technological innovations there can be recognised various new attempts to 

define what innovation as an object of public measures could be. One of 

these new meaning givings relates to the growing interest in the service 

sector in Finland. The Finnish government required, in its 1995 programme 

that R&D activities had to be directed at new industrial and service know-

how sectors, like energy, telecommunications and the environment. It is 

worth noting that the concept of innovation was expressed for the first time 
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in the government’s programme in 1995, and innovations were solely seen 

as products of companies promoting competitiveness in the programme. 

Furthermore, in the report prepared by external experts to the Ministry of 

Trade and Industry  (the STPC meeting 3/1997)  in  1996 the importance of  

developing knowledge-intensive services in the same way as knowledge-

based manufacturing was recommended. The role of knowledge-intensive 

business services as users, carriers and sources of innovations also arose in 

the  analysis  and  reports  (e.g.  Miles  et  al.  1995;  Bilderbeek  et  al.  1998)  

commissioned by the European Commission around the mid-1990s. Also, 
the European Commission noticed in its Green Paper on Innovation (1995, 

10) the growing economic importance of services in terms of the number of 

employees, the share of GDP produced by these sectors, its economically 

significant usage of new technologies, integration of products and services, 

the demand of new technological applications, and the intangible services 

in relation to innovations and investments. The Commission articulated the 

importance of services mainly through technological and economic aspects. 

In Finland, the Council (STPC meeting 5/1996) began to require an 

increase in innovation activities towards the knowledge intensive service 

sector, and in the mid-1990s Tekes directed its programmes towards 

services but at the same time required that the development of services had 
to  be  technology  based  or  related  (STPC  meeting  1/1998).  The  manuals,  

mentioned above, and the state aid rules created the conditions in which 

Finnish officials had to reconcile their thinking about innovations, this is to 

say  what  was  eligible  to  be  financed  with  public  measures  in  the  field  of  

R&D. 
 

We had to require that in the development of services there had to be a technical 

content. [Civil servant, Tekes] 

 

Besides the notion of the growing importance of services in national 

economies and in international trade, the observations of civil servants 

concerning manufacturing business made it clear that also manufacturing 
industries were starting to develop their product portfolios towards 

services. 

 
There was the observation that gradually, in manufacturing companies, services 

started  to  represent,  in  the  most  advanced  companies,  a  great  deal  of  their  

business activities, and the question arose whether services should be developed 

as well. [Civil servant, Tekes] 

 

These new meaning givings were not accepted off hand in Finland. In the 

polemic discussion two extreme argumentation lines existed, at least in the 
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context of Tekes when it started to plan to redirect its programmes. These 

‘service discourses’ based on interview with representative of Tekes are 

described below. The arguments on both sides were mainly economically 

reasoned and included the significance for various economic branches of 

the national economy. 

 
Table 7. Articulation of services and their relevance 

Pro service innovations and service sector 
development 

Against service innovations and 
service sector development 

 When costs of production factors 
increase and when manufacturing 
industry develops, the development of 
the industrial structures starts to 
change in various countries. The 
significance of manufacturing industry 
starts to decrease and the importance of 
services starts to increase. 

 Global markets of services have 
increased. 

 Services have a significant role in 
international trade. 

 The productivity of industry has 
increased to the level of the most 
competitive countries. No great 
optimisations can be made. We have to 
think of services. 

 We cannot succeed by 
“washing each other’s shirts.” 

 The significance of industry is 
so large that we cannot 
succeed without it. 

 It is real policy to invest in the 
development of 
manufacturing industry. 

 

When the Cabinet Committee on Economic Policy, a political body working 

under the government, made a decision to significantly increase public 

R&D  funding  in  Finland  in  September  1996,  the  Council  was  tasked  with  

planning the specific usage of additional financing. The financing resources 

of Tekes were increased significantly but at the same time additional 

financing was also directed to expand cluster programmes to two existing 

programmes, and new cluster areas covering food, wood, 

telecommunications, traffic, welfare, the environment, and the 

development of working life were implemented. The objectives of these 

programmes were to create new innovations, business activities and 
workplaces. New innovations in the environmental cluster were especially 

seen to be needed due to environmental regulations and protection 

activities (STPC meeting 2/1997). In these programmes the concept of 

innovation seemed to be integrated not only to technological development, 

but to also cover other type of new products and services. These 

programmes were financed through various ministries (see e.g. the Ministry 

of Environment 2010), and this approach enabled  innovations to be 

defined broadly, since there was no need to notify the Commission that the 

various ministries also provided public resources for R&D, as there was for 
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Tekes. The field of cluster programmes opened a more free discursive space 

and conditions to discuss and to enhance ‘innovations’. 

Although the Council had used different qualifiers, such as economic, 

social and human, with innovations, it was not until the end of the 1990s 

that the concept of social innovation started to gain concrete meaning. The 

Council (STPC meeting 1/1998) defined it in relation to working life 

development based on the definition given by the Ministry of Labour. This 

occurred after the Council had increased resources for cluster programmes 

due to overall resource increase, and had also required that working life 
development should be integrated with research activities in order to 

enhance productivity and employment. The Ministry had spoken of 

research based development for working life (see eg. Kyllönen et al. 1996) 

but already in the following year ‘working life innovations’ was “a  way  of  
promoting competitiveness, welfare and employment” (Alasoini et al. (ed.) 

1997).  Several  scholars  (e.g.  Andreasen  et  al.  (ed.)  1995;  Braczyk  &  

Schienstock (ed.) 1996; Gustavsen et al. 1995) have discussed the problems 

of the old Fordian way to organise work and the shortage of organisational 

innovations and their low diffusion in working life. This was one essential 

reason for the economic and employment problems within European 

countries  and  regions.  The  European  Commission  (COM(96)  389,  9)  had  
defined this problem as being especially due to the slowness of the 

implementation of ICT, and thus, the expected increase in growth had not 

occurred. In the Finnish context the working innovations were not only 

defined through the problems of integrating the ‘hard’ technology policy 

and working life development, ways to develop work organising, but were 

also discussed in relation to new participating and negotiating systems in 

labour markets, new payroll and working hours systems, and new ways to 

design work and plan working environments (Alasoini et al. (ed.) 1997). 

Besides companies, work organisations and labour union parties with the 

Ministry of Labour co-operated, in terms of conceptualizing ‘work 

innovations,’ with working life researchers and research institutions.  
 

 

Industrial design and business innovations 
 

In addition to the growing interest in services at the end of the 1990s 

cultural innovations, cultural industries and content production started to 
gain attention in public policy discourse, mainly due to the information 

society development. The technological development of ICT especially 

made content and services enabled through these technologies easier and 

less expensive. The Ministry of Trade and Industry carried out the content 
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production programme, while at the same time the Ministry of Education 

set up the working group for cultural industries. Also, the Ministry of the 

Interior, as a part of the regional centre of expertise programme called for 

applications for creative sectors. In Finland the government made a 

decision in principal with regard to design policy in June 2000. This 

phenomenon of interest in creative and cultural industries was not only 

national but was also discussed for instance in the British government, 

which conducted a basic survey of creative industries with a local university 

in 199827, this being the first effort to measure the impact of these sectors 
on  the  British  economy.  Based  on  the  survey  the  British  government  

planned and started public measures targeting this sector. An essential 

point in the creative industries initiative was the significance of these 

sectors in terms of economic and social benefits derived respectively from 

property rights and employment opportunities. Thus, the question was not 

only in terms of intellectual property rights of industrial rights but also 

stemming from individual creativity, skill and talent having “potential for 
wealth and job creation through the generation and exploitation of 
intellectual property”,  as  defined  in  the  mapping  document.  Thus,  the  

wealth creation basis in this approach was not in research and technology 

but in creativity which can gain commercial potential in the markets. 
In Finland one of the controversial issues discussed concerning these 

sectors was whether they were seen eligible to receive public R&D 

investment for product development and commercialisation as was the case 

with other business sectors. One of the dividing lines in the discussion 

between various policy-makers was the question of exportable potential of 

these sectors. Also, the cultural and creative industries, and content 

production being commercially mostly based on copyrights, their creation, 

development and commercial utilisation also made an impression in 

manufacturing industries. The crucial question was related to various types 

of economic interests which seemed to favour the users of copyrights rather 

than their creators. 
 
There are also clear other economic interests. […] The thought is clear that 

copyrights are the starting point of immaterial business. […] But the fact that they 

would  be  protected  and  developed,  that  their  commercialisation  would  be  

enhanced, what actually happens, but the main emphasis is, that those who use 

copyright, such as broadcasters, media and increasingly technology 

manufacturers,  who pay  for  copyrights,  they  are  clearly  more  concerned,  that  if  

                                                        
27 Creative  Industries  Mapping  Document,  UK,  1998.  Published  by  the  UK  

Department for Culture, Media and Sport. 
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you produce certain goods, that are more important than cultivating copyrights,  

their usage and protection. [Civil servant, The Ministry of Education] 

 

In terms of developing various industry sectors and businesses these 

branches were in the fringe area of the core public measures in the late 

1990s and the early 2000s. The conceptualisation of cultural and ‘creative’ 
innovations led especially to activities of industrial design in Tekes (the 

technology programme of industrial design 2002-2005) and in the 

Academy of Finland (the research programme of industrial design 2002-

2005). Tekes also financed ‘product development’ of the gaming industry 

focusing on the technological development work in the companies, such as 

developing certain gaming machines, but actually these developed 

technological equipments were not commercialised at all in certain cases 

but  the  games  themselves  produced  by  these  ‘engines’.  That  is  to  say  that  

public funding in ‘production facilities’ was eligible, if it had a technological 

nature, not at all depending on, whether these facilities, as such, would 

have been commercialised. 
Besides the ministries, in the 1990s universities, such as the University of 

Art and Design Helsinki, Helsinki School of Economics, and Helsinki 

University of Technology, carried out activities which increased attention to 

other competitiveness factors of industries not only the technological 

content. This was the explicit starting point “to enhance the 
competitiveness of business life by utilising design know-how” given for 

instance to the large design programme prepared and carried out between 

the Ministry of Education and the Ministry of Trade and Industry, 

manufacturing industries and industrial design companies, universities, 

public R&D financiers, and regional public business services (the Ministry 

of Education 2004, 13). 
In the late 1990s the research orientation and the development work of 

business know-how also arose in units of the economic sciences (the STPC 

meeting 1/1999). As a research professor of the Aalto University School of 

Economics described there had been a group of scientists at the school 

already in the 1970s who had required more emphasis on research activities 

besides training of ‘managers’ but the shift towards a more research 

oriented direction did not occur until the polytechnics were started to be 

regularised in Finland in the late 1990s. As a part of the harmonisation of 

the Finnish education system at the European level a pilot phase to 

transform vocational institutes, and upper secondary vocational training 

towards  a  ‘European  model’  started  in  the  early  1990s.  This  part  of  the  
Finnish education was regularised as polytechnics belonging to the national 

higher education system. In order to differentiate themselves from the 
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polytechnics the business schools, which had‘traditionally’ been part of the 

national university system, started to reformulate their operations by 

emphasising research. Based on these activities the first national research 

programme funded in collaboration with the Academy of Finland and the 

National Technology Agency Tekes in the field of business studies started in 

2001. The programme focused on the changes of Finnish companies and 

their management under the pressure of knowledge-based competition and 

the finance-driven economy. Business models, organisational and 

management models, as well as workings and operational models started to 
gain attention as innovations. An essential referential seemed to be the 

linkage to the research-based business knowledge and know-how. 

 

 

Social innovations in the service of information society 
 

In  the  mid-1990s  various  countries  prepared  or  had  started  broad  
development programmes in order to forge the information society. Besides 

various countries the EU, G7 countries and the OECD tried to strengthen 

international cooperation in order to hasten its development (STPC 1996, 

79).  Reports  of  the  OECD,  the  Bangemann  report  published  by  the  

European Commission in 1994, and the Green Paper ‘Living and working in 

the information society’ in 1996 (the Ministry of Finance 2000, 5) created a 

discussion that ranged from pure competitive and market oriented 

approach to aspects of employment, democracy and equality. The 

Bangemann report emphasised the market approach and deregulation. 

 
On the basis of this report, the Council will adopt an operational programme 

defining  precise  procedures  for  action  and  the  necessary  means.  This  Report  

urges the European Union to put its faith in market mechanisms as the motive 

power  to  carry  us  into  the  Information  Age.  This  means  that  actions  must  be  

taken at the European level and by Member States to strike down entrenched 

positions which put Europe at a competitive disadvantage:  it means fostering an 

entrepreneurial mentality to enable the emergence of new dynamic sectors of the 

economy; it means developing a common regulatory approach to bring forth a 

competitive,  Europe-wide,  market  for  information  services;  it  does  NOT  mean  

more public money, financial assistance, subsidies, dirigisme, or protectionism. 

[The Bangemann report 1994, 4] 

 
The European Commission’s starting point was in the inevitability 

concerning the technological change brought about with information and 

communication technologies and its effects on economic and societal 

development (Green Paper 1996, 3). It was seen to be “a huge potential for 
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wealth creation, higher standards of living and better services”. However, 

at the same time public policies were seen to be needed to help “reap the 
benefits of technological progress, and which can ensure equitable access 
to the Information Society and a fair distribution of the potential for 
prosperity”.  The  Green  Paper  aimed  “to stimulate the debate on the 
development of the European Information Society, and focuses on the key 
issues of the organisation of work, employment and social cohesion”. As 

stated  in  the  Commission  Green  Paper  (EC  1996,  6)  it  was  an  effort  to  

promote wide discussion and awareness of the social and societal issues 
involved. Thus, the highly market based approach in the Bangemann report 

had to be restructured towards social issues, and the Commission (EC 1996, 

7) acknowledged the basic principle of subsidiarity in the field of social 

issues and referred to the responsibilities of governments and regional and 

local authorities, the social partners and civil society. This shift was clear 

and recognised widely. For instance, Hurme et al. (1997) wrote that the 

emphases of the EU information society policy had changed. The plan in 

1994 started from deregulation and creation of markets, and information 

technology was reasoned through economic growth and new workplaces. 

The new plan emphasised social issues, as the acceptance of information 

society in various parts of population and in various countries, and the 
prevention of polarisation. 

In Finland the Ministry of Finance coordinated the preparation of the first 

broad-based information society development strategy which was accepted 

by  the  government  in  1995.  The  information  society  approach  was  

integrated into the national innovation system approach, especially by the 

Council. From the point of view of the national innovation system approach 

the problem was still seen to be in technological and industrial 

development, especially due to the shortage of personnel with higher 

education level training. The skills of the whole population affected the 

possibilities to utilise widely knowledge and know-how in society, and thus, 

the development of the information society was seen to be dependent on 
that factor. Besides the technological development of the information 

society the exploitation was also seen to be related to information content, 

products and services which were attainable in the new information 

networks. (STPC 1996, 80) 

In terms of developing information and telecommunication devices, 

systems and networks the international market possibilities were seen to be 

favourable, since products and services of these technological equipments, 

produced by Finnish companies, were seen to be competitive, whereas 

information products and services were framed by the Council in relation to 

the small domestic markets, and economic profitability was seen to require 
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success in international markets. (STPC 1996, 81) Thus, the main emphasis 

had to be in terms of competitive business in the technological development 

of the information society. 

At the same time the role of the public sector was related to two aspects by 

the Council. Reasoned through the market failure argument public 

investments were needed to enhance the technological development of 

products and services of private companies. On the other hand the public 

sector itself could use ICT-based products and services in its own 

operations in order to carry out basic societal tasks, like health care, 
security, education, cultural heritage and general infrastructure. In the 

latter task the role of the public sector was defined to be as a customer, 

buying, using and exploiting ICT-related products and services produced by 

private companies. The Council defined that otherwise it was problematic 

or  even  forbidden  to  develop  or  subsidise  information  products  and  

services. They were seen to distort markets. (STPC 1996, 81) 

Until the end of the 1990s the technological orientation dominated in 

terms of enhancing innovations by public measures. Well-functioning 

markets were a condition for successful innovation activities. The public 

sector had three roles for enabling innovations. First of all, the public sector 

invested in R&D. Secondly, the public sector was a customer of 
‘technological innovations’. Thirdly, the public sector gave legislation, 

norms and standards which had to promote the commercial exploitation of 

knowledge and know-how. Besides the information society and 

telecommunications this applied also to energy and to environment sectors 

(STPC 1996). The ‘totalitarian’ approach of innovations in the Council’s 

definitions reflected the content of the Commission’s Green Paper on 

innovations. 

In the late 1990s after the first national information society strategy the 

preparation of new ‘national’ innovation society development guidelines 

were prepared by Sitra,  after  the request  of  the  Ministry  of  Finance (Sitra  

1998, 4). The established practice to complete preparatory work before the 
up and coming parliamentary election in the following year of 1999 can be 

seen as a main reason for the report. As with the policy context of science, 

technology and innovations emphasising the innovation system approach, 

and the information society approach were seen to be related to this 

‘national system’ (Sitra 1998, 6). In the report the successful development, 

in the field of innovation activities, between Finnish business life, research 

and the public administration was recognised, and a requirement was made 

to develop and expand it towards social and organisational innovations 

(Sitra 1998, 13). Sitra’s report emphasised that Finnish society should be 

developed from the people’s needs (Sitra 1998, 5) reflecting the notions of 
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the European Commission’s approach in the documents of the information 

society development framing it as ‘People First’ (draft 22/07/96 final 

COM(96) 389; COM(97) 390). 

The  new  government,  which  started  its  operations  in  1999,  defined  

information society development besides technological development in 

relation to contents, services, information society skills, and government. 

The government wanted to especially promote social and technological 

innovations as a part of modernising service culture of the public sector. 

Social innovations did not gain any status as an independent development 
target in the information society related discourse. Social innovations were 

subordinated to technological progress in the late 1990s and in the early 

2000s. The Council (STPC 2000) stated that social and organisational 

innovations are key success factors in technological progress and socio-

economic development. Thus, on the other hand only producing technology 

and technological equipment is not enough, if they are not exploited and if 

people in society and in workplaces did not have the qualifications to use 

them. Although social innovation was actualised in quite a large sense after 

the mid-1990s, the social and organisational aspects were in policy practice 

mainly related to the development of working life (see section 5.2).  

From  the  point  of  the  view  of  the  national  economy  the  information  
industry had grown successfully during the 1990s, and the growth numbers 

were positive in production, export and work places. The concept of 

information industry was quite often referred to as the convergence of 

media, information technology, and telecommunications, and this was seen 

to happen due to digitalisation (the Ministry of Finance 2000, 22). One of 

the main concerns was to maintain industrial production in Finland, and to 

maintain the created strength area (STPC 2000). One of the main national 

problems was to ensure the sufficient recruitment base for the needs of the 

teleinformatic industry. For this purpose various additional training 

programmes and ‘bees’, like LUMA, were financed and organised by the 

government.  As  the  former  member  of  the  Council  and  the  CEO  of  Nokia  
Corporation stated28, the concern about personnel having sufficient skills in 

mathematics and natural sciences was related to the question of having to 

educate enough hardware experts. 

Since the mid-1990s the information society, as an organising concept of 

public policies and measures, integrated with the national innovations 

approach in Finland. Although the concept of social innovation in relation 

to the information society and innovation policies was actualised, its 

materialisation in public measures was quite weak. The ministries carried 
                                                        
28 In  the  lecture  given  by  him  at  the  Aalto  University,  School  of  Economics,  in  

May 2010. 
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out projects, programmes and strategies related to business development, 

such as the content production programme, ecommerce, to electronic 

transaction and service processes of the public administration, and to the 

enhancement of information society skills, exploitation of information 

networks in education, increasing digital information capital, and 

strengthening information society structures in education and research. 

Besides the international regulation development nationally special 

attention was paid to tele market and electronic transactions regulation. 

(the Ministry of Finance 2000, 52-53). Furthermore, for instance Tekes 
enlarged ICT-based programmes towards new application areas. It started, 

for example, the iWell programme in order to develop ICT-based 

applications for the health care sector.  

The social cohesion aspects of the information society development were 

primarily integrated with regional development and the measures of the EU 

structural funds. For instance the European Commission asked the Finnish 

Association of Local and Regional Authorities to carry out the Local and 

Regional Information Society project during the years 1996-98 (the 

Ministry  of  Finance  2000,  64).  Social  cohesion  was  defined  in  terms  of  

strengthening the competitiveness of less favoured European regions 

through innovative use of information technology29. 
In general the strong techno-economic orientation prevailed in the policy 

discourse. The characteristics rules, as statements behind the public policy 

discourse, did not move radically from the emphasis of technological 

progress and economic development in the late 1990s but they started to 

gain shifting potential mainly, since new authorities of delimitation entered 

into the discursive field. I will come back to this issue in the next section, 

when I sum up these transformative elements and the new discursive 

conditions after the mid-1990s. 

In the early 2000s the Council (STPC meeting 1/2002, 2/2002) 

recognised the problems of intergrating the technological and social 

dimensions in the Finnish information society development. This concern 
in part contributed to the policy guidelines given in the Council’s review in 

2003. In this review the Council (STPC 2003, 5) defined the ‘national 

strategy’ to be the enhancement of the societal and economic development 

of the country using social and technological innovations, meaning in terms 

of public measures, to create and enhance the prerequisites for innovation 

and innovation environments. The central aim according to the review was 

to expand the development and utilisation of high technology focusing on 

the economic development based on exports to include the prevention of 

                                                        
29 http://www.locregis.net/background.html 
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factors causing negative societal and social development (STPC 2003, 4-5). 

However, in this policy formulation not only the information society 

development was present but also other aspects, which I will examine more 

deeply in Chapter 6. 

 

 

Summarising the emerging reformulation of rules and changing 
elements in the late 1990s and the early 2000s 

 

After the mid-1990s new authorities of delimitation to construct the 

meaning of innovation entered into the discursive field of public policy. 
Besides technical sciences and economics also business studies, the 

research of industrial design and working life studies could contribute 

nationally to the policy discourse in the late 1990s. Common to all of these 

authorities of delimitation was the feature that they were research and 

science based. The essential referential in these formations was the 

possibility of these new innovations to contribute either to product 

development in manufacturing industry or to contribute to the economic 

success or productivity increase of companies. I want to emphasise that 

these new authorities were able to expand existing policy tools towards new 

areas, and thus influence the materialisation of the policy. 

The emergence of new authorities of delimitation in the policy field can be 
seen to be related to various changing elements. First of all, the government 

significantly increased public resources for R&D in 1996, and this created 

opportunities to allocate resources for new areas without decreasing them 

in other areas. Secondly, the political aims of the government to develop the 

public R&D measures to new business fields, such as the service sector, 

created a basis of political commitment but at the same time the EU wide 

state aid rules seemed to restrict national conditions to expand policy 

measures. On the other hand, the Council still mainly argued for 

technological and industrial progress until the early 2000s, and these 

various viewpoints created forces and counterforces in the public debate, 

like the ‘discourses’ of the role of services in the national economy. Thirdly, 
the external conditions of training focused universities and disciplines had 

changed due to the development and the assertion of polytechnics. Certain 

disciplines had an interest to strengthen their position as research 

universities in the national higher education system, and they entered the 

discursive field of science and innovation policy-making. The increased 

public  resources  for  R&D  could  help  in  part  the  expansion  of  the  

boundaries  of  the  policy  knowledge.  As  a  fourth  aspect,  the  expansion  of  

cluster programmes and the integration of the national innovation system 
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approach with the development of the information society also enriched the 

policy discourse, and brought new insights into policy formulation. Also, 

the boundaries of technologically and economically oriented policy 

approach started to be faced. This occurred especially at the European level, 

and also reflected national policy-making at the turn of the decade. 

However, nationally the role of companies was still emphasised in the 

production of innovations, and the role of the public sector was to enhance 

their competitiveness by procuring companies’ product and services. In this 

respect an identifiable change occurred around the mid-2000s, which I will 
elaborate in the next chapter.  

The information society approach integrated with the techno-economic 

orientation of the innovation system approach in a way, which emphasised 

an approach to enhance with various public measures the production and 

utilisation of ICT-related products and services. The differentiation of social 

innovations was made using the technological and economic aspects as the 

referentials in the discourse. The status was given to social innovations only 

if they could improve the development and the exploitation of information 

and communication technologies and especially their commercial 

exploitation. Thus, they had to enable the increase of competitiveness of 

information industries, and primarily the technological part of it. Also, the 
social cohesion targets served the growth of competitiveness of less 

favoured regions.  

I  argue  that  the  integration  of  the  information  society  discourse  and  the  

innovation approach did not require tremendous changes in the rules of 

formation, since the both discourses at the end of 1990s were based highly 

on techno-economic orientation and statements defining the content and 

practices of discourse. In that case social innovations were an enabling 

function for competitiveness oriented policy-making. The integration of 

these discourses enabled the object, innovation as a social innovation, to be 

differentiated in a new way. 

Working life development and information society development was 
integrated in work innovations as social innovations but these policy 

measures did not gain a legitimised and institutionalised status in policy-

making until 2007. When the new ministry was established in the change of 

government in 2007, the working life development programme was moved 

from  the  Ministry  of  Labour  to  Tekes  as  part  of  the  merger.  Before  that  

working life development had always operated on a fixed-term basis, and 

there had always been problems in receiving financing for the programme. 

Actually this change was not written in the government’s merger decision 

but a paragraph was added in the press release informing the ministerial 

change. The legitimation basis of this transfer was in productivity increases, 
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and thus, the extra change was accordant with more general policy thinking 

and it did not harm the essential rules of policy-making.   
 
Developing working life is one of the most natural ways to improve productivity. 

[Civil servant, The Ministry of Employment and the Economy] 

 
In this regard, affairs of a particular civil servant can be rather autonomous, 

if they comply with the existing rules of policy-making. 

The meaning giving for the concept of innovation could not expand in the 

late 1990s and in the early 2000s to all business sectors and fields. Not all 

creativity was treated equally. The discourse permitted the described 

extensions, if the competitiveness and productivity aspects of companies 

could be reasoned, but defined certain elements outside, if the traditional 

‘net export’ criterion could not be credibly articulated. It seems to be that 

the eligible field of innovations was constructed through the economic size 

of existing industries in terms of their share of GDP and of exports. Thus, 

the increase in the competitiveness and the productivity of companies could 
be also enhanced through other means as technological development, and 

innovation could gain an eligible status in the public policy discourse 

without the technological content. At the internal level of the techno-

economic oriented discourse the understanding of knowledge-intensive 

services as enablers of innovations in traditional industries, and the 

observations of structural changes in the business of manufacturing 

industries gave new information and expanded the understanding of the 

scope of industries and the enablers of its competitiveness. 

In this regard it is good to remember the applied rules of formation in the 

policy discourse in the 1980s, when the differentiation was made between 

industry fields not in terms of their actual size but their potential to produce 
and exploit technology. One can just imagine what would be the situation of 

certain business fields in today’s Finland, if the same amount of public 

resources would have been used, for instance, in creative industries since 

the late  1990s as  have been used in  ICT since the early  1980s.  In the late  

1990s there was not a seriously taken economic theory available which had 

recognised  the  role  of  ‘creativity’  in  terms  of  economic  growth,  as  there  

were in terms of technology since Solow’s model. This is not to say that only 

economic theories have determined and constructed public policy-making 

but they have had a significant role in it. 

Nationally the integration of various administrative fields outside the 

more ‘traditional’ science and technology policies created, as a new 
horizontal policy practice, a space to discuss innovations in a wider societal 

perspective. However, during the 1990s an essential rule was qualified 
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according to the financier. For instance, Tekes was allowed to finance 

service innovations only if there was a technical or technological content. 

The  state  aid  rules  did  not  seem  to  apply  to  other  ministries,  although  in  

principle the foundations of the all cluster programmes was the same, and 

they used the same national public resources as Tekes.  

When one tries to depict the changes at various levels and the 

transformation types, the identification of the importance of services in the 

economy was not based on the results of economic theories, like the 

recognition of technology, but it was defined more based on an observation 
of the existing economic environment. In that sense it affected as an 

internal change in the discourse of the emerging positivity, and it could be 

defined as an external element in the system of formation. 

In that phase especially business sciences and industrial design came into 

the discursive field of innovations more or less due to the ‘Europeanisation’ 

of the Finnish education system. These universities, especially business 

schools, being noticed as ‘training houses for craftsmen’, wanted to profile 

themselves as ‘research universities’. Through the referential of the 

economic and business importance the rules of the existing discourse were 

not hard to change. In these cases for instance the existing instruments of 

Tekes and the Academy of Finland were transformed to cover these fields of 
R&D,  too.  In  that  time  the  working  life  development  programme  was  

continued by the government’s decision in its programme in 1999 but it still 

had to operate on a fixed-term basis.  

Furthermore, in terms of transformations the extension of the cluster 

programme in 1997 created a basis and a policy-making practice for the 

inter-discursivity to occur between various policy sectors. This in turn 

enabled the construction of the positivity of ‘horizontal’ innovation policy to 

emerge outside of the science and technology based positivity. Although the 

cluster programmes had enlarged the participation of various 

administrative fields in the field of ‘innovation policy’, it had been reasoned 

primarily through their efforts to enhance innovations as economic ones, 
fostering the competitiveness of the Finnish industries.  

To sum up, the constitution of the examined policy discourse I have called 

this phase starting around the mid-1990s and ending in the early 2000s as 

a transition phase in policy construction around innovations. The grids of 

specification of different types of innovations started to expand but the 

essential rules of the discursive formation remained the same to a large 

extent. New authorities of delimitation could enter into the discursive field 

but it was required to follow existing statements of the discourse. However, 

the new authorities could expand existing discursive practices by bringing 

new elements into the discourse, and expanded the boundaries of policy 
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knowledge indicating a gradual archaeological shift from techno-economic 

policy knowledge towards industrial-economic policy knowledge. The body 

of policy knowledge was no longer purely techno-economic. It started to 

gain new elements and enlarged the corpus of policy knowledge, which I 

have called industrial-economic knowledge. 

 Also, at that time the concept ‘innovation policy’, which occurred for the 

first time in the Council’s review in 1996, started to assert its position as a 

policy  field.  One  can  argue  that  a  new  positivity  or  an  episteme  had  been  

established but as a new type of policy field, since it did differentiate itself 
from the earlier ones. There could not be found any specific administrative 

field, which was responsible for this new one. It covered issues related to 

many ‘traditional’ policy fields, and it had its foundations primarily in the 

fields of science policy and technology policy in the Finnish context. I will 

come back to this positivity issue of the policy issues in Chapter 8.  

I have summarized in the following table how innovation, as an object of 

public policy discourse, was made nameable and describable in the phase 

when innovation policy as a nameable policy field started to gain attention 

and became stable besides science and technology policy. In this ‘transition 

phase’ the rules and practices of the policy discourse started to gain new 

elements but the statements behind the body of techno-economic 
knowledge of the policy remained strong and created essential referential 

points. This phase covers the period of time from the mid-1990s until the 

early 2000s. 
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Table 8. The policy discourse deploying the body of industrial-economic policy knowledge 

Elements Description of the key content 

The object’s 
status 
(‘innovation’) 

 Innovations were commercially exploited results of research 
and development activities. 

 Innovations had to contribute mainly to the technological and 
economic  progress  of  the  country  and  its  industries.  In  
addition, business innovations, industrial design innovations 
and service innovations with technological content could also 
serve the target.  

Defining 
discourse 

 The body of techno-economic knowledge started to expand 
towards industrial-economic knowledge where other business 
fields and products than manufacturing ones started to be 
acceptable. 

 However, the binding EU state aid rules until the mid-2000s 
hindered a more rapid national development. 

 The relevant authors of delimitation expanded especially 
towards business studies and industrial design research 
nationally but the competition policy of the EU and its 
‘neutrality’ statements delimited the boundaries of the national 
discourse. Nationally the grids of specification differentiating 
various types of innovations expanded. 

 Nationally the discourse contrasted different business sectors 
between their existing capabilities to exploit results of 
innovation activities as exports in the international markets.  

The rules and 
practices of 
formation 
governing the 
discourse 

 More general productivity increase statement in terms of 
companies started to be accepted as a relevant policy aim 
without ultimate technological factors. 

 The expansion of cluster programmes integrated various 
administrative fields and created a discursive basis for the 
emerging ‘horizontal’ innovation policy. 

 Although  other  sources  of  innovations  than  R&D  were  
recognised, meaning especially creativity producing 
copyrights, these sources were not accepted to be relevant 
targets of innovation policy measures. 

 The ‘traditional’ rules to construct research and development 
based innovation policy to enhance the development of export 
industries and the competitiveness of the national economy 
overwhelmed other policy aims. 
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I have also summarised my interpretation of the main changing or shifting 

elements of the meaning giving of innovations in the public policy discourse 

in this phase in the following table. 

 
Table 9. Identified transformative elements at various levels in public policy discourse 

The level of the 
system of 
formation 

Different elements Characteristics 
relations 

Relations between 
different rules 

Intra-discursive 
level 

 Observations of 
the changes from 
‘products’ 
towards ‘services’ 
in manufacturing 
industry. 

 Observations of 
the amount of 
service sector of 
the GDP. 

  Acknowledgment 
of other types of 
innovations than 
technological 
ones being based 
on certain 
research fields; 
the allowance of 
new authorities 
of delimitation in 
the formation of 
objects 

 The productivity 
statements 
started to replace 
growth 
statements being 
based on pure 
technological 
progress. 

Inter-discursive 
level 

 The political 
decision to 
increase public 
R&D 
expenditures. 

 Integration of 
the information 
society 
development 
with the national 
innovation 
system 
approach. 

 Expansion of the 
cluster 
programmes to 
new policy fields 
but still 
emphasising 
technological 
aspects and 
commercial 
exploitation. 

 

Extra-discursive 
level 

 The political 
decision of the 
membership in 
the EU. 
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6 The expansion of service and social 
innovations and the surfacing of 
sustainable innovation 

New conceptualisations of service and social innovation surfaced in public 

policy-making in the early 2000s. The surfacings of social innovations as 

means of working life development as a part of the enlarging cluster 

approach, and as a tool to foster information society development with the 

integration of science, technology and innovation policy were discussed in 

the previous chapter. The other surfacings of service and social innovations 

and their discursive conditions will be discussed in this chapter. 

The preparation of the national globalisation strategy in 2004 integrated 

various types of conceptualisation of innovations together, and organised 
the concept of innovation in relation to productivity and competitiveness 

targets concerning both the public and private sectors (PMO 19/2004). The 

relevance of the national global strategy in terms of public policy-making 

was in its political commitment of various political parties, and its 

integration to public administration, industry and labour union parties. 

Although the report paid great emphasis to the education and innovation 

systems and their strengthening, the policy recommendations were 

prepared without close cooperation with some traditional administrative 

and public organisations in the field, like the Science and Technology Policy 

Council, the Ministry of Education, and the Academy of Finland, 

universities, public research institutions (PMO 19/2004, 3). Besides the 
preparation of this strategy there were some other efforts to rethink the 

position of Finland in the global context in the mid-2000s. 

 
In  the  mid-2000s  there  was  quite  a  lot  of  concern  how  globalisation  will  treat  

Finland. [...] In that time broader discussion was going on. There was the 

globalisation  working  group  of  the  President  of  the  Republic,  and  the  

globalisation working group of the Council of State, and many other same types of 

projects which discussed these issues. Through these efforts came, the thought 

matured, that this internationalisation and globalisation are so significant and 

such  large  challenges  that  they  require  fundamental  rethinking.  [Industry  

representative] 
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I  would start from the globalisation report.  What was the year? I  think it  was in 

two parts. It started quite a bit a new type of discussion, and after that the report 

of the Science and Technology Policy Council, and the work done in it in order to 

create the concept of the strategic centres for science, technology and innovation. 

In a way these were epochal things. [Civil servant, The Ministry of Education] 

 

In  the  group [which  prepared  the  national  globalisation  strategy  in  2004]  there  

was a strong commitment in order to move towards a broad-based approach. The 

concept  was  not  used,  or  not  repeated.  It  came  through  the  substance.  It  came  

through the ways of speaking about social innovations. That was the matter which 

brought it [the broad-based approach]. [Civil servant, The Ministry of Finance] 

 

In this chapter I will first discuss the discursive conditions of service 
innovations in the early 2000s, and then move towards the 

conceptualisations of social innovations and the surfacing of sustainable 

innovation. 

 

 

The breakthrough of service innovations 
 

A clear turning point concerning the conception of innovation occurred 

through the international collaboration in the OECD context. The Ministry 

of  Trade  and  Industry,  and  especially  Tekes  were  active  in  the  OECD  

framework, when Australia initiated a project of service innovations. 

According to representatives of Tekes the KISA project, and the national 

projects related to it, were crucial to finally release the concept of 

innovation from its technological content in Finnish policy-making. 

Although the concept of service in the KISA project was subordinated to 

industry (OECD 2006, 7), the project created basis for wider understanding 

of service innovation in the Finnish context. Due to the KISA projects two 

programmes targeted at development of knowledge intensive business 
sector and leisure services were launched by Tekes in Finland after the mid-

2000s. 

Besides the KISA project and national efforts Tekes, with its counterparts 

in various countries and through the European Association of leading 

national innovation agencies TAFTIE, initiated a process in 2003, when the 

EU  state  aid  rules  were  going  to  be  reformulated.  They  tried  to  affect  

through their states to change the EU-wide state aid rules. The aim was to 

also include development of service innovations without technological 

elements as an eligible public funding object. The EU state aid rules given 

in 2007 recognise public funding of innovations without technological 
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content. The national state aid rules in Finland were changed respectively 

in 2008. 

 
And  we  started  in  2003,  we  initiated  a  process,  since  we  knew  that  the  EU  

legislation was started to reformulate. We organised a process, through which we 

could get our own aims into the legislation. And it succeeded quite well, since we 

have this European cooperation, TAFTIE, where our European counterpart 

organisations  are  members.  We  organised  the  work  in  every  country,  and  we  

discussed together, what the aims for changes in legislation could be. We had 

quite common views in different organisations. This was also connected to these 

financing possibilities of services and non-technological contents. The 

Commission received from all EU member states the same messages. We gained 

perhaps 90 percent of the aims to be incorporated into the new legislation, which 

was  given  in  2007.  The  changes  were  made  in  the  Finnish  legislation  in  2008.  

And after that the possibility opened to us to finance for instance the development 

of service concepts without the ultimate technological content. [Civil servant, 

Tekes] 

 

Nationally the development of service innovations with public measures 

was not only related to private services. In the globalisation strategy – 

which was prepared by the Prime Minister’s Office together with main 

political parties, labour union organizations, industry, research 
organisations and public administration in 2004 as a response to effects of 

the  growth  of  China  and  the  other  rapidly  growing  economies  on  the  

economic and employment strategy of Finland – the use of service 

innovations were also defined in the development of public services (PMO 

19/2004, 63). According to the report concerning private and public 

services “innovation policy has to be directed selectively to fields, in which 
applications of innovations and creation of new innovations produce the 
largest economic and societal effects.” Thus, the public sector was not only 

seen in terms of investing in innovations, or enabling creation and 

utilisation of innovations through other policy field’s measures, like norms 

and standards, and as a customer through public procurement, but it was 
also seen as a creator and producer of innovations. The report required that 

public R&D funding should also be targeted at the development of services 

(PMO 19/2004, 65).  

 

 

Social innovations in the service of the societal renewal and to 
increase productivity 

 

In Finland the Council (STPC 1996) articulated, based on the theoretical 

and empirical studies applying the innovation system approach the 
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straightforward coupling between the contemplation of the innovation 

system and structural changes of industries and the economy and 

employment policy. However, the Commission problematised more the 

relationship between innovation and employment (EC 1995, 9), and argued 

that this relationship was not well established (theoretically or empirically). 

The White Paper (1994) spoke about the ‘structural technological 

unemployment’.  Like  the  Commission  in  the  Green  Paper  (EC  1995)  the  

Finnish Council had already paid attention to the general educational level 

of the whole population, and the need of continuous further education and 
lifelong learning, when it introduced the innovation system approach (STPC 

1990). However, regional and employment development in Finland was 

diverging to a large extent during the 1990s.  

The strong techno-economic orientation in Finnish society and in public 

policy-making raised discussion in the early 2000s. Nationally the occurred 

information society development during the 1990s had had a selective and 

discriminating nature (the Ministry of Finance 2000). Already in the early 

1990s the exploitation of knowledge and know-how in terms of societal 

development was reasoned especially through the need to repair the 

societal effects of recession which had caused unemployment problem and 

thus, social segregation, in the early 1990s (STPC 1993). On the other hand 
new  knowledge  and  know-how  were  needed  in  the  shift  in  public  

management from resource increasing development towards productivity 

growth and better adjustment of services and development activities (STPC 

1993). This was articulated based on the shortage of public resources due to 

the economic recession. Later on, it was required that societal development 

should be moved from a quantitative emphasis towards productivity, 

relevance and qualitative development (STPC 1996). Thus, research could 

offer new solutions to many societal problems and societal operations, 

which were becoming ever more complicated (STPC 1996).  

Also, as a part of the state administration development an increasing 

attention was being paid to public sectoral research institutions. Through 
the perception that these institutions used research resources as much as 

universities, the need to develop these institutions also as a whole system, 

like universities, was recognised (STPC 1996). Alongside the deepening of 

the evidence-based policy-making approach integrated with result-oriented 

public management in the state administration, the role of public research 

institutions as well as other research done in other research organisations 

started to become a more strategical resource for sectoral ministries in the 

preparation of decision-making, and in societal development and service 

production (STPC 1996). 
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Not only the ‘rationalisation’ of the state administration, the 

rationalisation of the public sector and the development of its structures, 

but also more explicit recognition of worldwide problems, like 

environmental issues and sustainable development, and the national 

problem of mass unemployment in the mid-1990s generated an interest in 

using research to solve these problems. Although the role of public sector, 

as a user of knowledge and know-how, had been recognised earlier, the 

Council still emphasised its role in enhancing technological progress, and 

thus the competitiveness of industry during the 1990s (STPC 1993). 
Though the Council (STPC 1996) discussed the exploitation aspects in 

terms of societal development and in the development of the public sector, 

the main emphasis, in the 1990s, was in the exploitation aspects of new 

innovations which could be commercialised in international markets (STPC 

1996). The main problem, in terms of cross-sectoral policy-making, was 

seen to stem from strict sectoral administrative boundaries. As the Council 

(1996) defined “the most difficult matter is to get operational models to 
cover various administrative and sectoral boundaries, and to implement 
common measures concerning institutions operating in various 
administrative fields”. 

In the early 2000s nationally the most urgent societal problems were 
related to the diverging regional development, and the employment 

development. Paradoxically due to the ‘information society development’ 

the regional disparities globally, nationally and regionally increased, and 

the labour market development favoured the demand of young well-

educated people (the Ministry of Finance 2000, 22-23). After the economic 

recession when the Finnish economy grew, to a large extent due to the 

growth of electric and electronic industries during the 1990s, the 

unemployment problem did not disappear, and the regional development of 

the country was diverging, separating various regional areas to growth 

centres and to emptying the country-side. There was a growing threat of 

exclusion and poverty. These problems were discussed in various working 
groups, and were based on research results and various analysis in the early 

2000s (see e.g. PMO 2000/6). 

The Council, when preparing its review in 2000, had decided to 

concentrate on national issues and emphasised the challenges of the public 

sector in the broad-based development of the national innovation system 

especially due to the ‘problematic’ issues of regional development (the STPC 

meeting 1/2002). The Council stated that another direction would have 

been to expand earlier reviews from the national level to the international 

level. The concept of social innovation started to surface as a solution to 

national problems, and through this way sectoral research of the state also 
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gained more emphasis in policy-making, as described by one interviewee. 

The understanding of social aspects of technology and its exploitation was 

integrated with non-technological, social innovations. 

In the following years the Council (STPC meeting 3/2002) identified that 

there was a clear need to strengthen activities leading to social innovations 

besides technological ones, especially in order to prevent the exclusion of 

young people. Prime Minister Lipponen stated in the meeting that the 

development of the social dimension was very important, and Finland could 

be, not only a model country for technological development, but also of 
social  development.  The  Council  (STPC  meeting  5/2002)  argued  for  

determined investments in social innovations. The core of the national 

strategy could be in the integration of societal and social development with 

economic and technological development. In terms of the development of 

social innovations the Council defined the role of ministries to have a larger 

role as ‘strategic development organisations’. On the other hand the Council 

saw that basic research required for social innovations was missing in 

universities (STPC meeting 3/2003). Therefore, the knowledge ‘producing 

system’ was not well fitted with the development of social innovations. 

Besides these national needs the other developmental aspect according to 

the  Council  (STPC  meeting  3/2002)  would  be  Finland’s  position  in  the  
global community. This latter aspect will be discussed in Chapter 7. 

Although the Council had defined the relationships between the ’national 

innovation system’ and other societal sectoral policies already in the early 

1990s  (STPC  1993),  the  Council  repeated  these  ideas  by  defining  that  the  

innovation system had expanding societal interfaces in the early 2000s 

(STPC  meeting  2/2002).  Thus,  the  Council  defined  that  the  broad  

promoting of innovation activities integrates with sectoral policies, the 

development challenges of regions and internationalisation. This meant 

that the ‘traditional actors’ of the innovations system had to expand their 

activities into new areas. Secondly, the promoting task of innovations 

activities was to come to the operational field of the actors, who did not 
normally operate in the field of innovation policy-making. The strategical 

development need of sectoral research of ministries, and the strategical role 

of ministries and the development of sectoral policies became increasingly 

focused. In the development of sectoral policies research results and 

knowledge produced in the home country and internationally should be 

used.  (STPC  meeting  2/2002.)  Therefore,  the  Council  tried  to  expand  the  

evidence-based policy-making practice to other sectoral policies. 

Also, the national innovation system research programme carried out by 

Sitra in the late 1990s and the early 2000s expanded the techno-economic 

orientation towards the larger interpretation of the significance of social 
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innovations in the rapid changing societal environment due to technological 

and economic changes (Sitra 2004, 5). This programme was financed by 

Sitra, and carried out by various researchers representing multiple scientific 

fields, such as economics, sociology, psychology, law, and pedagogics (Sitra 

2001,  9).  In  the  summarising  report  of  the  programme  Schienstock  and  

Hämäläinen (2001) developed a network-facilitating innovation policy. 

Being based on the innovation system approaches and their various 

interpretations (Lundvall 1992; Nelson 1993; Edquist 1997; OECD 1997, 

1999), and using a wide definition of innovation “which includes not only 
technical but also social innovations, such as organisational, institutional 
and service innovations” they argued that “the social dimension of 
technical change and social innovations are becoming increasingly 
important as they represent assets which can hardly be copied and which 
therefore contribute to sustainable competitiveness” (Schienstock & 

Hämäläinen 2001, 200-201). Therefore, the enabling approach of 

innovation policy should not only focus on the development of technologies 

but also systemic innovations are needed, as they determine industrial 

dynamics and the economic performance of a country. The system concept 

attempts to capture the systemic and interdependent character of modern 

innovation processes and socio-economic development. In this systemic 
innovation policy,  which  aims  to  improve  all  the  weak  elements  in  the  

‘innovation system’, a network-facilitating policy was essential in order to 

develop innovative cooperation networks (Schienstock & Hämäläinen 2001, 

12). Particular case studies in the programme, 12 in total, were particularly 

used to elaborate the network aspects of innovation activities. 

Based on that research and its results a special research project on social 

innovations started in 2002, and ended in 2004. The project was launched 

by Sitra and co-ordinated with Professor Risto Heiskala from the University 

of Jyväskylä30. The new research project wanted to make a clear distinction 

between economic, technological and social innovations. The expertise used 

in the implementation of the programme was based on societal sciences, 
such as sociology, economic sciences, political sciences and policy analysis 

and it was carried out together with some other universities. In this case the 

programme was organised using the same approach as the previous one. 

Researchers from national universities and research institutions were 

gathered to make case studies, and the programme prepared a summarising 

report interpreting the ‘research results’. In the latter case the co-authors of 

the final report were Timo Hämäläinen from Sitra, and Professor Risto 

Heiskala from the University of Jyväskylä. 

                                                        
30 At the moment Risto Heiskala is a professor at the University of Tampere. 
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In the final project report (Sitra 2004, 48) social innovation was defined 

to be “renewals related to regulatory, political and organisational 
structures which improve the performance of society”. These innovations, 

related to structural renewals, were to be generated only through collective 

learning processes and through renewals of cultural structures. Generally, 

changes were seen in the operational environment of society and problems 

accumulated with it as reasons for social innovations. Based on the 

conception of social innovation Hämäläinen and Heiskala introduced in the 

report (Sitra 2004, 121) the concept of ‘social innovation policy’ meaning 
public interventions in the areas of societal activities which can reduce 

human, social, economic and systemic rigidities in society, and thus 

enhance its regeneration capabilities.  

However, the performance of society was subordinated to the success of 

innovative Finnish companies. Social innovations were needed to renew the 

basic structures of society in order to develop and exploit new products, 

services and technologies. According to the report innovativeness was 

needed in the research and education system, in the regulation of the 

economy, in the development of incentive systems and in the public sector. 

“The innovativeness of companies and society goes hand in hand” (Sitra 

2004, 157). As Heiskala pointed out in an interview, there were distinctive 
orientation approaches between researchers and Sitra in the project. The 

social scientists started from the conflicting approaches in societal 

development and in its analysis, whereas Sitra wanted to emphasise an 

evolutionary approach in the analysis of societal development. At the end of 

the assignment this led to a situation, where the participating social 

scientists published their own book, based on the studies made in the 

project. This book was published alongside the final project report, edited 

by Heiskala and Hämäläinen, and published by Sitra. The discussion of 

social innovations in the Finnish context illustrates an example of exclusion 

mechanisms, if there exists diverging belief systems between the parties 

(policy-makers and social scientists), the exclusive discursive mechanism 
can be implemented. In this case the science-based knowledge production 

mechanism did not ensure the modification of knowledge in the discursive 

field of the policy formulation.  

Also, in Tekes in the late 1990s and in the early 2000s the problem of the 

narrow technological understanding of the concept of technology and its 

usage in Finland was recognised. 

 
To my mind the concept of social innovation was important to bring out. […] We 

discussed with the secretariat of the Council, when the concept was introduced [in 

the  Council’s  report].  I  wondered  in  that  time  what  could  be  a  term,  through  



6 The expansion of service and social innovations and the emergence of sustainable innovation 

133 

 

which  we  could  open the  discussion  and to  expand the  concept  [of  innovation].  

Technology was spoken about quite a lot […] and in Finland the word technology 

is so tightly related with technique. What I tried to achieve was that what could be 

another term that we could open the discussion about innovations that they are 

also  something  else  other  than  pure  technology  and  technique.  […]  And  then  I  

found this social innovation. […] And I said that we need a concept which opens 

this discussion from this technological orientation outwards. [Civil servant, 

Tekes] 

 
The Council (STPC 2003) also defined in its review of 2003 the concept of 

social innovation. When discussing the preparation lines of that report the 

general director of Tekes pointed out that the nature of research investment 

had  to  be  defined  more  clearly  as  investments  which  improve  both  

productivity and welfare. The Prime Minister declared that there should be 

broad view in internationalisation and more generally in societal 

development.  The  risk  of  social  exclusion  had  to  be  included  in  the  

framework of policy guidelines. Thus, the task of the national innovation 

system was defined as implementing the national strategy to ensure 

balanced social, economic and regional development. The challenges were 

seen to be challenges of society as a whole. The planned development of the 
national innovation system was used as a tool when ‘tackling these 

challenges’. However, the national innovation system was still something 

less than the whole of society, while only part of the identified challenges 

were directly or merely challenges of the capacity of the innovation system. 

Referring to Sitra’s ongoing social innovation research the Council stated 

that Finland had been strong in producing technological innovations but 

what was also needed was “systematic input producing social innovations 
geared to prevent societal and social development diverging from 
economic and technological development”. Social innovations were seen to 

be research-based. The Council saw that the relative weakness of social 

innovation development was a major challenge for society and the 
economy, and that no clear development strategy existed for social 

innovation. The social innovation approach in the Council’s review was 

related with the technological one, “without social innovation the benefit of 
technological innovation will remain to some extent untapped”. 
Companies were seen primarily to be responsible for economic 

development based on technological and other innovations, whereas the 

public sector had to take care of societal development based on social and 

other innovations. The Council also attached the need to apply social 

innovations, in the coming years, to an ageing population. Thus, success in 

innovation would not only mean better business opportunities but also the 
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development of the public sector, enhanced productivity, and higher 

employment rates. 

In order to enhance the development of social innovation in Finnish 

society the Council (STPC 2003) suggested the preparation of a jointly 

devised development strategy for social innovations and saw that the field 

of societal and social development was dependent on the capacity of the 

public sector to perform increasingly demanding expertise. Development 

tasks could also be improved through innovations. Ministries were defined 

by the Council to be strategic organisations and users of social innovations. 
The Ministry of Labour made an initiative to the Council in 2002 to prepare 

a joint programme to develop social innovations in relation to technological 

ones but this initiative never gained much attention in public policy-

making.  

Despite these conceptualisations and research efforts in the early 2000s 

they did not widely affect the discursive formation of public policy.  

 
The  concept  of  social  innovation  reached  the  review  of  the  Science  and  

Technology Policy Council but the discussion around social innovation flagged. It 

disappeared” [Civil servant, Tekes] 

 

The dispersion of social innovation at that time can be seen to be related to 
the strengthening of service innovations, which background in the 

collaborative work with selected OECD countries and through national 

projects carried out by Tekes started to gain more attention with synchronic 

surfacing I described earlier (see section 6.1). When comparing service 

innovation with more non-specific elements of social innovation as a 

commercially exploitable object the concept of social innovation did not 

become established in the discourse at that time. 

 
At the idea level, in a certain phase, social innovations were in very high position, 

and it is surely an idea which would still be very important which has not become 

concrete,  in  other  words  it  is  an  idea  which  has  not  proceeded that  far.  But  the  

struggle is now about service innovation, business innovations” [Consultant] 

 

[The social innovation] came more as a service innovation at that time [the review 

of  the  Council  in  2003]… They  started  more  from the  point  of  view of  business  

policy, and developing an industrial base” [Civil servant, a public sectoral 

research instititute] 

 

Besides the recognition of national problems, like socio-economic diverging 

development and demographic changes in the country, Finnish companies, 

in  the  early  2000s,  started  to  outsource,  to  a  great  extent,  their  
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manufacturing operations into countries with lower cost levels. Several 

members of the Council described the ongoing globalisation process as 

being nothing short of a whirlwind (the STPC meeting 1/2000). By the end 

of 2003 this notion led to several globalisation analyses by policy-makers, 

as described in the beginning of this chapter. Tekes started a project with 

Sitra and an economic research institution, and the former economic 

adviser to the Prime Minister initiated another project, which was carried 

out by the Prime Minister’s Office in collaboration with ruling parties and 

labour market organisations. In that report (PMO 19/2004) the national 
‘survival strategy was defined to be based on innovations in order to 

increase the competitiveness of industries and the productivity of the public 

and private sector.  Innovation was defined very broadly from technological 

innovations through to business, design, operating models and social 

innovations seeing them as solutions to enhance productivity, and to 

increase competitiveness (PMO 19/2004). In this sense the strategy put 

together various conceptualisations of innovations, and organised them not 

ultimately in terms of their content but in terms of their productivity and 

competitiveness aspects. However, the notion of innovations’ R&D base in 

terms of public measures was still relevant. In the preparation of the report 

several background analyses from economists, social scientists and civil 
servants were deployed31. 

When the Council (STPC meeting 2/2006) discussed the preparation of 

the new review after the mid-2000s, it stated that the assessment of 

possibilities for competitiveness and growth were essential. The Council’s 

operational field was defined principally from the point of view of 

productivity increase. Thus, in 2006, the Council referring to Sitra’s social 

innovation research linked innovations to reforms in various societal 

structures (STPC 2006). As defined in Sitra’s research report social 

innovations can improve the efficiency of society and change society’s, 

communities’ and individuals’ ways of acting. The clear difference with this 

conception of social innovation from technological and service innovations 
is  that  they  may  not  be  tangible  in  product  and  service  markets  (STPC  

2006). Also, the other meaning of social innovation was recognised in 

terms of technological innovations which always have a social dimension 

(STPC 2006). Furthermore, social innovations were seen to be detectable 

when  being  part  of  a  change  process  of  a  larger  system  and  to  be  

                                                        
31 Background  reports  were  prepared  by  Jyrki  Ali-Yrkkö,  Raine  Hermans  Ari  

Hyytinen, Maarit Lindström, Laura Paija, Mika Pajarinen, Pekka Ylä-Anttila from 
the Research Institute of the Finnish Economy; Jutta Moisala, Jukka Pekkarinen, 
Heikki  Taimio  and  Juhana  Vartiainen  from  the  Labour  Institute  for  Economic  
Research; the Ministry of Foreign Affairs; Linda Jakobson; Gianmarco I.P. 
Ottaviano and Dino Pinelli; John Zysman. 
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determined by its placement within the change process (STPC 2006). In 

this sense social innovation could have a systemic nature. The systemic 

approach in innovation policy was earlier examined in the final report of 

Sitra’s innovation system research programme. The productivity aspects 

seemed to correlate highly with efficiency aspects. 

Before the mid-2000s the concept of social innovation besides 

information society development acquired a new meaning in relation to 

more general societal development. The Council (STPC meeting 1/2005) 

particularly referred to Sitra’s report on social innovations, and stated that 
the report increases knowledge and understanding of these issues. 

In addition, another conceptualisation of innovation in the context of 

society was proposed by Hautamäki during the same time period (Sitra 

2003). He argued that social innovations refer specifically to social policy, 

and therefore, societal innovations could better display its inherent 

meaning concerning whole society and its basic functions, not only societal 

structures and in a state-centred way (Hautamäki 2003, 70-71). In the early 

2000s Sitra was not only active in conceptualising innovations in the wider 

societal context but it also started to carry out projects, like learning 

regions, in order to experiment development and diffusion of social 

innovations (Hautamäki 2003, 70). 
Common to all conceptualisations, in relation to the information society 

development and the more general societal development, is the element 

which enables us to speak about innovations without having any direct 

commercial function. Social innovation could be exploited societally 

without any direct commercial requirements in markets. Thus, innovations 

could be enhanced without a direct commercialisation target. However, the 

exploitation aspect was still clear, and seems to be subordinated to the 

targets of productivity, competitiveness and growth. The Council tried to 

introduce a wider meaning of social innovations in its review of 2003 but it 

seemed to disappear after the mid-2000s. The wider meaning of social 

innovations in the early 2000s served as a knowledge candidate but it did 
not gain a status in the public policy discourse in that time. Other 

formulations made by Sitra and in the first globalisation report of 2004 

overpowered the knowledge candidate of social innovation with a large 

societal content. 

Although social scientists, to a large extent, started to gain position in the 

public policy discourse, the dominance of economic reasoning was still 

apparent. Furthermore, the role of the public sector started to be defined 

not only as an investor in R&D, and a customer of innovative products and 
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services, but the public sector itself could be an innovator32. Special 

attention was paid to publicly organised or produced health care services33, 

especially in the national globalisation strategy (PMO 19/2004), and the 

opening of the services to competition. 

The privatisation and marketisation of public services were primarily 

based on economic thinking of how improved market access would 

stimulate competitive selection and productivity growth (Kox and Lejour 

2006). The discussion of opening public services to competition was tightly 

linked to policy aims of the European Union, where proposals for a Services 
Directive  (EC 2004) were prepared.  The European Commission wished to  

accomplish a European Single Market for a large part of the services sector 

(Kox and Lejour 2006). The liberalisation of service markets can be seen as 

a phenomenon of a larger liberalisation process. It was believed that 

opening up markets to competition would bring significant consumer 

benefits and enhance the competitiveness of the economy (Geradin 2006). 

Various examples of this process can be identified in Finland, as well as at 

the European level. For instance during the last two decades the European 

Commission has engaged in a major effort to liberalise network industries, 

which have been controlled by (State) monopolies (Geradin 2006). 

The liberalisation, defined widely as new liberalism or neo-liberalisation, 
has been increasingly criticised in the field of studies of the political 

economy (see e.g. Jessop 2002; Patomäki 2007; Patomäki 2008). The 

criticism discusses the role and restructuring of nation states in the 

globalising economy (Jessop 2002), and tries to show how through small 

events and choices this global homing process is strengthened (Patomäki 

2007). 

 

 

Social innovations in the service of the social and health care  
 

The concept of social innovation also surfaced in the social and health care 

sector in the mid-2000s. Stakes as a public sectoral research and 

development institution under the Ministry of Social Affairs and Health 

started to conceptualise social innovation from the point of view of social 

and health care. However, as the former director general of Stakes has 

explained, a few civic organizations prepared a project of social innovations, 

                                                        
32 Recently a research focus of ‘public innovation’ has emerged and started to gain 

a status in the field of innovation studies (see e.g. Sørensen and Torfing 2010). 
33 Later on, in the spring the government started a development project to renew 

municipal services and service structures. The role of municipalities is very 
essential in Finland to organise and offer welfare services.  
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when Finland had for the first time the EU presidency in 1999. In that time 

the project went by the board due to more urgent issues. 

 
When  the  Science  and  Technology  Policy  Council  introduced,  in  its  review  in  

2003  this  concept  of  social  innovation,  which  had  to  be  invested  besides  

technological innovations, it took a long time before this concept of social 

innovation  started  to  gain  concrete  content.  […]  Vappu  Taipale  as  a  director  

general understood, what the question was about in that sector. Otherwise it was 

very difficult. And these scholars of science and innovation research did not get to 

grips  with  it.  Technologically  oriented  researchers  did  not  understand  why  to  

speak  at  all  about  social  innovations,  and  then  these  social  scientists  did  not  

understand it, because it was not defined meaning that it cannot be researched, 

when it is not defined. [Civil servant, the Science and Technology Policy Council] 

 

In the mid-2000s Stakes renewed its strategy, and at that time the director 

general asked Hannu Hämäläinen to prepare a report of national 

innovation activities. The report led to the point that innovation activities 
were raised on the agenda of the institution. 

 
Innovation was at that time a very loaded term, and it was experienced more as a 

part of industrial and commercial activities. [Civil servant, a national sectoral 

research institute] 

 

In the report social innovations were defined to be a new idea produced as a 

result of creative activities of an individual, or a group within a community, 

and which leads to a result adding value in the welfare or health of an 

individual  or  a  community,  or  in  the  service  system34. Social innovation 

could be systemic, meaning for instance, new organisational forms in 

service production and structure, related to processes in the way of how the 
production of services was organized, new service innovations, or private 

consuming of services and products available. 

One of the civil servants described that through using the concept of 

innovation Stakes integrated itself into the core of general societal policy. 

Stakes recognised that innovation discourse expands in society, and it saw 

that it is possible to bring social aspects into the public discourse through 

the expansion and diffusion of the innovation theme. It was recognised in 

Stakes that the widening innovation discourse is part of enlarging public 

policy, and it is worthwhile to participate in it and through participation 

affect it. 

                                                        
34 Hämäläinen (2005). 
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Instead of clear productivity and competitiveness targets these 

conceptualisations brought social innovation into the focus of the welfare 

and health aspects of individuals and communities. Although the social and 

health care sector and its representatives had been taking part in the public 

policy discourse in terms of enhancing innovations since the early 1990s, 

(when the first cluster programmes were being introduced,) in this phase it 

was possible to define, for the first time, innovations without articulating 

their technological or economic aspects. As one of the interviewees 

described the expansion of the meaning of innovations can be described 
through the evolution of  Tekes’  programmes from the point  of  view of  the  

social and health care sectors. 

 
According  to  my  mind  the  development  can  be  seen  as  an  evolution  through  

Tekes’ programmes. There have been three significant programmes in our field. 

The  first  one  was  iWell.  After  that  came  Finnwell,  and  now  there  is  the  

programme of innovations in social and healthcare services. […] The iWell was 

[…] deep in the traditionally business policy oriented innovation policy and in its 

starting points. The programme developed technology and it was recognised how 

the technology is used in services, in public services but the point of view was in 

technology  and  in  companies.  In  the  Finnwell  programme  it  was  expressed  

publicly, the aim to develop public services. […] But Finnwell did not succeed in 

shifting the emphasis towards the development of the whole service system 

including services organised by the public sector. […] But the intermin evaluation 

report of Finnwell, it partly produced the conclusion that the new programme was 

started.  [Civil servant, The Ministry of Social Affairs and Health] 

 

In the new social and health care programme was introduced the 

combination of economically and directly socially defined aims to use 

public measures in order to enhance innovations in society. 
 

In this new programme we were much farther in the starting points. […] In order 

to define the aims of various sectors it has searched a way to enhance also the 

aims of other sectors […] clearly over and beyond the scope of business policy. 

[Civil servant, The Ministry of Social Affairs and Health] 

 

As one of the interviewees described the use of innovations in the social and 
health care sectors can be also seen due to the changes in public 

management. In the early 1990s the government, led by the Centre Party, 

made a public management reform and decentralised state administration 

to a large extent. Part of these changes was the abandonment of the existing 

state subsidy system letting municipalities decide how state resources were 

to be used at the local level. It meant that municipalities no longer had to 

prepare  five  years  plans  that  had  to  be  approved  by  the  state  
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administration. Also, the state subsidies targeted at investments in the 

municipal service structure were no longer used, and these resources were 

changed to be project resources to be utilised in the development of 

services. The ministry used project financing as a soft steering method in 

the sector in order to develop it. However, at the same time all the resources 

used  for  the  development  needs  of  the  sector  had  increased  coming  from  

various sources35, and all the financiers had their own policy aims. This also 

meant that the Ministry of Social Affairs and Health had lost its controlling 

function, and a great deal of development effort focusing on the social and 
health care sectors came from outside of the central administration. 

However, it was difficult to recognise any structures and measures, where 

all the efforts to develop social and health care services and service 

structure would have been coordinated. 

 
Real broad-based innovation policy is not implemented earlier than when there 

are structures and processes which can be used for horizontal policy-making. An 

encouraging  example  has  been  the  goal  of  Tekes  to  link  the  aims  of  their  own  

sector with the policy guidelines of welfare policy. [Civil servant, The Ministry of 

Social Affairs and Health] 

 

A year earlier before Stakes defined its new strategy based on social 

innovations, the national globalisation report, in 2004, emphasised the 

significance of developing welfare services. In it special attention was given 

to  municipal  welfare  services.  The  report  required  them  to  open  up  to  

competition. Furthermore, it was required that ministries should co-

operate in this issue. While Tekes, Stakes, Sitra, business and higher 

education institutions were required to develop production processes, 

organisational models and cooperation, social innovations and to utilise 

technology. In this respect the role of public organisations in the 
development of service markets and production was emphasised (PMO 

19/2004, 65). 

Thus, one could argue that around the mid-2000s there were two or three 

types to formulate discursively the need to develop service and social 

innovations, especially in the field of social and health care services. The 

globalisation strategy represented the competitiveness and productivity 

approach, Stakes the welfare approach, and Tekes the combination of these 

approaches. 

 

 

                                                        
35 For example Tekes, Sitra, Finland’s Slot Machine Association, the Ministry of 

Finance, The Finnish Work Environment Fund as well as EU structural funds. 
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Producing versatile societal outcomes through public measures 
and evaluation practices 

 

The elaborations of innovations in other than in the techno-economic 

context expanded not only to other societal policy fields but also in 

operations of the ‘traditional organisations’ in the field of innovation policy-

making.  For  example  Tekes  defined  its  new  strategy  in  mid-2005,  and  

entitled it ‘Welfare from Innovations’. However, in that strategy the task of 

Tekes was defined through the focus of manufacturing industries and 

service industry (Tekes 2005, 4), based on the existing legislation. The new 

type of policy thinking, which expanded public measures towards more 
general societal development, was finalised institutionally in the Tekes Act, 

passed in 2006. According to the Act (918/2006, 2 §) the question was not 

only about various types of industries but more generally that services could 

be covered by Tekes’ activities, meaning that Tekes’ operations could be 

targeted directly at public sector organisations. Technology and innovations 

as means could be used in the development of industries and services. The 

objectives of Tekes’ operations were defined to be; the renewal of 

industries, value added in the economy, productivity, exports, employment 

and welfare. 

The discussion of societal outputs strengthened not only in the field of 

‘innovation policy’,  but it can be seen to be related to the reform of public 
management policy occurring in the early 2000s. Pilot projects started in 

order  to  move  towards  a  result-focused  approach  in  the  public  

administration  in  1988,  and  in  1995  the  reforms  were  expanded  to  the  

whole sector. In various studies (e.g. Stenvall 2000; Lähdesmäki 2003; 

Tiihonen 2006; Kivelä 2010) this reform has been characterised as an 

increasing trend towards managerialism in public administration. Pollit 

and Bouckaert (2004) argue that during the 1980s external pressures to 

change the public administration framework came from the economy but 

every country had their own internal renewal needs.  

The  Ministry  of  Finance  had  established  a  working  group  in  2001  to  

develop the state budgeting process due to the mistrust of political bodies, 
the Parliament and the Government, which saw that they were not involved 

deeply  enough  with  goal  setting  (the  Ministry  of  Finance  2003).  The  

criticism concerned the practices of how results were defined in various 

policy and administrative fields, and the representative political bodies 

were seen to be ‘outside’ of this results definition. 

The OECD made a review of national budgeting in Finland, and published 

the results in 2002. The OECD analysis of that year described the key 

elements in the result-oriented public management in Finland to 
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encompass the reformation of the state budget documentation to include 

results targets and information, the contract procedures between agencies 

and their parent ministries, the introduction of accrual accounting, the 

expansion of audit function from the actual performance towards the 

auditing of the running and implementation of the performance and 

budgeting regime; and the increase of managerial flexibility (OECD 2002, 

21).  The  National  Audit  Office,  from  the  late  1990s,  had  critisised  the  

inaccurate implementation of the result-oriented public administration 

approach (the Ministry of Finance 2003).  
Based on national and international analysis and taking into account 

political concerns the working group made a proposal to improve result 

management practices in the state administration. Special attention was 

paid to the basic criteria of profitability. In order to report accurate and 

adequate information of state administration the group defined that the 

basic criteria would be divided into societal outcomes, operational outputs, 

and human resources development. 

Based on this intensification of result-oriented management the Science 

and Technology Policy Council also took up the theme in its working 

programme  in  2005  (the  STPC  meeting  1/2005),  and  decided  to  develop  

indicators of societal outcomes. In 2007 a special task was given to Tekes 
and to the Academy of Finland to develop an indicator framework of 

outcomes concerning science, technology and innovations. The first 

published  report  of  the  work  (the  Academy  of  Finland  6/2008)  

acknowledged the problems related to the input-operations-output –

approach used in various evaluations. The report recognised the problem of 

producing quantifiable information of research outcomes, technology and 

innovations in the economy and society, although various evaluations had 

been carried out and commissioned, for example by Tekes and the Academy 

of Finland. The report identified four main outcome areas of societal 

impacts being economic outcomes, learning and know-how, welfare of 

Finns, and the environment. Although many existing indicators were 
identified, the problem was still recognised to be in the identification of 

indicators which could help to describe and analyse whole efficacy chains. 

The work by Tekes and the Academy of Finland is still continuing. 

However, the report clearly shows how mechanistic thinking of causality 

exists behind the result-oriented management approach. 

The Council (STPC meeting 3/2007) recognised how ‘challenging’ the 

work was to develop policy evaluation and foresight activities. The 

preparation task was seen to become even more complicated when the 

examination was expanded from research and development activities 

towards innovation activities. Apparent developmental needs seemed to be 
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in methods, data and indicators. However, the Council argued that it had to 

be invested purposefully in order “to produce the right national choices 
and to increase the utilisation level of innovation potential”. 

This approach is not only applied in Finland due to the result 

management approach in public administration but also the European 

Commission has paid attention to the systematic tools to judge public 

interventions according to their results, impacts and needs they aim to 

satisfy (SEC(2000)1051). Evaluation has been seen a systematic tool which 

provides a rigorous evidence-base to inform decision-making 
(SEC(2007)213). 

 
Evaluation therefore has a key role to play: it can provide rational, structured and 

systematic means of informing decision making in complex interventions and 

policy  arenas.  Evaluation  generates  a  wealth  of  relevant  information  that  is  

essential to evidence-based decision-making for planning, designing and 

implementing EU policies as well as for managing the institution. Evaluation also 

enhances the legitimacy of decisions and the accountability of decision-makers. 

Moreover, where evaluation results are communicated properly, they enhance 

transparency and democratic accountability. Last but not least, evaluation also 

supports the Commission in better communicating the added value of the 

European Union to the European citizen. [SEC(2007)213, 3] 

 

The evaluation practices integrated with the understanding of simplistic 

causal linearity of public interventions and their impacts in the economy 

and society maintain an illusory picture of the rationality of policy-making. 

If the post-structuralist orientation of social sciences and social 

constructivist nature of reality are taken seriously (see e.g. Fischer 2003), 

then the search for ‘efficacy’ chains could be denied, and the ontological and 
epistemological basis of the main-stream evaluation thinking would be 

needed to be re-defined. 

The evaluations of science and technology policy measures, and later on 

innovation policy measures, are a well-established policy practice. It 

enforces the thinking of rational policies, called ‘evidence-based policy-

making’. The evaluations of technology programmes started in the 1980s, 

and at that time the concern was about database development for the needs 

of evaluations (STPC 1987). The Statistics of Finland published the first 

science and technology indicators in 1987.  

The evaluation practices expanded towards evaluation of various scientific 

fields, and this happened in relation to the increasing with result-
orientation in public management in the late 1980s and in the early 1990s 

(STPC 1990). The Council (STPC 1990) argued that evaluations were also 

needed for science and technology policy in the future. Evaluations were 
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seen to be a means to increase quality and results (STPC 1993). The Council 

prepared, in the early 1990s, guidelines on evaluation in order to cover the 

whole innovation system with the evaluations. It argued that evaluations 

help target setting, steering and improved the information base of decision-

making. During the 1990s the evaluations expanded from ‘quality’ 

evaluations of basic research areas and national technology programmes 

towards evaluations of research institutions (the state technical research 

centre,  VTT  in  1993),  higher  education  institutions  and  of  the  whole  of  

Finnish research (in 1997 by the Academy of Finland). Also science and 
technology policy was evaluated through agencies (the Academy of Finland 

1992)  or  their  parts  (Tekes).  The  OECD  was  used  as  an  evaluator  with  

national and international evaluation ‘experts’. The OECD, for instance, 

evaluated higher education policy in Finland covering colleges in 1994. The 

number of evaluations increased to such extent that the Council already by 

the  early  1990s  doubted  their  exploitation.  Also,  one  former  leading  civil  

servant from a ministry declared that there was not always capacity to 

exploit the results of evaluations in the administration, or there was no 

political will to change (meaning the government), or the evaluations were 

actually forgotten. Thus, the role of evaluations was also questioned by one 

industry representative who claimed that they were carried out more as ‘pro 
forma’ rather than in order to change anything. Although the evidence-

based policy-making was argued for, one can claim, that at least to some 

extent, it was more or less an ‘empty’ administrative practice looking like 

evidence-based policy-making. 

Before the mid-1990s besides the evaluations the requirements of 

technology research, science research, future studies and research of 

impacts  of  technology  increased  (STPC  1993).  VTT  established  a  group  of  

technology studies in 1992, and the Turku School of Economics in 1992. At 

that time no institutional settings in science studies could be identified 

(STPC 1993). The Council (STPC 1993) required international cooperation 

in the innovation system research and in exploitation of research results in 
science, technology and innovation policy. When the public R&D resources 

increased steadily in the 1990s, especially in the technology administration, 

the Ministry of Trade and Industry organised and commissioned 

technology research. In that respect the resources of the Ministry of 

Education were substantially less in order to finance science research. It 

relied more on the expertise of the Academy of Finland, and the research 

done in the universities.  

The research activities from the point of view of the innovation system and 

more widely in terms of technology, business life and societal development 

and their interactions increased. In the late 1990s Sitra carried out an 
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innovation system research programme, and in the early 2000s the 

Ministry  of  Trade  and  Industry  and  Tekes  carried  out  the  ProACT  

programme from 2001 to 2005 including 33 research projects, which were 

carried out in research institutions, universities and by consultants. Besides 

producing information for policy-making the programme had targets to 

develop researcher training, internationalise the research field, and develop 

the cooperation between researchers and users of knowledge. Currently 

Tekes finances a special programme targeted at these issues.  

I do not insist that these evaluations and research activities are the only 
‘research-based’ sources for policy-makers, but at least they allow better 

access for certain researchers to be eligible in the discursive field of policy 

construction, and these evaluations and studies bring at least civil servants’ 

attention to the issues discussed in them. That is to say that policy 

construction might more easily be based on these evaluations and studies 

than any other research done in the universities and research institutions. 

 

 

The surfacing of sustainable innovation 
 

After the mid-2000s, and especially at the end of 2010s, enhancing 

innovation activities and developing ‘innovation systems’ in developing 

countries have become integral parts of development policy. Besides 

enhancing the thinking of innovation system approach and fostering 

information society development in developing countries these 

development policy measures have also tried to strengthen innovation and 

business opportunities for Finnish companies and institutions. The 

Innovation Partnership Programme between Vietnam and Finland, which 
started in 2009, and the Finnish Country Programmes in Science, 

Technology and Innovation and Information Society for Development with 

South Africa, which has been carried out during the 2010s, are examples of 

this type of expansion of innovations towards the development policy field. 

This connection of development and innovation policies seems to have 

influence on the conceptualisation of sustainable innovation. Hautamäki 

(2008, 28; 2010, 27) defines that one inseparable dimension of sustainable 

innovation is to improve economics and, especially, the well-being of the 

populations of developing countries (Hautamäki 2010, 27). The concept of 

sustainable innovation set the concept in the global scale speaking about a 
planetary and world-wide responsibility (Hautamäki 2008, 2010). 

In national policy-making ‘sustainable’ innovation seems to be integrated 

with a  variety  of  question,  and the policy  content  is  not  only  defined from 

the point of view of traditional development policy-makers, like the 
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Ministry  of  Foreign Affairs,  but  also   the  Ministry  of  Employment  and the 

Economy has made new openings towards development policy (the notice 

of the Ministry of Employment and the Economy August 28, 2009) in order 

to bring new ‘contents’ into the innovation-oriented development policy-

making. In the mixed policy area national aims to internationalise Finnish 

businesses are integrated with variety of policy aims to improve 

‘sustainable’ development in developing countries from climate change 

until working life development. Besides the humanitarian values there also 

seems to be the aims to protect existing interests in developed countries in 
the globalised economy by creating ‘common rules’. 

Recently, also the European Commission has launched a green paper 

(COM(2010)  629  final),  where  development  policy  carried  out  at  the  EU  

level has been integrated with the enhancement of innovations, innovations 

activities and their prerequisites in developing countries. The green paper 

tries to open discussion towards ‘inclusive growth and sustainable 

development’ in reducing poverty’, where innovations seem to play a role in 

human development and its exploitation, which requires the 

acknowledgment of the intellectual property rights created in developing 

countries, in agriculture and food production with the aims of ‘green 

growth’, in Information Society development. Besides tending global 
sustainable development there seems to be the aims to protect also own 

economic interest in the developed countries so, that developing countries 

would not gain economic advantage by neglecting the ‘sustainable’ aspects 

which are seen to increase immediate production costs in developed 

countries. 

Through the conceptualisation of sustainable innovation Hautamäki 

(2008, 2010) also defines the concept of sustainable innovation policy 

(Hautamäki 2008; 2010). By the concept, Hautamäki wants to question the 

economic growth as a policy aim as such, and wants to emphasise well-

being and sustainable development as basic values, where economic growth 

has only an instrumental value (Hautamäki 2010, 138). In Chapter 8 I will 
discuss more deeply the embeddedness of various innovation ‘policies’ in 

the national policy-making context. 

 

 

Summarising the strengthening of productivity and social 
orientation of innovation policy 

 

The government’s programme in 2007 extends the concept further to the 

operational field of municipalities, to develop Finnish agriculture and the 

exploitation of natural resources, and to social and health care. The 
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Ministry of Social Affairs and Health started its own service innovation 

project to be carried out from 2007 until 2011. In the project the concept of 

innovation is defined as a new way being based on knowledge and know-

how to make things better.  

As the review of the Council indicates (STPC Review 2008, 8) innovations, 

and innovation activities covers every part of society. The national 

innovation strategy (p. 13) released the concept from the science and 

technology base meaning that through public measures all types of 

innovations, not only R&D based will be fostered. 
The conceptualisations of social innovations due to the recognised threats 

of  socio-economic  development  in  the  country  during  1990s,  and  the  

reformulated policy aims to use innovations in general societal 

development made innovations nameable and describable in terms of non-

direct economic utilisation aspects. Thus, innovations could be produced 

and exploited societally, and directly for instance by public organisations. 

The immanent presence of companies in producing innovations was no 

longer required.  

In the Finnish context Sitra, especially, created discursive spaces where 

the inter-discursivity with existing authorities of delimitation in the 

objectification of innovation could be expanded towards various fields of 
social sciences. However, at the same time it functioned as a gatekeeper in 

defining eligible boundaries of the expanding positivity of ‘innovation 

policy’. On the other hand the conceptualisation of social innovation from 

the  point  of  view  of  social  and  health  care  brought  the  welfare  targets  of  

individuals and communities into the core functions of innovations. R&D-

basis and companies were not necessarily needed for their production, but 

the creativity of individuals and communities seemed to be relevant factors 

to increase welfare through social innovations. 

In a way in the mid-2000s the contradictory formations of innovations 

existed, not in terms of the questions of their eligible producer or the space 

where the exploitation had to happen, in the markets or in an intangible 
way in society, but in terms of their ultimate targets. The national 

globalisation strategy emphasised the aims of productivity growth and 

competitiveness, and the Council in its review in 2003 and Stakes left more 

space for more general societal exploitation, not necessarily integrated with 

productivity and competitiveness aims. After the mid-2000s based on the 

mid-term evaluations results of the Finnwell programme (National Audit 

Office of Finland 2010, 77) Tekes started a preparation of new programme 

targeted for the social and health care sector, and tried to balance these 

various targets and policy aims in the new programme. It seems that 
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building trust between agencies coming from various policy backgrounds 

requires cooperation activities for several years. 

 
Here [in Tekes] we have built a credibility basis for many years with various types 

of pilot projects. We have opened dialogical connections towards actors in that 

field  [of  the  social  and  health  care  sector],  and  then  systematically  with  the  

Ministry of Social Affairs and Health for a couple of years at cooperations forums 

we have built trust that we can do certain issues together and it is worthwhile to 

co-operate. After that we have received provisions that the programme called 

innovations in the social and health care system could start. They are processes of 

years that change programmes and can be built between various administrative 

fields and cross various agencies. It is a question about building and creating 

common cooperation culture and trust in order to ensure common volition. [Civil 

servant, Tekes] 

 

The ideas of social and systemic innovation in the general social 

development were materialised for instance by the Tekes programme which 

targeted innovations in the social and health care system. This programme 

was launched in 2008. Based on the experiences of the previous health care 

programmes and the results of the intermin evaluation report of the 

existing FinnWell programme the aims and operational models of the new 
programme  were  defined  in  a  way  to  try  to  strengthen  the  partnerships  

between various agencies representing different policy positivities. Based 

on the programme documents the programme aims to implement both 

business policy and health care policy targets integrated with the 

government’s aims to renew the social and health care sector. However, 

there still exists a fear, whether the business policy objectives will overrun 

the social and health care policy aims. 

 
In that programme we are further from the starting points. In the starting phase 

the partnerships and cooperational models were recognised. We searched a way 

to expand innovation policy clearly over and beyond the scope of business policy. 

[…]  The  sectors,  like  ours,  asks,  if  we  bring  policy  tools  and  financing  

opportunities of innovation policy [into our sector], whether we bring at the same 

time the hegemony of business policy to our sector. [Civil servant, The Ministry of 

Social Affairs and Health] 

 

The cross-sectoral innovation policy integrating various actors from various 

policy sectors seems to happen at the operational level through concrete 
programmes and projects instead of strategic cooperation at the 

government level. 
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When we think of the implementation of broad innovation policy, we can say that 

the  Ministry  of  Employment  and  the  Economy  cannot  be  responsible  for  it.  

Activities have to be carried out on a cooperation basis, and in this respect the 

significance of the recommendations of the Council are more important than if we 

were to sort out internal affairs in the concern of the Ministry of Employment and 

the  Economy.  […]  The  thing  which  is  clear  […]  the  cooperation  of  Tekes  has  

intensified with other organizations of various sectors, including ministries. The 

largest  programme which  Tekes  has  ever  launched is  the  social  and health  care  

programme,  which  it  has  negotiated  with  the  Ministry  of  Social  Affairs  and  

Health.  […] And this was affected also by the instrument of the strategic centres 

of science, technology and innovation, which the Science and Technology Policy 

Council launched in June 2006. In this respect there are issues in the question 

which cover various administrative fields in a way where the public financier has 

a key role.  This concerns both Tekes and the Academy of Finland. And this will  

mess up the silo type state administration at the operational level in a way that it 

has  to  be  taken  into  account  also  at  the  level  of  ministries,  whose  horizontal  

cooperation in these issues has been traditionally weak, poorly developed. [Civil 

servant, The Research and Innovation Council] 

 

The restructuring of the public management policy before the mid-2000s, 

and its implementation in various administrative fields made also possible 

to speak of wide direct societal outcomes of innovation policy measures. 

The positivity of ‘innovation policy’ had expanded from its techno-economic 

knowledge base towards the body of socio-economic knowledge. Now the 

question remains, whether any public policies and public policy measures 

aiming to enhance social and economic development through innovations 

can be articulated based on an authority of delimitation which makes an 

innovation nameable only socially or societally.  
The national innovation strategy, given by the government in 2008, and 

the review of the Council given in 2008 both articulate innovation policy 

having the productivity claim in the policy definitions. In the review in 

2003 the Council defined in the framework of the ‘national strategy’ that 

social and technological innovations promote societal and economic 

development  of  the  country  (STPC  2003,  5).  In  the  review  in  2008  the  

Council defines that innovations enhance the growth of the economy, 

productivity and employment, which in turn enable well-being and 

sustainable development. The national innovation strategy defined that one 

of the basic choices of innovation policy is to enhance the “innovation-

based development of productivity”. 
 
To increase economic growth and enhance wellbeing, innovation-based, 

sustainable  improvement  of  productivity  is  required,  on  an  extensive  basis  in  

enterprises and other communities. This requirement will increase in importance 
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as the work input declines and the population ages. The target status sees Finnish 

enterprises succeeding and growing on the international market due to their 

competitive  strength,  which  will  be  based  on  expertise  and the  enhancement  of  

productivity.  In  addition,  the  public  sector  must  actively  reform  its  service  

systems and operating methods, by developing innovations. If Finland is to 

respond to the challenges presented by a declining labour force and higher cost 

levels,  work  productivity  must  be  increased  both  in  businesses  and  the  public  

sector. [The national innovation strategy 2008, 14] 

 
Therefore, although direct societal and social outcomes can be enhanced 

with innovation policy measures it seems that they have to be integrated 

with productivity targets. One could argue that this is the one key rule in the 

system of formation of the positivity of innovation policy.  

To sum up, the process of defining social innovations occurred as internal 

changes of rules of the policy discourse, especially due to the national 

diverging regional and socio-economic development which was clearly 

noticed in the early 2000s. However, the conceptualisations social 

innovations by Sitra and the integration of various conceptualisations of 

innovation by the national globalisation strategy emphasised the economic 

starting points, although especially the works of Sitra tried to expand the 
boundaries of policy knowledge towards a more societal science based 

approach. 

The conceptualisation of social innovation from the point of view of the 

social and health care sectors and the policy respectively represented a 

different starting point in public policy-making, as well as the notions of 

sustainable innovation and sustainable innovation policy at the level of 

conceptualisations. A single notion, innovation, started to cover 

archaeologically distinct elements indicating a clear archaeological shift 

(Foucault 1972, 161). This shift is currently emphasised through studies of 

public innovation (see e.g. Sørensen and Torfing 2010; Jæger 2009), which 

try to make a clear conceptual and analytical distinction between market 
value –oriented ‘private’ innovations and public value –oriented ‘public’ 

innovations. In these approaches more traditional research approaches in 

the field of innovation studies, like the system approach, conceptualisation 

of social and user-driven innovations, have been integrated with public 

administration studies. Thirdly, one can argue that the changes in the 

result-oriented public management policy also enabled the larger 

objectification of innovations in the discourse. When considering societal 

outcomes more precisely in the public management and administration this 

change was legitimised taking into account the large variety of social 

outcomes of various policy measures, and enforced for its part the shift as a 

communication between various discourses (Foucault 1972, 162). 
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The expansion of the body of policy knowledge towards the socio-

economic basis occurred due to the tightening inter-discursivity between 

various policy discourses. However, currently the boundaries of this inter-

discursive field still are still finding their way, and it seems that the rules of 

formation of that area are subordinated to the productivity statement. On 

the other hand, if the productivity statement is fulfilled in the discourse, the 

other rules of formation are accepted. The other rules can complement the 

discourse, but the rule of productivity seems to be imperative. 

However, the policy knowledge based on the pure competitiveness and 
productivity claims seemed to arouse hesitation especially in the field of 

social  and  health  care  policy.  There  were  seen  to  be  a  threat  in  the  

innovation-based policy-making in that through broadening innovation 

policy the traditional economic aims of the policy will direct policy-making 

in social and health care in the future.  

The following table summarises the key elements of the transformative 

aspects of the system of formation of innovation policy towards the social 

dimension. Despite the broadening content of the policy it seems that policy 

practices, in terms of institutionalised co-ordinative structures, across 

policy fields have not been developed in accordance with the contentual 

side  of  the  policy.  Pelkonen  (2009)  has  also  identified  in  his  study  this  
horizontal co-ordination challenge alongside the integration of various 

policy targets. I will come back to this issue in Chapter 8. 
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Table 10. Identified transformative elements at various levels in public policy discourse 

The level of the 
system of 
formation 

Different elements Characteristics relations Relations between 
different rules 

Intra-discursive 
level 

 Recognition of 
the diverging 
regional 
development in 
the country  

 Conceptualisations of 
social innovations.  

 Conceptualisations of 
service innovations at 
the supranational 
and national levels. 

 Developing 
evaluation indicators 
in order to recognise 
societal effects of 
innovation activities 
and policy measures. 

 Emerging 
conceptualisations of 
sustainable 
innovation and 
sustainable 
innovation policy. 

 New 
authorities of 
delimitation 
(especially 
social 
sciences) 
admitted to 
participate in 
the discursive 
field but their 
contribution 
was 
subordinated 
to 
productivity 
and economic 
statements. 

 Expansion of 
the applicable 
area of public 
R&D 
resources. 

Inter-discursive 
level 

  Reformulations of 
public management 
policy towards 
societal outcomes. 

 Conceptualisations of 
social innovations as 
health and welfare 
innovations. 

 Emerging policy 
measures integrating 
development policy 
with more traditional 
areas of innovation 
policy. 

 Trust building 
policy-making 
practices at 
the 
operational 
level. 

 
This type of tendency, of integrating New Public Management with 

innovation policy-making with new type of policy measures, is also 

recognised by Borrás  (2009,  5).  She calls  this  movement  the deepening of  

innovation policy. She defines this as the use of new and more sophisticated 

forms of public intervention in innovation policy, and sees that it is largely 

related to forms of public action along with New Public Management, which 

has re-organised the modes of public administration, reinterpreted the 

relation between the public and the private sectors, and introduced a series 

of novel forms of public action. 

On  the  other  hand,  referring  to  what  Sørensen  and  Torfing  (2010)  write  

about the rise what is generally known as Risk Society, meaning that a 
growing number of  public  tasks  have the character  of  ‘wicked’  problems36, 

                                                        
36 The concept of wicked problems was launched by Rittell and Weber (Rittell, H. 

and M. Weber (1973).  Dilemmas in a General Theory of Planning , Elsevier Policy 
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the concept of innovations and its expansion seems to be a solution-driven 

policy-making approach to these societal issues. Through the described 

expansion the concept can be characterised more or less as an umbrella 

term for a variety of ‘needed’ and ‘required’ economic and societal renewals, 

not any more based on a corpus of techno-economic policy knowledge as in 

the  end  of  the  1980s  but  in  a  much  wider  sense  in  society  and  in  the  

economy based on a corpus of socio-economic policy knowledge.  

                                                                                                                                             
Studies. 4, pp. 155-169). According to them wicked problems all ill-defined and 
there are no "solutions" in the sense of definitive and objective answers. Also many 
other scholars have used and further developed the concept (see e.g. Kreuter, 
M.W., C. De Rosa, E.H. Howze, and G.T. Baldwin. (2004), Understanding 
Wicked Problems: A Key to Advancing Environmental Health Promotion , Health, 
Education,  and  Behaviour  31,  pp.  441-454).  According  to  Koppenjan  and  Klijn  
(2004) wicked problems are ill-defined problems, difficult to respond too, require 
specialized  knowledge,  involve  a  large  number  of  stakeholders  and  carry  a  high  
potential for conflicts (Koppenjan, Joop and Klijn, Erik-Hans (2004). Managing 
Uncertainties in Networks. London: Routledge). 
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7 Innovation environments, innovation 
university, demand and users of 
innovations 

In this chapter I depict certain elements of the discursive space which the 

policy discourse opened in relation to the understanding of globalisation 

and the geographical dimension of innovations at the international, global, 

national and regional levels, and also how the relations between the 

research system and commercial exploitation has been increasingly 

rearticulated nationally in conjunction with the supranational level in the 

context of the European Union.  

Firstly, in this discourse new relations were established between 

geographical regions and their capacity to innovate and compete under the 
conditions established by the discourse being based on the body of policy 

knowledge as described in earlier chapters through the objectification of 

innovation and the transformation of this knowledge. In terms of this 

regional and geographical dimension of innovations a multi-phased 

phenomenon of temporal succession and sequence became evident. 

According to my interpretation the last phase of this phenomenon cannot 

be understood without the increasing co-operative discursive formation of 

the policy between the national and the EU level. This co-operative 

formation especially covers the relations of higher education, research and 

innovation in building the competitiveness of the national and EU 

economies, and industries and sciences at the global scale.    
 

 

From internationalisation towards globalisation 
 

In the late 1980s the internationalisation of research and development in 

the overall orientation of Finland towards Western European countries was 

characteristic, as explicated in Chapter 3. The aim was especially “to 
strengthen our own technological competitive position in relation to 
others” (STPC 1987). In this regard formal contracts of technological 

research were made. The rapid development at the end of the 1980s (STPC 

1990) was enabled due to external geopolitical changes besides the national 
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policy construction. An essential discursive relationship was formed 

internationally at that phase, especially in relation to Western European 

Countries and the U.S., having influence on Finnish policy-making 

During the 1980s and 1990s the need for international cooperation was 

articulated by the Council (STPC 1987, 1990, 1993) due to heavy, enduring 

investments in research infrastructures, which a small country could not 

finance by itself, i.e. the promotion and strengthening functions between 

international cooperation and domestic research, the international 

integration of innovation processes, and the internationalisation of 
companies. As discussed earlier (see ch. 3), the role of EC programmes and 

other European cooperation in the 1990s was seen significant from the 

point of view of state sectoral research. As one of interviewees explained 

otherwise throughout the 1990s the role of EU research activities were 

understated and the cooperation was developed towards the ‘real’ 

metropolises of technology in the U.S. and in Japan. 

Just before the mid-1990s the aims of internationalising the ‘national 

innovation system’, meaning education, research, business and 

infrastructure, were integrated with the notion of ‘globalisation’ (STPC 

1993). Globalisation was defined in two ways by the Council. Firstly, it was 

a means to enable worldwide projects and programmes to answer the 
challenges concerning mankind and the world at large. In the STI policy 

studies at that time the possibilites of integrating social and ecological 

concerns with competitiveness, growth and productivity targets were 

discussed (see e.g. Aichholzer and Schienstock 1994). According to the 

Council this could happen through the integration of business operations 

with government measures, for instance in the field of solving 

environmental problems. According to the Council this type of integrated 

public and private partnership enabled the speeding up of social and 

economic development. Secondly, globalisation was defined as the 

internationalisation of companies which could flexibly locate their different 

operations all over the world. As explicated earlier in Chapter 4, although 
the research system focused approach of science and technology policy 

moved towards the national innovation system approach at the beginning 

of the 1990s, the body of policy knowledge did not change from its techno-

economic orientation. Also Loikkanen and Seppälä (1994, 345) point out 

that since the early 1990s much less has been achieved in socially-oriented 

technology policy, meaning the integration of social, environmental and 

technology policy aspects.  As I also explained in Chapter 5, the expansion 

of policy knowledge occurred towards industrial-economic knowledge after 

the mid-1990s, and therefore, the challenges ‘concerning mankind and the 

world’ did not enter into the strategic focus of the policy in the 1990s. 
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This latter type of the process concerning the internationalisation of 

companies had at least two specific outcomes from the point of view of 

regions and regional development. The Council (1993) argued that 

globalisation caused centralisation development. Intellectual, economic and 

social development enforced each other, when organised in the right way. 

This created strong and versatile centres of science and technology which 

attracted advanced businesses. The location of business operations in the 

centralising regional development enhanced in various ways regional 

development. The Council recognised various ways to respond this 
challenge, and defined that the national solution to this situation in Finland 

was to produce and exploit knowledge and know-how. This was the way for 

the country to be able to compete with other European centres for the 

location of internationally operating businesses (STPC 1996). 
In Finland the government wanted to promote, through regional 

programmes and measures, knowledge-based regional development in the 

country, as will be discussed in the following section, and at the same time 

to increase the international R&D of companies, and of research and higher 

education institutions. The centres of excellence of research and education 

were established, in order to become a part of the top-level of the European 

higher education system. Open race of research resources through the 
competition based financing model was also an essential policy tool(STPC 

1993). 

The notion of globalisation created a two dimensional space for policy 

operations. The applied approach looked at the country both inwards and 

outwards.  It looked outwards through the formal contracts the cooperation 

had increased especially with Western European countries from the mid-

1980s in the fields of technical and natural sciences, and in medicine (STPC 

1993). There was a narrower cooperation with neighbouring regions, but on 

the other hand bilateral cooperation in R&D with leading countries, such as 

the U.S. and Japan, and with developing countries (STPC 1993). 

Besides being able to co-operate internationally the policy concern was 
also dedicated to the question of how to help with acquiring knowledge, 

produced abroad but needed in Finland. In order to be able to function as a 

competent ‘research country’ in these two dimensions the policy aimed to 

increase the quality of research through the creation of the centres of 

excellence, as well as to enable versatile research activities in Finland (STPC 

1996). The aim of international cooperation was to promote the national 

economy and society through the creation of knowledge, while  there was 

also a policy aim to participate in international research collaboration to 

find research-based solutions to global, European, and regional problems.  
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In addition to this ‘external’ internationalisation of the Finnish innovation 

system the Council (STPC 1993) also defined the enhancement of its 

‘internal’ internationalisation objectives. This meant for instance 

comparable structures of degrees with other European higher education 

institutions, participation of foreign experts and students widely in 

education and research in the Finnish research and higher education 

institutions and companies. However, the level of ‘internal’ 

internationalisation seemed to be low in the mid-1990s. Only a few centres 

of excellence had foreign researchers and students. This problem occurred, 
according to the Council, due to attitudes of the Finnish population, the 

infrastructure in society, and the shortage of education in foreign 

languages. Although the economy needed international cooperation, the 

population and the country were not capable of cooperating internationally. 

Within this discursive space of the two-dimensional conceptualisation of 

globalisation I will firstly describe the integration of innovations with the 

regional dimension, and secondly examine it in the context of the research 

and education system, as well as through the more extensive formulation of 

demand- and user-driven policy measures. 

 

 

Redefining the regional dimension and the role of innovation 
environments  

 
Dividing the regions and building on regional strengths 

 

The regional dimension of innovations occurred in the early 1990s, and 

integrated with regional policy issues. Until then action in regional 
development was focused on the regions which suffered most. The policy 

aim was to balance regional disparities in the country. 
 

The action was to try to help regions, which were in the worst situation. That was 

the paradigm of regional development that there where the largest deprivation 

was recognised the policy tried to equalise in some way. [Officer, an interest 

group] 

 

When the change of the regional development act was prepared by the 

Ministry  of  the  Interiors  in  the early  1990s,  a  new way to  develop regions 

was identified. The new way of thinking emphasised ‘unprompted’ regional 

development, based on the initiatives of the regions, not directed nationally 

as state operations. One of the concrete outcomes of this new type of policy 

thinking was the preparation of the centre of expertise programme before 

the mid-1990s. 
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Civil servants [in the ministry] they had a certain type of feeling to the matter of 

centres of expertise according to international models. […] There was an unclear 

notion that this type of centre of expertise could serve to pick up the strengths [in 

the regions]. This was the civil servant side which was related to the change of the 

act, which was enacted in 1993. [Officer, an interest group] 

 

The preparatory document of a legislative proposal defined the ’traditional’ 
measures of regional development to be based on the growth of the public 

sector, regional agricultural policy and public aid in fixed investments. 

These were seen to “lose their efficacy” as policy tools. Also, the need to 

change industrial structures was seen to become more important. The new 

law was defined to change the administrative prerequisites to carry out 

regional independent initiatives. Besides increasing the regional initiatives 

the new act also took into account the ‘traditional balancing’ of aims and 

measures.   

The  new  act  was  prepared  in  order  to  match  the  requirements  of  the  

contract  of  the  European  Trade  Area  (ETA)  which  regulated  the  usage  of  

state aids and their allocation, as well as the policy measures available. 
Furthermore, the new law was prepared in such a way as to make possible 

Finland’s membership of the European Community. Additionally, the act 

was prepared in a way that without membership the renewals would still 

have been implemented. 

The  new  way  of  thinking  in  regional  policy  was  integrated  with  the  

understanding of the globalisation process. This was seen to affect the 

position of the national innovation system. At the global level the scientific, 

technological and economic development and competition was defined 

between  the  triad  of  Europe,  the  U.S,  and  Japan.  These  were  the  growth  

centres. Besides global centralisation the same centralisation development 
seemed to occur inside the regions, at the expense of peripheral areas. The 

regional centralisation development and regional competition were also 

recognised in the preparatory documents for the legislation. 

 
Along with the European integration development the development of central 

regions is expected to accelerate. At the same time the competition between 

regions becomes harder. The measures of regional policy have to be able to 

respond to the new international pressures of change. [HE 99/1993] 

 

The new act also brought a new type of implementing regional policy. The 

new policy measure was called the programme-based regional 

development. This programme-based approach meant fixed-term regional 

programmes according to the European regional development approach. 
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In the European regional policy the key word was ‘structural adjustment’ 

in the programming period of 1994-1999, this meant the structural 

adjustment of regions whose development was lagging behind, regions 

seriously affected by industrial decline, rural areas, and regions with an 

extremely low population density. Alongside these regional priorities the 

programme also covered measures concerning the whole of the Community 

in  the  fields  of  the  integration  of  employment  and  the  labour  market,  the  

adaptation of workers to industrial changes and to changes in production 

systems, as well as the adjustment of agricultural structures and the 
fisheries sector. The programme practices of the regional policy measures of 

the EU were interlinked through the additionality and subsidiarity 

principles with national practices. As Hooghe (1996) writes, this produced 

great differences in the way EU social cohesion policy was implemented 

throughout the European Union, although the detailed uniform rules were 

produced by the European Commission. 

At the Community level regional development as Community cohesion 

was integrated with the idea of innovation. In the Commission’s Green 

Paper on Innovation (EC 1995, 12) the role of innovations was also 

recognised in terms of regional development and regional policy measures. 

 
Innovation is particularly important for the regions which are lagging behind in 

development.  The  SMEs,  which  make  up  virtually  the  entire  economic  fabric  

encounter special difficulties there, particularly with regard to financing (e.g. 

actual interest rates are often 2-3 points higher than in the more developed 

regions)  but  also  with  regard  to  cooperation  opportunities,  access  to  sources  of  

technical or management skills, etc. The handicaps mount up, which indicates 

shortcomings in the operation of markets which can justify intervention by the 

authorities.  The  effort  channelled  towards  developing  innovation  as  part  of  the  

Community's regional policy needs to be seen as an opportunity for two reasons. 

On the one hand, it is an effort targeting regions and fields which have a special 

need, and this therefore has to be seen as a priority in innovation development.  

On  the  other  hand,  it  is  a  means  by  which  the  laggard  regions  can  move  

immediately alongside the developed regions, not by attempting to imitate what 

the  latter  have  already  achieved  but  by  trying  to  lay  the  groundwork,  in  

accordance  with  their  own  features  and  requirements  and  together  with  the  

developed regions, for adapting to the conditions of competitiveness of a global 

economy. [EC 1995, 12] 

 

Thus, the reference point for the regional dimension in the European 

policy-making context was the competition in the global economy, and the 

regions were categorised into two types, with ‘high’ priority given to 

developing innovations, and to regions which had to build their capacities 

on the existing resources in order to ‘structurally adjust themselves’ in the 
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global economic competition environment. The Finnish regional legislation 

in  the  early  1990s  corresponded  to  the  foundations  of  the  framing  of  

cohesion in the European context. It also emphasised the regions’ own 

capacities and initiatives to develop themselves. 

Besides the national concerns to enhance the technological level of the 

SMEs, the increasing notions of globalisation, and the availability of 

structural funds due to EU membership, were factors recognised by the 

Finnish Council, as to why it started to pay more attention, from the mid-

1990s,  to  the  possibilities  of  developing  regions  in  order  to  enhance  the  
creation, growth and location of developed business activities (STPC 1996).  

According to the interview of a technology centre representative there was 

at  the  same  time,  in  the  early  1990s,  an  ‘operational’  side  of  ‘the  new  

regional thinking’. The local technology centres used to share their 

experiences on how they operated in relation to the municipalities in the 

regions where they were located. Through their experience sharing they 

discussed how they could have a position nationally. They defined and 

asked the question “for what reason does Finland use technology centres”. 

In this regard a delegation of representatives from the technology centres 

visited various ministries, and when they were at the Ministry of the 

Interior their thoughts, on the use of technology centres, matched those of 
the renewal of the regional development Act. After that the operational plan 

for the regional centres was prepared with full cooperation between 

technology centre  representatives and civil servants at the ministry. 

Through this cooperation the centre of expertise programme was defined, 

and it began to be implemented in 1994. The focus of this programme was 

on enhancing regional innovation activities, renewing production 

structures, and creating new workplaces by exploiting ‘top-level’ expertise. 

 
After the summer 1994 we had the decision [of the regional centres of expertise], 

and none of us knew what we were going to do. We had a certain definition, and 

everyone interpreted it in his or her own way. [Officer, an interest group] 

 
As civil servants wanted to encourage a new way of thinking and acting in 

regional development, they required the technology centres to operate in a 

different way, ‘to take into account their strengths’. The earlier described 

techno-economic knowledge and its rules of formation created a basis 

where ‘the technology centres’ could easily be incorporated as eligible 

partners in the policy field. These actors were plausible pioneers in the new 

way of thinking for regional development. 
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We  started  to  define  the  strengths  and  to  point  out  what  they  were.  […]  We  

defined  the  regional  strengths,  promoted  specialisation  and  pushed  the  way  of  

thinking. [Officer, an interest group] 

 

It seems that the main concern focused on existing businesses in Finland 

during  the  1990s,  on  how  to  keep  them  in  the  country  and  on  how  to  

develop their circumstances, also from the point of view of SMEs. For this 

purpose, besides regionally based activities, such as the centre of expertise 

programme, the public business service structure was also expanded 

nationally to cover all regions of the country. 
  
Diverging regional development as an outcome 

 

In the early 2000s national investments in knowledge and know-how in the 

technologically and economically globalising environment seemed to be 
lacking. At their first meeting in 2000 the Council was concerned about 

how to keep public R&D investments at a sufficient level in a situation 

where the globally operating companies raced ‘the innovation 

environment’. The policy solutions to this question seemed to be in the 

internationalisation targets and measures of Finnish science and research 

organisations, and in the internationalisation of technology with leading 

technology centres. The main focus was especially on the information 

industry, and in the activities ensuring its success globally. 

On the other hand, when preparing national policy guidelines at the turn 

of the decade the Council paid attention to diverging regional development 

and the unemployment problem, and besides enhancing 
internationalisation of the ‘national innovation system’ it also turned to 

look at the ‘regional innovation systems’ (STPC meeting 1/2002). The 

concrete outcome of the practiced policy, along with the diverging regional 

disparities in Finland during the 1990s, turned the policy focus to national 

issues instead of continuing the internationalisation of the ‘national 

system’. By this I mean that although the internationalisation of the 

‘national system’ was fostered, no new policy solutions or measures outside 

of the traditional national framing or context could be implemented. As a 

solution to the regional development problem the same formula was offered 

as to ‘national’ development. Thus, the knowledge and know-how based 

regional development approach was a measure to improve economic, social 
and cultural competitiveness in regions (STPC 2000). No great regional 

disparities were recognised as regards education, but the problem was in 

the substantial disparity in the distribution of business and jobs. In the key 

positions in this development were higher education institutions, 

technology centres, and regional centres of expertise. The target was to 
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build up a regionally extensive innovation network. The traditional idea of 

balancing regional disparities was recognised and although it was referred 

to, it occurred in a new policy-making framework. This meant that the state 

did not  solve  by direct  operations the problems of  regional  disparities  but  

the regions themselves had to build their future on their existing strengths. 

Earlier the state had had a wide variety of its or state owned services in the 

regions but in the new situation, when the state bowed out of the regions 

and privatised its services, the regions without knowledge-based business 

structure faced serious problems with employment issues. According to the 
Council  the  other  policy  option  would  have  been  to  intensify  the  

internationalisation of the ‘system’. Based on these empirical observations 

one can argue that a certain type of thinking about national integrity and 

cohesiveness, to balance the regional disparities, influenced as a rule or 

underlying statement in policy-making. However, the new meaning of 

national integrity or cohesiveness was signified with the notion that it had 

to be achieved at the international level by building on regional strengths, 

being either knowledge structure or cultural and natural resources, and 

activities. Various regions of the country had to receive ‘competitive 

international level’ based on their own activities and strengths, as explained 

by one interviewee. 
The regions were required to build up their ‘innovative’ capacity based on 

their own resources (STPC 2000), as indicated in the regional development 

act in the early 1990s. The planning model for the regions was to better 

integrate their education and industrial structures. Until the early 2000s 

the thinking model in terms of regional development, and the ‘regional 

innovation systems’ was to empower regional actors to enhance their own 

factors for development (STPC 2003). Sustainable and balanced 

development was seen to be ensured through the enhancement of the 

region’s own capacities and knowledge (STPC 2003).  

The regional dimension of innovation was not only related to direct policy 

measures in relation to companies, knowledge transfer and building, but it 
also enabled the setting up of research facilities and units to focus on ‘the 

scientific grounds’ of regional development. One solid example of this 

policy-research cooperation is the establishment of the regional research 

unit at the University of Tampere (Sente), which started its operations in 

1998. The availability of EU structural funds enhanced ‘the knowledge 

society’ and created opportunities for project-based research units, such as 

in the case of Sente. 
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Sente  finances  its  operations  through  project  funding.  It  functions  as  long  as  

there  is  demand  for  its  research  and  development  tasks.  [The  annual  report  of  

Sente 1998-1999, 3] 

 
Expanding services and selecting the internationally competitive 
regions 

 

Before the mid-2000s a question was raised in the Council concerning the 

structural development of the innovation system. The Council (STPC 2003) 
argued that less attention was being paid to the ‘structural issues’ of the 

‘system’ since Tekes was founded in 1983. The question was asked on how 

to keep Finland sufficiently attractive for business and jobs, and as a living 

environment in general in the growing global competition. At the same time 

the threats of national exclusion and poverty and the rising technical level 

of developing countries was recognized (STPC 2003). In this ‘more’ global 

environment the ‘strategic choices’ of private and public actors seemed to 

be the answer. Therefore, in order to ensure ‘internationally competitive 

innovation environments’ for companies the more focused building of 

national competences was required (STPC 2003). For instance, Tekes 

framed ‘national knowledge clusters’ in its strategy in 2003, and The 
Ministry of Education required universities and polytechnics to draw up 

joint regional strategies by the end of 2002. Furthermore, from the 

beginning of 2003 the government decided to extend and supplement the 

second centres of expertise programme (STPC 2003). 

In this context the regional orientation to use structural funds and other 

available resources, in order to build on ‘their own strengths,’ started to 

seem problematic. This approach had produced small higher education 

units in various places in the country. In order to achieve an internationally 

high quality the structural development of the higher education system was 

needed  (STPC  2003).   The  higher  education  units  had  to  be  sufficiently  

large and versatile in order to achieve their objectives. The development 
aim of the higher education system reflected the notion of ‘sufficiently large, 

internationally interesting and competitive knowledge clusters’, as defined 

by the Council (STPC 2003). 

Therefore,  around  the  mid-2000s  the  issue  was  no  longer  a  question  of  

adjusting national regions for innovation-driven development in the global 

context but to build up internationally competitive innovation 

environments through strategic decisions and structural development. This 

occurred along with the intensification of EU policies in relation to 

research, education and innovations. Thus, the regional dimension of 

innovations was framed in a new context. I will describe this European 

approach in section 7.3.1. 
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At the same time as the discussion on strategic choices the ‘innovation 

network’ was expanded in the country. The Minister of Trade and Industry 

set up a receiver task to analyse how public policy measures could better 

match the needs of SMEs located outside of the large city regions in Finland 

(STPC meeting 1/2003). Later on, the government integrated innovations 

into the development of minor city regions and rural areas (the 

government’s strategies 2004-2006). The government wanted to expand 

the regional dimension of innovations (the government’s strategy 2004, 84) 

to include minor city regions and rural areas. As an outcome the 
cooperation between these regions started through a network model in 

2005. Also, the regional dimension was strengthened for instance by 

expanding Tekes’ operations into regional employment and economic 

centres at the beginning of the 2000s.  

In that time Sitra (Sitra 2005) also prepared a document that tried to 

elaborate elements which could enhance Finland to become a leading 

country of innovation activities in the world. Also in this report the concept 

of innovation environment was used to open the well-established 

innovation system concept towards other factors which were seen crucial 

from the point of view of innovation activities and creative processes. 

According to the report and its policy-guidelines development of innovation 
activities and their environments served the improvement of 

competitiveness of Finnish society (Sitra 2005, 20).  

After the mid-2000s the Council (STPC 2006) defined that high-quality 

innovation environments had to be built as competitive edges for 

enterprises. The role of regions and local actors, at the local level, were 

crucial in developing ‘regional innovation’. Regions had to be activated to 

exploit new knowledge and expertise. The cooperation and division of 

labour between regional and national actors had to be improved. The 

forerunner of the new regional thinking from the 1990s, the centre of 

expertise programme, had to be reorganized as from the beginning of 2007. 

The regionally driven clusters had to reach international standards, and the 
links between national strategies and development actions, arising from the 

regions own needs, had to be better integrated with the ‘national efforts’. A 

special challenge, partly due to a large number of intermediaries, was the 

creation of a strategy process combining public and private parties and 

national and regional innovation environments. All operations had to be 

interactive and complementary at all levels creating synergies, removing 

overlapping tools, reducing the gaps between various players, and making 

the use of resources more effective. In its review of 2008, the Council 

repeated the need for shared strategy processes and development 

environments. This applied to the Ministry of Employment and the 
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Economy, the Ministry of Education, Tekes, technology centres, regional 

offices of research institutions, local, private, educational, research and 

intermediary organisations while cities would also have a more prominent 

role. This should all happen alongside national choices arrangements 

increasing the synergy of expertise and organisations in the regions. In the 

future, there could only be a few regional international-level innovation 

clusters in the country. Therefore, it seemed that after the regionally 

initiated development path, nationally more integrated development was to 

be expected. 
The aim of the creation of internationally competitive innovation 

environments integrated around the mid-2000s, and to a larger extent with 

urban policies and especially with the policy of big cities and the metropolis 

region meaning the Helsinki region. City regions along with states received 

special attention as innovation ecosystems, and their development as 

tempting and flourishing regions required that cities had to be developed as 

global or national centres of innovation activities (Hautamäki 2006, 7). 

This type of thinking, aiming to contribute positively on the economic 

growth, utilised and integrated various approaches of innovation studies 

starting from the understanding of sources of the long term economic 

growth, of regional innovation environments, of the role of social networks 
in knowledge creation, until to the role of creative and innovative 

individuals and the concept of innovation ecosystems (Hautamäki 2006). 

After the mid-2000s, as a part of regional and urban policies the 

government introduced in its programme (the government programme 

2007, 25) the policy of big cities and the metropolitan area. Besides the 

improvement of the international competitiveness of big cities and their 

regions also integrity of community structures and social and regional 

cohesion were policy aims (the notice of the Ministry of the Interior 

(November 9, 2007). This type of policies legitimised positive special 

treatment and public policy measures for big cities. Along with the 

structural factor of innovation ecosystems being research institutions, 
venture capitalists and investors, capable work force also dynamic factors 

were required, like the creation of city structure enhancing creativity, 

culture and leisure services, development of public space etc. (Hautamäki 

2006, 14). 

 
The formation of ‘regional’ innovations in various phases 

 

It is hard to identify any specific authorities making innovations nameable 

in regional terms. The conditions to form innovations, as explained in the 

earlier chapters, seem also to apply to the regional settings, and the regional 
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approach was subsumed to the ‘existing’ system of formation, and its rules 

and practices. What seems to be characteristic, is that it is more the 

objectification of regions in terms of their capacity to produce innovations, 

and thus be ‘eligible’ innovation partners as objects of policy measures. In 

that sense the policy knowledge defining innovations was progressive by its 

nature.  On  the  other  hand,  in  the  early  2000s,  there  was  a  tendency  to  

balance regional disparities based on the national experiences of these 

differences, however, it was proposed that the adjustment could be made by 

using measures with a ‘dominant’ approach. 
In Finland besides cluster and innovation system approaches the notions 

of  the  information  age  and  society  (see  e.g.  Castells  1996,  1997,  1998;  

Castells and Himanen 2002), learning regions and creative classes (Florida 

1995, 2002) have been pointed out as conceptual frameworks and 

approaches to define and legitimise policy interventions. As Harmaakorpi 

(2004) points out there are several theories and concepts which might have 

paved the way in understanding the circumstances in which a ‘proper 

regional  innovation  policy’  is  carried  out.  However,  what  seem  to  be  

characteristic for the regional dimension of innovations are the relations 

between various authorities which subsume various policy targets with the 

competitiveness aspects. I would say that it is not only a question of 
economic competitiveness but also a question of qualitative 

competitiveness and resources, as will be discussed in section 7.3. It seems 

that even without the political decision of Finnish EU membership the 

change in the regional approach would have occurred in the 1990s. 

However, without the resources of EU structural funds the regional 

development view would have been different, as a civil servant in the 

Ministry of Education declared.  

 
The supply of EU resources has influenced national development, especially if we 

think of structural funds. It has partly broken up national development which we 

have tried to centralise and aggregate. With those instruments it is broken up but 

at  the  same  time  many  good  things  have  been  also  created  with  those  

instruments. [Civil servant, The Ministry of Education] 

 

Recently Pelkonen (2008) has examined how the intensification of 

competitiveness policies in Finland went through the national regional and 

local levels, also including universities. He illustrates the pervasiveness of 

the objective of economic competitiveness and growth across all these 

levels. He argues that at the level of national policies the growing role of 

science and technology policy has been a state means to promote structural 
economic change and its transformation towards a broader, yet ambivalent 
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concept of innovation policy. According to him this shift in policy-making 

had brought forward a tension between an increasing emphasis on 

economic aspects – innovations and competitiveness – as well as the 

expanding scope of issues across a wide range of policy sectors that are 

being subsumed under this market- and economy-oriented framework. I 

would say that in the early 1990s, the body of techno-economic knowledge 

also covered aspects of regional development, and in this sense constrained 

the conditions for the potential to think in terms of balancing disparities. 

However, the experiences of regional socio-economic disparities raised the 
question of the traditional balancing aim but it did not change the rules of 

discursive formation of the policy but instead of the international focus the 

policy focus was targeted at national issues and problems. Another type of 

policy  solution  would  have  been  possible.  The  third  phase  of  the  regional  

dimension of innovations and its historical conditions cannot be made 

understandable without the analysis of the co-operative discursive 

formation of research and innovation policy at the national and EU level 

which I will describe in the next section. This latter phase emphasised 

national strategic choices and high-quality innovation environments which 

can be reached through structural adjustments of the public research 

system with the integration of demand-side policy measures. The policy 
focus partly turned back to the question of the core of science and 

technology policy, or the ‘traditional’ innovation policy. By this I mean that 

the conditions determining the policy knowledge, its rules and practices, 

became rearticulated, and created a discursive space for various innovation 

policies to exist in the national context. 

 

 

The knowledge triangle – embedded in the regions and in the 
European settings 

 
Deepening European collaboration  

 

In the mid-1990s, at the European level, a discussion started about the need 

to strengthen European scientific cooperation (STPC 1996). In the early 

2000s, the Finnish Council stated that European scientific cooperation was 

proceeding  rapidly  (STPC  meeting  1/2002).  The  Lisbon  strategy,  

formulated in 2000, had set up the basis for “a radical transformation of 
the European economy”.  In  order  to  become  the  most  competitive  and  
dynamic knowledge-based economy in the world besides social and macro-

economic policy measures better policies for the information society, R&D, 

structural reform of competitiveness and innovation and completing the 

internal market were needed (Lisbon strategy 2000). Accordingly the 
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strategy focussed on the preparation and the transition to a competitive, 

dynamic and knowledge-based economy, the policy measures of the 

development of an information society, the establishment of a European 

Area of Research and Innovation, the creation of a friendly environment for 

starting up and developing innovative businesses (especially SMEs), 

economic reforms to complete the internal market, efficient and integrated 

financial markets, and co-ordinated macro-economic policies.  

The strengthening of scientific cooperation was integrated with the 

globalisation process, and a tangible outcome of this was the preparation of 
the  European  Research  Area  (ERA).  The  Council  (STPC  meeting  2/2002)  

defined  that  the  ERA  was  targeted  to  improve  the  quality  and  

competitiveness of European education, research and knowledge-based 

business activities. Furthermore, in order to increase the collaboration 

between member states and with the scientific community the European 

Commission,  in  2001,  set  up  the  European  Research  Advisory  Board  

(EURAB) to act as a high-level and independent advisory committee to 

provide advice on the design and implementation of EU research policy. 

The President of the Academy of Finland was a member in this committee. 

In addition, the European Council37 made  a  decision  in  March  2003  to  

increase EU R&D investment by 3 % a year up to the year 2010. At that time 
the Commission also introduced the open method of co-ordination (OMC) 

into the field of research38.  The  method  has  created  an  environment  for  

policy-makers, and especially civil servants from various countries to share 

and compare their policies and policy-making practices. From the point of 

view of the Commission the method has served as a policy tool to enable the 

reaching of targets of the Lisbon strategy in various countries, and at the 

Community level. 

Before starting to set up new institutional arrangements and policy-

making practices based on the Lisbon strategy the European Commission 

had changed, in the late 1990s, the operational approach of the research 

framework programmes. Thus, at the time when the Fifth Framework 

                                                        
37 The  European  Council  is  the  institution  of  the  European  Union  (EU)  

responsible for defining the general political direction and priorities of the Union. 
Nowadays it comprises the heads of state or government of EU member states, 
along with its President and the President of the Commission. 

38 This has been an intergovernmental method to compare member states and 
their policies which are evaluated by one another (peer pressure).. The process has 
included  the  elements  of  fixing  guidelines  and  timetables  for  achieving  short,  
medium and long-term goals, establishing quantitative and qualitative indicators 
and benchmarks as a means of comparing best practices, translating European 
guidelines into national and regional policies, by setting specific measures and 
targets,  and periodic monitoring of the progress achieved in order to put in place 
mutual learning processes between member states. The method has been a type of 
"soft law" measures which are binding on the member states in varying degrees but 
which never take the form of directives, regulations or decisions. 
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Programme for the European Union's research, technological development 

and demonstration (RTD) activities started the operational model of the 

programme was changed. Until the fourth programme the organising model 

had been science and technology based but this new type of organising was 

more focused on “major socio-economic challenges facing Europe” (the 

programme material). The programme focused on a more limited number 

of research areas than its predecessors, and combined technological, 

industrial, economic, social and cultural aspects and various scientific and 

technological disciplines, both fundamental and applied, under the 
specified four themes.  

In  the  preparation  phase  of  the  ERA  the  European  Commission39 

emphasised that in European research the scientific quality at the global 

level is the aim, and the significance of critical mass is essential for 

research. This could be achieved through increasing competition in basic 

research and with more focusing in the research. The EU funding should be 

targeted for the relevant research from the point of Europe without ultimate 

internationalisation requirements. 

Based on the basic research communication given by the European 

Commission (January 2004) a new support system was needed in the 

European Union and that this should be organised and operated like the 
National Science Foundation in the U.S. This system and the basic research 

financing could create one of the basic pillars of EU research policy. In the 

budget framework communication (February 2004) the European 

Commission promoted the views of the basic research communication and 

argued for the need to establish ’a new European facility’. The 

competitiveness related EU activities, especially their financing, were to be 

increased gradually in three steps, starting at approximately nine billion 

euros in 2006 up to 26 billion euros in 2013. These measures covered R&D 

activities, education and the enhancement of the Internal Market. Based on 

the basic research communication a large meeting was organised by the 

Commission in Dublin in February 2004, and the meeting created a 
consensus statement, which regarded positively to basic research and the 

increase of its financing. The science community was active in the issues of 

basic research, and the European Commission promoted the strengthening 

of the position of basic research (STPC meeting 1/2004). 

The Finnish Council discussed the topic and argued that, according to the 

Lisbon strategy, special attention had to be paid to the improvement of 

competition. The objective was to prevent the risk of human and economic 

                                                        
39 Attaché  Mr.  Paquet  of  Commissioner  Busquin  in  the  annual  meeting  of  the  

Science  and  Technology  Policy  Councils  of  various  EU  member  states  in  2003  
(STPC meeting 1/2003).  
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resources moving from Europe to the U.S. Thus, investing in basic research 

was a positive measure to strengthen competitiveness in the long run. 

However, if the EU basic research financing was increased and new 

mechanisms were to be used, measures that did create added value in the 

member states and in Europe had to be ensured. This should not lead to the 

situation where national financing would be replaced by EU resources or 

where national financing would be circulated through the EU budget. It 

should be increased with basic research financing competition and 

cooperation at the European level.  
The European Commission increased research financing by 60 % for  the 

Seventh Framework Programme, which started in 2007 (STPC meeting 

2/2006). The establishment of the European Research Council (ERC) was a 

way to increase the quality of European research and it started its 

operations with the selection of applications from young researchers in 

2007 (STPC meeting 5/2007).The ERC made its first decision to give grants 

to 300 young researchers at the end of 2007 (STPC meeting 6/2007)40.  As 

research quality was the policy target, one essential feature serving this was 

the  operational  model  of  the  ERC.  In  the  framework  programmes  

partnerships were required from several member states in one project, but 

now the ERC was able to accept applications submitted from only one 
member state, if the application fulfilled the defined quality criteria (STPC 

meeting 2/2006). Also, as a part of the strengthening European research 

policy the Commission also paid attention to European wide research 

infrastructures and presented a report on these issues in October 2006 

(STPC meeting 4/2006).  

In  the  early  2000s,  besides  focusing  on  the  research  side,  the  European  

Commission also restructured measures to promote innovation activities. 

The Commission prepared a proposal for a new Competitiveness and 

Innovation Framework Programme (CIP 2007-2013) (STPC meeting 

2/2005), and proposed the joint technology initiatives and technology 

platforms in order to create “a stronger link between research and 
industry” in line with the timescale for the Seventh Framework Programme 
(SEC(2005) 800). The platforms and technology initiatives were especially 

company-driven approaches to develop technology and innovations (STPC 

meeting 2/2006), and the CIP programme41 was a special measure targeted 

at small and medium-sized enterprises (SMEs) in order to support 

innovation activities (including eco-innovation), and provide access to 
                                                        
40 Eight of them were Finns. 
41 The  CIP  runs  from  2007  to  2013,  and  it  is  divided  into  three  operational  

programmes, each of them having specific objectives, aimed at contributing to the 
competitiveness of enterprises and their innovative capacity in their own areas, 
such as ICT or sustainable energy. 
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finance and to deliver business support services in the regions. Another 

policy measure to strengthen European research with its industrial 

exploitation was the decision to form the European Institute of Technology 

(EIT).  This  decision  was  made  by  the  Council  of  the  European  Union  

together with the European Parliament in 2007 (STPC meeting 4/2007).  

 
The  EIT  is  a  new  independent  community  body  which  was  set  up  to  address  

Europe's  innovation  gap.  We  aim  to  rapidly  emerge  as  a  key  driver  of  EU  

sustainable growth and competitiveness through the stimulation of world-leading 

innovation. [Presentation material of the EIT] 

 

Also, in the early 2000s the European Commission started to explore the 

demand-side measures42 through an external expert group which included 

members from Finland (Tekes). Professor Luke Georghiou was the chair of 
the expert group from the University of Manchester. The group argued in 

its report (2003, x) that in order to bring “Europe to a position of at least 
shared world leadership in business R&D” that demand-side policies were 

needed  to  promote  the  lead  markets  for  innovation  that  could  drive  the  

step-change needed. Being conceptually based on the innovation system 

approach and integrating with cluster approaches the report paid attention 

to ‘systemic policies’, procurement and regulation as demand side 

measures. The policy-making practice to integrate members at the EU level 

working groups can be seen as an efficient way to circulate ideas amongst 

policy-makers coming from various member states. 

 
I  participated  in  one  expertise  group  of  the  EU.  The  group  was  led  by  Luke  

Georghiou,  and we  prepared  for  the  Commission  as  one  group amongst  certain  

other people a paper concerning the question how R&D funding or policy could 

be improved. We looked at direct measures, how R&D investments could be 

increased  and  how  they  could  be  affected  in  order  to  increase  them  in  Europe,  

and  in  this  working  group  we  discussed  quite  a  lot  about  demand-side  

instruments and public procurement. After that Luke Georghiou brought the 

ideas to the group of Aho. [Civil servant, Tekes] 

 

At the European level the demand-orientation in innovation policy was 

brought up to the political level during the British EU Presidency in 2005, 
and the theme was further discussed in the so-called Aho report43. Like the 

previous EU report, this report also tried to define measures which could be 

taken  by  the  Commission  and  the  member  states  to  improve  the  EU’s  

competitiveness, especially in relation to Japan and the USA, by stimulating 

                                                        
42 EC (2003).  
43 EC (2006). 
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the  demand-side  of  innovations.  Professor  Luke  Georghiou  was  the  

rapporteur in the Aho report. Later on, Finnish policy-makers asked him to 

write an article about the ‘missing’ demand-side in the report, which was 

published as a part of Finland’s contribution during its EU Presidency. In 

this  article  he  refers  to  the  Aho  report,  and  explicates  the  idea  of  lead  

markets  based  on  von  Hippel’s  ideas  of  lead  users  from  the  1980s44. In 

2007 Georghiou published a scientific article with Edler in Research Policy 

titled ‘Public procurement and innovation – Resurrecting the demand side’. 

In the paper they signaled “the new significance of public procurement for 
innovation policy strategies at the EU level and in a range of European 
countries”. This example is to show how political practices can contribute to 

the scientific discourse, and how interconnected the relationships are 

between politics and science (Foucault 1991a, 69; Howarth 2000, 60-61). 

They support each other at least to the extent that serves their own beliefs 

and truth-values.  

In the Aho report the creation of an innovation-friendly market was seen 

to be an integrative factor between the supply-side measures, like public 

R&D investments, with demand-side measures. As a concrete output the 

report inter alia recommended large scale strategic actions in key sectors 

which provide an environment in which supply-side measures for research 
investment could be combined with the process of creating a demand and a 

market. Lead users, being prepared to take the higher initial costs and risks 

involved in the early adoption of an innovation, and an early market of 

sufficient scale were amongst the key features to create innovation-friendly 

markets (Aho et al.  2006, 5). As policy measures the report recommended 

the usage of a harmonised regulatory environment across the EU 

favourable to innovation and based on the early anticipation of needs, 

standards-setting procedures, public procurement, and the fostering of a 

cultural shift which celebrates innovation. The aim of the Aho report was to 

define recommendations for the Commission in order to develop European 

research and innovation activities in the context of the global competition 
(STPC meeting 5/2005). The coupling of the view of creating lead markets 

in Europe based on the recommendations given in the Aho report with the 

research framework programme was going to be one of the tangible ways to 

integrate the research and development oriented competitiveness 

improvement with the market orientation (STPC meeting 2/2006). 

                                                        
44 Erich von Hippel introduced the concept of lead users in innovation – defined 

as those who present strong needs that will become general in a marketplace 
months  or  years  in  the  future.  von  Hippel,  Eric  (1986)  "Lead  Users:  A  Source  of  
Novel Product Concepts," Management Science 32, no. 7 (July):791–805. 
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The Commission used ex-Prime Ministers besides researchers, experts 

and  civil  servants  in  preparatory  works.  Aho  was  the  Prime  Minister  of  

Finland from 1991 to 1995. The ex-Prime Minister of the Netherlands, Wim 

Kok, in turn carried out the analysis before the mid-2000s concerning the 

success of the implementation of the Lisbon strategy. The usage of ex-Prime 

Ministers, as well as professors, can be seen as a mechanism which 

constrains the production of discourse by determining the conditions of 

their application (Howarth 2000, 58). Ex-Prime Ministers can be seen as 

‘speaking subjects’ (Foucault 1981, 61-62) who can be taken seriously in the 
discourse. They fulfil the complex requirements of discourse, and at the 

same time they share the key doctrines of the discourse. For example, Aho 

had been well informed about innovation system approaches since his 

premiership. He was the Finnish Prime Minister who integrated the 

national innovation system with Finnish economic policy. Now, as an 

invited expert by the Commission he was attending the ‘same discourse’ but 

at the European level. 

During  its  EU  Presidency  (the  last  half  of  2006)  Finland  decided  to  

promote demand-orientation in innovation policy45.  

 
I think it was in the autumn 2005. We just came to the conclusion that innovation 

policy  could  be  in  the  Ministry  of  Trade  and Industry  one  of  the  themes  during  

the Finnish EU Presidency. [...]  And we had a minister who was responsible for 

many areas which are integrated with innovation policy. [...] It was in the autumn 

2005 we started to prepare the theme in the ministry, and we wondered what the 

idea  could  be  concerning  the  policy  field,  and  we  came  to  the  demand-driven  

approach and the broad-based approach. [...] Therefore, it is no longer technology 

policy in that way but it also covers other policies more broadly. [...] At the same 

time  when  we  were  asked  to  prepare  the  work,  Ahos’  report  arrived.  [Civil  

servant, The Ministry of Employment and the Economy] 

 

Although the Commission had paid attention to the demand-side issues as 

policy measures, there were challenges in discussing a cross-sectoral theme, 

in the way the approach was defined by Finnish civil servants, and between 

the different DGs in the Commission. Finland used the informal ministerial 

meetings as a means to bring the topic to the European stage. It seems that 

a member state, having the EU Presidency, wants to profile itself amongst 

EU countries during its term in office. Now the question is how much a 

Presidential country can contribute to issue-making in the EU context and 

influence the agenda setting, as, every year, the Commission has a 

                                                        
45 Discussion note prepared by the Ministry of Trade and Industry Finland 

(2006). 



7 Innovation environments, innovation university, demand and users of innovations  

174 

 

previously  defined  working  plan.  On  the  other  hand,  the  proposed  topic  

should follow the administrative boundaries in the Commission. 

 
The Commission has strong internal planning. [...] And we came in quite late, and 

said that we would like to do these things. [...] Normally the Commission wants to 

co-operate with the presiding country. [...] We had problems [with our topic], 

given  that  the  DGs,  Enterprise  and  Research,  they  did  not  communicate  a  lot  

between themselves. [...] Our theme came between them. [...] They gave us short 

lessons  in  the  DG  Enterprise  saying  that  we  cannot  come  with  a  theme  which  

requires  taking  many  DGs.  [...]  Then  we  also  had  a  problem  nationally,  as  ‘the  

wrong  people’  were  preparing  the  paper.  [Civil  servant,  The  Ministry  of  

Employment and the Economy] 

 
Nationally the ‘wrong people’ prepared the Finnish initiative. This meant 

that it was not the technology department of the ministry which was 

involved with this preparatory work but civil servants from the 

headquarters of the ministry, from the marketing department, and from the 

industrial department. Consequently, it appears that not all actors had the 

same legitimacy to speak about policy issues across the administrative 

boundaries within one ministry. 

Besides the Commission Finnish civil servants also communicated with 

the  forthcoming  Presidency,  which  was  going  to  be  Germany,  in  order  to  

ensure further work on the selected topic. Finnish civil servants described 

that now it was even harder, as their German colleagues did not have any 
co-ordination between their ministries responsible for research, industry 

and  the  economy.  As  well  as  this  some  of  them  were  working  in  Bonn,  

whereas the rest were in Berlin. Therefore, the same phenomenon of the 

division of labour inside the administrative sectors and units seems to have 

created a ‘boundary’ with regard to communication at the various levels of 

administration. 

During  the  Finnish  EU  Presidency  the  informal  meeting  of  the  

competitiveness ministers was organised in July in Jyväskylä, and the 

discussion  note  of  ‘demand  as  a  driver  of  innovation  –  towards  a  more  

effective European innovation policy’ was delivered, and working groups 

were organised in order to discuss the topic. 
 
No one said that this is a bad idea. [...] We got support for this idea, and it alsot 

helped  when the  communication  of  the  Commission  came about  this  issue.  [...]  

The meeting Heads of State or Government in Lahti was in a way a continuum to 

the meeting organised at Hampton Court. [...] The discussion was continued at 

the  level  of  heads  of  states.  [...]  The  Competitiveness  Council  had  a  meeting  on  
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the fourth of December, and the result can be seen in the paper [in the Council’s 

Conclusions]. [Civil servant, The Ministry of Employment and the Economy] 

 
According to the Competitiveness Council’s Conclusions "innovation plays 
a critically important role in Europe's ability to respond effectively to the 
challenges and opportunities of the global economy as well as to other 
major challenges, such as climate change. All forms of innovation, 
including non-technological innovation must be taken into account” (The 

Competitiveness Council 2006, 1). Thus, the Council recognised all forms of 

innovation, not only based on science and technology. Already, earlier in 

the autumn 2006 the Commission had prepared a Communication "Putting 
knowledge into practice: a broad-based innovation strategy for the EU", 

and a Communication "An innovation-friendly, modern Europe", where 

the foundations towards demand-orientation of policy measures had been 

defined. 

The first of the communications subordinated global ‘challenges’ under 

the development of Europe’s global economic competitiveness. 
 
Europe’s  citizens  are  concerned  with  important  issues  ranging  from  climate  

change and the depletion of non-renewable resources to demographic change and 

emerging security needs, which call for collective action to safeguard the 

European way of life that combines economic prosperity with solidarity. These 

legitimate  concerns  must  be  turned  into  an  opportunity  to  enhance  Europe’s  

global economic competitiveness. [COM(2006) 502 final, 2] 

 

At that time the global economic challenge was no longer just defined as 

being between the ‘traditional triad’, but also the Indian and Chinese 

economies were moving into high-added-value technologies. Therefore, the 

European Union (EU) needed to increase its potential for innovation, 

research and technology (COM(2006) 589 final). The renewed Lisbon 

Strategy for Growth and Jobs, revised after the report of Wim Kok, was 
referred  to  as  the  ‘political’  basis  for  the  renewal  of  policy  measures.  The  

revised Lisbon strategy, the Aho report, the Council’s Conclusions, and the 

Commission’s Communications can all be seen as an exemplar of a 

reinforcing discursive mechanism repeating tirelessly a number of special 

texts, in this case the European competitiveness statements, in the belief 

‘that  behind  them  there  is  a  treasure,  European  prosperity,  in  order  to  

maintain this identity, while unearthing something new and valuable in 

each recounting (Foucault 1981, 56-57; Foucault 1973, xvi; Howarth 2000, 

57). 

In the mid-2000s, besides research and innovation, education was also 

more  closely  integrated  into  EU  policy-making  in  order  to  achieve  the  
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revised Lisbon strategy targets. The concept of the knowledge triangle 

described the interaction between education, research and innovation. In 

order to compete successfully in the global economy the quality of 

education was found to be too low, and problems were also identified in the 

organisational forms of universities. 

 
First of all, providing high-quality education is critical in preparing our citizens to 

meet the challenges of globalisation. Ultimately, if companies cannot find enough 

people with the right skills in Europe, they will look elsewhere to invest. The 

average EU adult is significantly less educated than adults in other industrialised 

countries. We also invest considerably less in higher education than many of our 

competitors.  [...]But  perhaps  the  greatest  challenge  to  our  education  systems  is  

organisational. Europe's education system remains fragmented; universities do 

not  co-operate  with  each  other  as  much  as  they  should.  In  the  US  and  Japan,  

many  successful  innovations  have  emerged  from  close  collaboration  between  

academia and business. Europe has joined this game rather late and has a lot of 

catching up to do. [COM(2006) 589 final, 3] 

 
During the Swedish EU Presidency in 2009 Sweden paid special attention 

to ‘the process of modernisation’ of European universities in ‘the knowledge 

triangle’ in order that they could “make the business sector more 
competitive and benefit the development of society in general”46. 

As part of the Finnish EU Presidency the Prime Minister’s Office carried 

out, on the basis of the ‘first’ globalisation strategy the second globalisation 

strategy47. The first part of the strategy was targeted at the European level 

as an address and as a contribution of the EU Presidency. It surveyed the 

phenomenon of globalisation in the light of the latest academic research, 

related to economic theories and approaches, and discussed, on a general 

level, Europe’s ability to face the challenges of globalisation and the factors 

which could enhance this ability. As well as this the report served nationally 

the preparation of the forthcoming government’s programme. The 

European address was articulated through Finland’s position as a 
competitive and innovative country. 

 
Finland had the EU Presidency in the last half  of  2006 and Finland had a good 

reputation as a competitive, innovative country. We were treated as a strong 

executor  of  the  Lisbon strategy  when compared  to  many other  countries.  There  

was an idea that we might have special voice in the issues of the Lisbon strategy 

                                                        
46http://www.se2009.eu/en/meetings_news/2009/8/31/the_knowledge_triangl

e_shaping_ the_future_of_europe. 
47 The report was divided into two parts. The first (PMO 16/2006) discussed the 

globalisation challenges of Europe, and the second (PMO 17/2006) respectively in 
Finland. 
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during the Presidency in the fields of productivity and innovation policy. [Civil 

servant, The Prime Minister’s Office] 

 

The main article in the report was written by the economist Richard 

Baldwin, as explained in the report and by the interviewed civil servant, 

who was responsible for the project.  
 

The basic paper in the report was written by Richard Baldwin, who is one of the 

leading economists in international trade and the new economic geograph”. [Civil 

servant, The Prime Minister’s Office] 

 

Baldwin examined in his paper the ‘ongoing’ second unbundling of 

globalisation since the mid-1990s. He criticised policies aiming to solely 

enhance knowledge and know-how based development of the economy (see 

also Krugman1996; Blinder 2006). Since the second bundling makes it very 

difficult to predict the future, governments should be more cautious when 

they try to pick winning sectors (Baldwin 2006, 50). 

 
Due to radical reductions in international communication and co-ordination 

costs,  EU  firms  can  offshore  many  tasks  that  were  previously  considered  non-

traded. This means that international competition – which used to be primarily 

between firms and sectors in different nations – now occurs between individual 

workers performing similar tasks in different nations. The really new feature is 

that deeper new-paradigm globalisation will seem quite unpredictable from the 

perspective  of  firms  and  sectors.  Since  individual  tasks  can  be  offshored,  

globalisation  may  help  some  workers  in  a  given  firm  while  harming  others.  

Moreover, old-globalisation’s correlation between skill groups and winners and 

losers  breaks  down.  Certain  highly  skilled  tasks  may  turn  out  to  be  offshorable,  

while  other  highly  skilled  tasks  are  not.  Increased  offshoring  will  therefore  not  

systematically help or hurt skilled workers in the EU. In particular, many 

“Information  Society”  jobs  are  prone  to  offshoring  so  EU  policies  aimed  at  

moving workers into Information Society jobs may be wasted since those jobs are 

only ‘good jobs’ because they do not yet face direct international competition. The 

paper argues that this has important implications for the EU’s competitiveness 

strategy, education strategy, welfare states, and industrial policy. The underlying 

theme is that the increased unpredictability should make EU leaders more 

cautious about moving workers or skills in a particular direction. Flexibility is, as 

always, the key to allowing Europe to seize the opportunities of globalisation 

while minimizing the adjustment costs. [Baldwin 2006] 

 

According to the civil servant Baldwin’s analysis offered an economic basis 

for  the  whole  analysis,  and  the  report  offered  to  modernise  thinking  in  

economic policy-making in relation to the newest economic thinking. The 
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‘new’ economic thinking, through the second bundling of globalisation, 

directed thinking from a cluster-based and industry sector specific 

approach towards a finer level of analysis of the restructuring of work in the 

global context. 

 
His analysis was based on the most advanced research, and in his paper there was 

the viewpoint that we do not probably have to think in terms of business sectors, 

as  we  have  done  earlier,  but  in  terms  of  professions.  This  means  that  the  

competition,  global  competition  does  not  focus  on  certain  sectors,  but  they  are  

more or less issues inside any sector that certain functions and work tasks are 

more  susceptible  both  to  automation  through  ICT  and  to  international  

competition from low wage countries. [...] What is more, protected from this type 

of competition is a work which requires the presence of companies or a familiarity 

of the social environment. Naturally the work of nurse is a good example of this. 

[Civil servant, The Prime Minister’s Office] 

 

Despite of this ‘new economic thinking’ it is hard to see that national policy 
measures would have been reoriented strongly according to these ideas, 

when in terms of the “fields that are the most important for the national 
economy, societal development and citizens’ economic, social and cultural 
well-being” the recently established strategic centres of excellence are 

examples of measures to increase quality and relevance according to the 

recent review of the Council (STPC 2008, 19). The new centres reflect, to a 

large extent, the existing industrial structure of Finland. However, it has to 

be taken into account that these centres were initialised and prepared a bit 

earlier than when the discussion of the ‘new economic thinking’ started in 

Finland. On the other hand this example shows how policy-makers use the 

function of the author (Foucault 1981, 58; Howarth 2000, 57) to legitimise 
‘knowledge’ in the discursive field. In this case, in economics, Baldwin’s 

recognition created such an author function which was used as a discursive 

mechanism. However, this example also shows how the knowledge creation 

did not directly change policy measures, as the existing policy-making 

practices can create a counterforce to adapt to rapidly new pieces of 

knowledge. In this sense any policy is a highly socially embedded practice, 

where the construction of socially interpreted understanding is a key 

character of the whole phenomena (Fischer 2003). 

In the next section I will describe the ‘national response’ in relation to the 

‘deepening and more integrating’ European policy-making context, where 

the establishment of the mentioned centres was one policy tool to redirect 
the policy. 
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National profiling and strategic choices 
 

In the mid-1990s, when Finland became a member of the EU, national 
policy-makers started to be more aware of EU-policy-making in all policy 

fields.  In  this  regard  the  Finnish  Council  (STPC  1996)  discussed  EU  

research policy and defined it in relation to the competitiveness aims of EU 

policy-making, and saw its role as strengthening the scientific basis of 

European industry, and thus improve the competitiveness of European 

industries. 

According to the Council, (STPC meeting 1/2002) in the early 2000s, the 

increasing European cooperation required, nationally, new exigencies for 

the formation of more compact alliances with advanced resources. The 

Council defined that internationalisation in Finland happens mainly 

through cooperation and networking. Finland did not have the possibility of 
competing with large research infrastructures or international top 

universities. Finland’s official opinion of the EU research strategy was given 

in the international research strategy of Finland which was prepared at that 

time,  and  was  released  in  January  2004.  By  the  mid-1990s  the  Finnish  

Council had defined the Finnish EU research strategy and in the autumn of 

2003 the updating of the strategy was expanded to cover the whole 

international research collaboration (STPC meeting 3/2003). Therefore, 

besides the national restructuring the policy guidelines were prepared for 

the whole internationalisation of science and technology (STPC meeting 

3/2004). The Council argued that international science and technology 

cooperation is an integrated practice within national activities. 
The Council found that the development of basic research and the increase 

of its funding were important. Finland’s leading position was seen to 

narrow and the proportional competitive advantage to weaken, if the 

increase in national investment was not continued. In order to succeed in 

global competition the exploitation of global know-how was also required. 

The Council wanted to restructure the preparation of its policy guidelines 

from the policy sectoral approach (education, science, technology, business, 

regional and other policies) towards the approach of various operating 

levels (international/the EU, national, regional and local). 

It defined that the national strategy based on knowledge and know-how, 

as  defined  in  the  review  of  1993,  now  had  to  be  reached  through  
international collaboration (STPC meeting 2/2002). At all levels the 

operations had to be strengthened and had to complement each other. 

Besides the increasing cooperation at the European level the Council saw 

that Finnish research and technology had to internationalise globally.  
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The integration of the globalisation process, the needs of 

internationalisation and the special challenge of a small country were, as 

‘driving forces,’ integrated by the Council (STPC meeting 2/2002) in a way 

that the concern related especially to the role of the universities in the 

innovation system. The quality, quantity and the relevant matching of 

education and research had to be integrated with the dimensions of social, 

cultural and economic development within the country, and with the 

pressures and the expectations concerning them. However, the Council left 

open where these pressures and expectations were to come from. From the 
point of view of internationalisation the new national challenge was the 

integration of deep, special and versatile expertise to and with the users of 

knowledge. The special challenge of a small country was to achieve critical 

mass in order to participate in international top-level research and at the 

same time maintain the ability to create new competencies. 

The importance of internationalisation was articulated as being due to the 

small capacity of Finnish education and research (STPC meeting 3/2002). 

The General Director of the VTT required that a small country had to focus 

its research activities, and research activities had to be intensified in the 

state research institutes and in the universities. Furthermore, he sought 

that this matter had to be elucidated. Later on, the Managing Director of 
Nokia considered, in the Council’s meeting, (STPC meeting 3/2003) that 

the competitiveness of research and education was a common challenge in 

international competition, and this challenge could be tackled by 

centralising resources into the fields having the best developmental 

scenarios. The existing research system was too fragmented, and the best 

units were not being promoted enough. The executed development 

measures had strengthened the fragmentation of the system. Thus, he also 

declared that international developmental features had to direct Finnish 

research activities. 

The Council (STPC meeting 5/2002) decided at its meeting, at the end of 

2002, to start a project to evaluate the national public research system 
based  on  the  policy  guidelines  prepared  at  the  same  time  by  the  Council.  

This larger evaluation was based on the evaluations made by single 

organisations (Sitra, the Academy of Finland), the evaluation of the 

innovation environment of companies commissioned by the Ministry of 

Trade and Industry, and the evaluation of Finnish research carried out by 

the  Academy  of  Finland.  The  aim  of  the  project  was  to  elaborate  the  

position, tasks and future challenges of public research organisations. 

International competition was one of the bases to start the restructuring of 

the public research system according to the Council (STPC meeting 

1/2003). Furthermore, the Council reasoned that the public research and 
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education system had changed too slowly. Tekes had been established in 

1983, the Science and Technology Council in 1986 (starting its operations in 

1987), and the polytechnics were established during the 1990s as well as the 

regional employment and economic centres. As well as this the fields of 

operations of various organisations had been expanded and renewed. The 

system had expanded to cover conceptually the commercial and other forms 

of exploitation of innovations.  

According to the Council the whole policy had to be redirected by 

positioning Finland as a part of the ‘global community’ and at the same to 
respond to the national development challenges (STPC meeting 5/2002). In 

the late 1980s the question was especially about Finland’s role in relation to 

other Western European countries. Being part of the global community 

meant not only economic progress but also its integration with a 

sustainable environmental policy. From Finland’s point of view the target 

was formulated to keep the country attractive enough to business 

operations, work places and as a living environment in the increasing global 

competition. This could happen through the internationalisation of the 

whole ‘innovation system’, in which all operations and national science and 

technology institutions had to be internationalised. The ongoing global 

‘rupture’ should be exploited by strengthening the positive features of 
development.  

Being a part of the global community meant to increase knowledge, know-

how and innovations (STPC meeting 3/2003). The government had to 

invest in international science and technology cooperation in Europe and 

globally. Also the internationalisation of education had to be continued. The 

Academy of Finland and Tekes had invested in the development of their 

international operations. At the same time at international forums the 

initiatives  of  the  ERA,  the  ERC  and  NORIA  (the  Nordic  Research  and  

Innovation Area), proceeded. The Bologna process was proceeding in the 

field of education creating the common European Higher Education Area 

(EHEA). This process was started at the end of the 1990s48. 
The Council (STPC meeting 5/2002) defined that the national 

development challenges were related to the development of national 

competencies, where the special strengths of business life were in 

information and communication clusters, forest clusters and metal clusters. 

                                                        
48 “The Bologna Declaration in 1999 set out a vision for 2010 of an internationally 
competitive and attractive European Higher Education Area where higher 
education institutions, supported by strongly committed staff, can fulfill their 
diverse missions in the knowledge society; and where students benefiting from 
mobility with smooth and fair recognition of their qualifications, can find the best 
suited educational pathways.” [Budapest-Vienna Declaration the European Higher 
Education Area, March 12, 2010] 
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Besides these ‘clusters’ the government had to invest in promising research 

fields with enough resources in order to achieve a good quality level. These 

sectors could be the bio sector, the environmental sector, information 

technology, software know-how, the welfare cluster, knowledge-intensive 

services (STPC meeting 3/2003). All actors had to promote this 

development together. At the same time traditional business fields had to 

be renewed. The structural evaluation of the public research system tried to 

find an answer to the question of how national decision-making could be 

organised in such a way as to produce more selective decisions (STPC 
meeting  3/2003).  There  was  a  qualified  need  behind  this  objective  that  

nationally, flexible decisions could be made regarding the allocation of 

public resources which could be larger than those made for the national 

science and technology programmes.  

The evaluation of the public research system was integrated with other 

globalisation analysis carried in the country in 2004. Tekes, the Research 

Institute of Economic Studies and Sitra made an analysis, as well as the 

Prime Minister’s Office, as described earlier in Chapter 6. Especially the 

latter one wanted to examine the growing economies of Asia and their 

impact on Finland. Thus, the ‘global’ competition was no longer framed 

through the triad – Japan, the U.S., and Europe – as in the mid-1990s but 
the technological and economic positioning of various continents seemed to 

be changing, as also defined at the EU policy-making level. 

The Council (STPC meeting 2/2003) articulated that global change leads 

decision-making towards the ‘inevitability’ of (strategic) choices. For this 

purpose the structural evaluation of the public research system was an 

essential part of national policy-making. The aim of the evaluation was to 

respond to the operational development needs of the public research 

system in such a way that, in the future, innovation activities to enhance the 

economic, social and cultural development of Finland could be at the 

cutting edge. Increasing internationalisation, continuous changes of 

business and societal structure, as well as competitive challenges to 
improve innovation dynamics were the articulated reasons behind the 

evaluation project by the Council. According to the Prime Minister (STPC 

meeting 3/2003) the end result of the project had to serve the development 

of the whole research system. Alongside the work several internationally 

significant focus areas could be appointed where the resources should be 

pulled together. The whole research system should promote their 

development. In the Finnish system there were many small units and at the 

same time national areas would have to be taken care of. According to the 

Managing Director of Nokia the evaluation project had to clarify the 
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competitiveness of the research system and the central organisations in 

relation to other countries (STPC meeting 3/2003). 

For the evaluation project a management group49 was set up by the 

Council  in  August  2003  and  it  was  led  by  one  member  of  the  Council.  

Besides this group’s works several separate analyses50 were carried out. The 

end  result  of  the  evaluation  project  was  defined  in  the  format  of  the  

government’s principal decision, which was given in January 2005. The 

decision was articulated in relation to the national goal of Finland having 

sustainable and balanced societal and economic development. Its key 
factors were good employment, productivity and competitiveness. The 

development activities of research and technology and exploitation of their 

results were the essential factors. The decision covered five topics. The 

system in its entirety in terms of quality and relevance should be developed 

towards prioritising, and international and national profiling. A positive 

outcome was the decision to prepare a national strategy of internationally 

competitive centres of science and technology covering research 

infrastructure issues by July 2006. The principal decision also covered 

topics including; decision-making and steering organisations, higher 

education institutions, sectoral research and state research institutes and 

                                                        
49 The  Science  and  Technology  Policy  Council  set  up  from  amongst  itself  a  

management  group  for  the  evaluation  work.  The  members  of  the  group  were  a  
Chairman of the Board,Antti Kiikka, (the chairman of the group), Director General 
Lea Kauppi, Director General Veli-Pekka Saarnivaara, Rector Keijo Virtanen.  
Director General Arvo Jäppinen (the Ministry of Education) and Director General 
Timo Kekkonen (the Ministry of Trade and Industry) acted as permanent experts in 
the group. The Secretariat of the Council managed the secretariat tasks of the 
management group.  

50 There were three separate analyses carried out besides the work of the 
evaluation group. 1) The structural challenges of the state research institutes.  The 
Ministry  of  Education  and  the  Ministry  of  Trade  and  Industry  asked  jointly  
Professor Jussi Huttunen to act as an official receiver, to whom was set up also a 
support group consisted of persons appointed by various ministries, having 
Director Sakari Karjalainen as a chairman (the Ministry of Education). The state 
technical institute (VTT) was left out of the analysis, and the Ministry of Trade and 
Industry started a separate analysis concering the VTT. This analysis was carried 
out by Eera Finland Ltd. 

2) The development challenges of higher education institutions.  The Ministry of 
Education invited Professor Jorma Rantanen to act as an official receiver, to whom 
a  support  group was  set  up,  of  which  the  chairman was  Director  Markku Mattila  
(the Ministry of Education).  

3) The structural development needs of so-called intermediate organisations 
(technology centres, business incubators tec.)  The Ministry of Trade and Industry 
invited  Director  Markus  Koskenlinna  to  act  as  an  official  receiver.  The  ministry  
started four other analyses as follows:  Organisational readiness of polytechnics to 
business cooperation (SME Foundation); Operational and structural challenges of 
technology centres (Advansis Ltd and the Finnish Science Park Association 
TEKEL); Structural and dynamic challenges of intermediate organizations: a 
partial report of innovation management in a many actors’ network (Lappeenranta 
University of Technology/Pirjo Ståhle, Anssi Smedlund and Lassi Köppä); 
Activities of intermediate organisations between actors located physically far from 
each other (Net Effect Ltd). 
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intermediate organisations. The decision-making and steering issues will be 

discussed  more  deeply  in  Chapter  8.  The  question  of  higher  education  

institutions and sectoral research will be discussed later in this chapter. 

The national knowledge centre and infrastructure strategy group 

established by the Council reported its work to the Council (STPC meeting 

4/2005). The group aimed to identify five to six focus areas which could be 

taken into account in financing decisions. The focus areas did not mean 

single disciplines of technology areas, as these issues were defined to be 

measures, like the centres of excellence financed by the Academy of 
Finland.  The  group  recognised  the  common  features  of  its  work  with  the  

existing regional centre of expertise programme led by the Ministry of the 

Interior. The aim was to create relationships with the existing measures in 

order to avoid a multistep system. The infrastructure policy was defined to 

be needed due to the discussion of the European infrastructure 

development. In terms of research infrastructure and its development the 

Council has systematically defined Finland as a small country with 

restricted resources. Therefore, European cooperation in this field has been 

seen to be especially needed51. A special working group was established by 

the Ministry of Education in order to prepare national infrastructure policy 

from October 2006 until May 2007 (STPC meeting 5/2006). 
The Council defined that in order to develop nationally content areas of 

research, development and innovation activities internationally high-level 

areas  were  needed  (STPC  meeting  4/2005).  According  to  the  Council  this  

meant the prioritisation of activities, international and national profiling of 

research organisations, and selective decision-making based on foresight 

activities. 

The Council  set  up a  working group52 in  order  to  prepare the decision of  

the strategic centres for science, technology and innovation in May 2005. 

                                                        
51 Just  during  the  last  two  years  a  new  type  of  research  infrastructure  

development has occurred. The state technical research institute has made efforts 
with certain Finnish companies to invest commonly in research facilities. Until 
recent years the research facilities have either been private ones or public 
infrastructures. In the seminar concerning the future development of the VTT the 
question was posed to discuss the state’s role in investing in the research 
infrastructure. Based on the evaluation report of the VTT the General Secretary of 
the Research and Innovation Council declared that, for the first time, he taught that 
‘public’ research infrastructures could be financed with a ‘dual model’, not solely as 
state interventions. In this respect the Imec in Flanders in Belgium was 
benchmarked 

52 Director General Raimo Väyrynen, from the Academy of Finland, acted as the 
chairman of the management group . The members of the management group were 
appointed to be Director General Veli-Pekka Saarnivaara from Tekes, Managing 
Director Juha-Matti Savola from Juvantia Pharma and Professor Terttu Vartiainen 
from  the  National  Public  Health  Institute  and  University  of  Kuopio.  Director  
General  Arvo  Jäppinen from the  Ministry  of  Education  (until  May  31,  2006)  and 
Director  General  Timo  Kekkonen  from  the  Ministry  of  Trade  and  Industry,  from  
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According  to  the  plan  (STPC  June  2006)  the  centres  had  to  be  

internationally high-level and competitive and significant from the point of 

view  of  the  future  of  business  life  and  society.  In  the  preparation  phase  a  

few foreign research centres53 were benchmarked and several experts 

interviewed. Several criteria were defined in order to achieve the status of a 

centre. The operational model was defined to be a programmatic structure 

under  which certain projects  could be carried out,  and there  had to  be  an 

operator to co-ordinate the activities of various actors, like companies, 

universities, public sector organizations, and research institutions. The 
working group proposed that the centres should be established in the 

following fields; energy and environment, metal products and mechanical 

engineering, forest clusters, health and welfare, information and 

communication industry and services – thus, reflecting to a large extent 

either already deeply established business sectors in the country or 

representing a response to a specific national problem, of having the most 

rapidly aging population amongst Western European countries. 

Currently, six centres are operating, including the fields described above 

plus built environment innovations. Also other cluster areas applied for a 

status, for example, the food cluster, but the application was denied (STPC 

meeting 1/2007; 6/2007), whereas the application of the built environment 
innovations was accepted (STPC meeting 6/2007. At the application phase 

the Council discussed the selection of centres. The Managing Director of 

Nokia emphasised that there had to be a focus on decision-making. The 

activities of the centres could not be expanded into too many fields (STPC 

meeting 2/2007). It seems that the various ministries in the Council tried to 

fight for ‘their fields’.  The Minister of Agriculture and Forestry had hoped, 

in  September  in  2008,  that  the  previous  proposal  made  by  the  food  

industry could be reconsidered.  

Although there were plans to directly finance the new centres from public 

resources with certain pre-defined resources (STPC 2006, 42), the 

financing practice did not change. After receiving a centre’s funding 
application public funding organisations decided which part of the research 

programme they would fund (Tekes’ presentation material of the centres). 

                                                                                                                                             
February 16, 2006 from Sitra acted as permanent experts. Also, Secretary General 
Esko-Olavi Seppälä and Chief Planning Officers Kai Husso and Marja Pulkkinen 
(beginning from April 5, 2006) from the Council of Science and Technology Policy 
participated in the work of the group  Director Ritva Dammert from the Academy 
of Finland and Director Jari Romanainen from Tekes acted as secretaries of the 
management group. 

53 Leading  Technology  Institutes  in  the  Netherlands,  Kita-Kyushu  Eco  Town  
Cluster in Japan, Interuniversity Microelectronics Center IMEC in Belgium, 
Network Centers of Excellence in Canada. 
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Thus, the created new practice to carry out R&D&I activities was 

subordinated to the existing financing practice. 

These developmental lines, emphasising strategic choices, prioritising and 

focusing, were also discussed by the Council in its review of 2006. The 

Council declared that in this review ‘innovation policy’ has gained the same 

emphasis as science and technology policy (STPC meeting 3/2006). 

According to the Council, the central developmental focus of policy 

measures were going to be the strategic centres of expertise, structural 

development of the public research system, and the national research 
infrastructure. In this sense ‘innovation policy’ meant strategic focusing in 

the ‘core’ of the national innovation system. Tighter cooperation through 

the new policy measures, especially the new strategic centres, in the 

‘research  system’  can  be  identified  but  on  the  other  hand  the  earlier  

financing practices have not been changed, and thus, the ‘legitimisation 

function’ of the national research financers had remained. Although the 

universities and the state research institutions receive ‘direct’ public money, 

the share of the external financiers concerning the whole public research 

budget is that high that their role cannot be bypassed as central 

‘legitimisers’ of state financed activities. 

Furthermore, through this ‘restructuring’ process the regional centres of 
expertise programme had to be integrated more tightly with national 

‘innovation policy’ which could happen through the expansion of the 

responsibility of the Ministry of Trade and Industry in the implementation 

of  the  programme  (the  government’s  decision  in  principal  in  2005).  This  

restructuring  of  the  programme  occurred  in  the  beginning  of  2007.  Also,  

the service structure had to move towards market basis, and thus public 

services had to direct to the areas with identified market and system 

failures. 

In terms of integration, within the relations between the globalisation 

process and national profiling in the research system there seems to be very 

distinctive conditions of thinking in the Finnish context. Civil servants 
emphasise national solutions, whereas industry representatives formulate 

their operative possibilities at the global context.  

 
Naturally we have identified this matter [the allocation of research resources 

between various countries] and we know it, but in these issues it is very difficult, 

if we start from the point that we have, in the European Community, this research 

financing, it is still this subsidiarity principle that every country implements its 

own science and innovation policy, and every country has its own targets, despite 

the fact that most of the countries have the same type of science and innovation 

policy  targets.  This  is  also  crazy.  But  it  is  very  hard  to  work  out  [...]  that  all  

resources could be pooled. After that, resources would be allocated to the best 
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researchers. It could happen that Finnish researchers would not gain any 

resources. [...] This is the problem, as many countries do not want [this] and they 

have legislation which prevents that their R&D funds could be distributed to 

outsiders.  [...]  We  do  not  want  to  do  this.  [...]  The  Finnish  science  community  

would wrangle. [...] Where is the first country which has the courage to say we do 

not make this research as it is overlapping [with European research]. [Civil 

servant, The Academy of Finland] 

 

The question is to promote national welfare. [Civil servant, The Prime Minister’s 

Office] 

 

We search for the best know-how wherever it is. [...] The national borders are 

crossed. [...] A single actor is searched for wherever it is in the world, whether it is 

a research institution, a researcher or a company which is needed as a partner. 

[...]  These policies and this type of stuff  they do not work when we come to the 

company level. Naturally companies require more R&D funding, also we do that, 

but I do not believe in it. According to my mind it should be used in the other end. 

[...] This policy cannot any longer direct companies, operational environments 

have  to  be,  if  we  still  want  to  have  factories  here  and  our  research  facilities  

maintained  here.  [...]  But  it  is  no  longer  innovations.  It  is  other  type  of  policy  

which  relates  to  taxation  and all  those  kind  of  issues  that  a  company does  well.  

But from the point of view of innovation policy I do not believe that in this sense 

it works well. I speak from the point of view of a big international company. [...] 

When we speak about technology development, it cannot be carried out 

nationally, in no way. [...] There are networks all over the world. We search these 

networks  from  the  point  of  view  of  know-how,  not  national  borders.  [Industry  

representative] 

 

Although the national innovation strategy in 2008 defined that “the 
principles of public research, development and innovation financing will 
be transformed so as to meet the demands of a borderless operating 
environment” meaning that “stronger incentives for international 
networking and risk-taking both in Finland and overseas, while ensuring 
that investments in innovation add value to the Finnish economy and 
society”, this has not, to a large extent, changed financing or operating 

models from the public side of the ‘system’. This question relates to the 

conditions to discursively formulate the role of the ‘nation’ state and the use 

of tax payers’ money in the global context. 

In order to allocate public resources in this ‘traditional’ field of innovation 

policy the question seems to be how much public financiers can carry and 

take risk and how the political support is received. In this allocation issue 

there seems to appear a political dilemma between strategic choices and 
general support. 
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...  what  comes  out  from  these  small  technology  companies.  [...]  Care  should  be  

taken with  certain  types  of  policy  issue.  In  this  respect  public  policy  could  help  

and develop the business environment towards a direction that there could be 

more readiness to take bigger risks. [Industry representative] 

 

... there will not be companies with a large amount of personnel here in Finland. 

The  personnel  can  be  in  various  parts  of  the  world.  And in  that  sense,  from the  

point  of  view  of  economic  aspects,  the  model  of  the  public  intervention  is  to  

increase ‘vegetation’, where we get these rapidly growing companies. And I 

believe  that  we  are  in  a  poor  situation  now.  The  whole  thinking  model  and  the  

education system do not produce the type of people or employee who think in this 

way.  We  have  grown  up  to  search  workplaces  in  large  companies  and  that  the  

safety is in them. But let’s say that in ten years or in twenty years the company 

structure will be very different from the one which we have today. [Civil servant, 

The Ministry of Employment and the Economy] 

 

There is a political  dilemma, if  we think of our activities.  We are asked to make 

strategic  choices,  to  take  risks,  and on  the  other  hand,  directing  financing  to  as  

many companies as possible is required. These aims collide with each other. In 

this  we  have  balanced.  [...]  We  should  have  separate  instruments  to  cover  and  

create  incentives  for  all  companies  for  immaterial  investments.  And  in  this  

respect the tax incentive could be reasonable.  [...]  After that it  could allow us to 

especially target a few and selected top level companies, which are in the front 

line  and  carrying  forward  our  economy.  This  could  allow  us  to  carry  out  these  

activities in a better way. This is  a political  challenge in the future.  This game is 

not yet over. [Civil servant, Tekes] 

 

Despite the many proposals made in Finland, finally in the government’s 

programme and in the proposal of the national innovation strategy, 

concerning the implementation of tax incentives in terms of innovation 

policy targets they have not been reintroduced due to the resistance of the 

Ministry of Finance. As one of interviewees explained, when the public R&D 

resources grew, the question of tax incentives lost its significance in policy-

making  in  the  1990s.  During  the  2000s  the  issue  reoccurred  in  policy-

making. According to the interviewee SMEs complained about the 

availability of public funding. The question was whether the public 

resources were directed to big industries. From the point of view of Tekes 
the situation seemed to be that SMEs did not have eligible projects to be 

financed. Tax incentives were not only discussed in terms of R&D but also 

in relation to business angels and their motivation to invest in the early 

phase companies. 



7 Innovation environments, innovation university, demand and users of innovations  

189 

 

One interviewee described that in this issue the tax department of the 

Ministry of Finance is “a state within a state”. The incentives had not been 

wanted to be given in two ways, as public investments and as tax 

reductions. 

 
This  argument  is  still  valid.   From  the  point  of  view  of  the  Ministry  of  Finance  

there seemed to be thinking [and a suggestion] that we could have two ways of 

financing  R&D,  to  maintain  Tekes,  and  to  grow  it,  and  besides  Tekes  the  tax  

incentive  could  be  introduced.  [...]  If  we  transfer  support  through  the  state  

budget,  it  means  that  the  GDP  of  Finland  will  sink.  The  tax  support  cannot  be  

calculated  very  strictly.  [...]  But  currently  there  is  a  working  group  which  

formulates  their  opinion  and  in  the  next  government’s  programme  the  solution  

will be made. And this other, which has been called business angle tax incentive, 

which  is  in  the  government’s  programme,  [...]  it  comes  back  to  a  simple  thing,  

how  it  can  be  defined  in  the  tax  legislation  who  is  the  business  angel.  [...]  

Additionally, we come to the issue that taxation is a mass procedure. We have the 

same problem, as in many other countries, that taxation has been tried to use to 

solve many other things as the basic task which is to finance the public sector. 

[Civil servant, The Ministry of Finance] 

 

Although the role of company growth has been emphasised, there still 

seems to be the question of the economic relevance of various types of 
companies at the global scale. 

 
The SME sector does not do business at the level of world trade. [Industry 

representative] 

 
Restructuring the national research system 

 

Higher education system – innovation university 
According to the government’s decision in principle, given in 2005, the 

higher education system was to be developed according to the ‘dual model’, 

where the universities had to be in the stronger areas of Finland and at the 

top level internationally, while the polytechnics were seen as regional 

agents. Like in the globalisation strategy prepared by the Prime Minister’s 

Office one year earlier, the government’s decision in principal argued for 

the economic authority of universities to be increased by a new act in order 
to improve the prerequisites of national and international top-level 

expertise and networking. 

Based  on  the  interview  of  a  former  civil  servant  in  the  Science  and  

Technology  Policy  Council,  it  is  claimed  that  in  the  early  1990s  the  

expansion of the university system had been ‘reached’, and new universities 

were no longer to be established. The system had been directed mainly with 
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education  policy  aims  in  mind,  which  led  to  the  regional  expansion  of  

training units within universities.  

From the point of view of research activities the higher education system 

seemed to be ‘fragmented’. Based on the quantitative analysis of educated 

people  in  various  disciplines  compared  to  the  amount  of  population  the  

system started to seem ‘inefficient’. In the first phase the policy 

recommendations of profiling were given to the universities in the 1990s. 

The policy recommendations were more or less reclamations, and the 

steering system functioned in another way, emphasizing the number of 
‘produced’ degrees based on the result-oriented management approach in 

state administration.  

However, during the 1990s instead of focusing and co-ordination the 

system fragmented. As the interviewee explained it was a ‘mental rupture’ 

or  decision  in  the  late  1990s  and  in  the  early  2000s  to  ‘find  out’  that  the  

system was not ‘sustainable’. The roles of industries and the research 

community, representing the most internationalised and advanced part of 

the university institution, were essential in this matter. In the early 2000s 

the structural development of the public research system was an actual 

theme at various occasions. For instance, the biggest industrial interest 

group defined its research and education policy guidelines in relation to the 
needs of the structural changes in the research system, and the 

restructuring of universities was a connective element between the fields. 

 
We  defined  our  education  policy  aims,  and  our  research  policy  aims,  and  one  

central, connective element was this structural renewal of universities. We 

organised a large seminar, where the Prime Minister and some other ministers 

attended, and through this way this topic was made to move. This was already in 

2004. We had this structural renewal of universities in the focus. […] The 

companies signaled that we needed top-level expertise in Finland. We are not 

good enough. We have a good but dull university system. We educate 

quantitatively a lot of people but we have to turn from quantity towards quality. It 

was an impulse that we started to carry forward very strongly these issues. 

[Officer, an industrial interest group] 

 

This  led  to  an  explosive  societal  policy  discussion  of  the  role  of  the  

university institution in the first half of the 2000s. During that time 

university reform was carried out in Denmark, and university reform had 

been implemented earlier in Great Britain. Also, a university reformation 

was taking place in Germany. Therefore, when comparing ‘leading’ 
countries with a credible research system, the Finnish way of providing 

higher education policy did not correspond with the development of these 

other countries. 
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We  found  that  the  focus  of  the  development  of  university  policy  [in  other  

countries]  had  shifted  to  another  direction,  and  we  were  living  with  the  old  

thinking of the 1970s. [Industry representative] 

 

Based on the recommendations in the first national globalisation strategy, 

which utilised the idea of the Finnish Council of University Rectors to 

increase the economic autonomy of universities, and in the government’s 

decision principal of the public research system two experts, being 

administration counsellor Niilo Jääskinen and Professor Jorma Rantanen, 
released their report to the Minister of Education in January 200754 (STPC 

meeting 1/2007). The experts were invited two years earlier by the Ministry 

of  Education  to  prepare  the  report.  One  of  their  main  recommendations  

concerned the legal status of universities. Jääskinen and Rantanen 

proposed that universities had to be detached from the state 

administration, and they had to gain an independent legal status as public 

corporations.  

In December 2007 the government presented the development plan for 

education and research in higher education institutions (2007-2012). 

According to  the plan (2007,  11)  a  large-scale  university  reform had to  be  

initiated. The aim was to develop the structures and the economic and 
administrative autonomy of universities in order to increase internationally 

high-level expertise and in order to create stronger and more powerful 

higher education units. The government’s aim was to ensure economic and 

structural prerequisites to carry out basic and applied research of good 

quality in a multidisciplinary way, and to strengthen the innovation 

capacity of the economy with strategic investments in expertise.  

The Finnish higher education system was evaluated at the same time by 

the OECD, and their report (OECD 2009, 108) also recommended the 

change of the legal status of universities. This was seen to be ‘inevitable’ so 

that Finnish universities could compete with the same rules as the leading 

universities in the world. The Ministry of Education also reasoned that in 
the key countries, having an advanced science system, universities were no 

longer being developed as a part of state administration, and the Finnish 

university system had to be changed to follow the same direction (the 

Ministry of Education 2008, 4). The European Union was defined to be the 

central development framework in the government’s plan especially in 

terms of science and research (2007, 34). 

                                                        
54 In the spring of 2007, when the report was released, the role of universities as 

the base for the ‘innovation society’ was discussed at the meeting of the science and 
technology councils of the EU member states.  
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According to the thematic evaluations of the OECD (OECD 2009, 114) the 

Finnish ‘problem’ of developing the higher education system was in “the 
conceptualisation of a university as an essentially Humboldtian construct, 
with strenuous career requirements; long courses of study; entrenched 
silo-like disciplines; and a limited managerial and steering capacity has 
clearly encountered difficulties, largely because of external imperatives”. 
Thus, university reform could serve “the evolution from a Humboldtian 
model to one of a modern university, with multiple objectives, diversified 
funding, purposive steering mechanisms and a strong external 
responsiveness is thus, in our opinion inevitable, and Finnish universities 
in different degrees display many of these characteristics.”  

A few months earlier, just before the second globalization strategy was 

published, which also recommended the renewal of the university system, 

the Minister of Finance, being the chairman of the social democratic party, 

withdrew the university reform. The Prime Minister’s political adviser, 

representing the centrist party, interpreted this resignation as a starting 

phase for the political campaign. Parliamentary elections were approaching 

in three months’ time. As the social democrats lost the election, and fell 

from government, it was not a political defeat to anybody to continue the 

preparation of the university reform after the election in the spring 2007. 
Later on, In July 2007, as a part of the university reform, the Ministry of 

Education established a preparation project in order to implement an 

‘innovation university’ (STPC meeting 4/2007). The ‘innovation university’ 

project was integrated with university reform, and the new university had to 

start its operations at the same time, as when the new act on universities 

was going to come into operation. Later on, the ‘innovation university’ was 

named Aalto University. However, there had already been efforts to 

establish a private university in the Helsinki region, in the early 2000s, and 

certain industry leaders with the largest Finnish industrial interest group 

were active in this matter with the regional development organisation. 

Although the preparatory work was done between these parties, the 
Ministry of Education curbed the implementation of the project. As well as 

this, another ‘university project’ was carried out by the industrial interest 

group, before the rector of the University of Art and Design ‘launched’ the 

idea of the ‘new’ university to be formed by merging three existing 

universities. 

 
Aalto University was launched by Yrjö Sotamaa’s voice. It could have been in the 

opening speech of the autumn term in 2005, when he introduced the matter, 

made a proposal. Before that it had been discussed for two years in that way. Yrjö 

functioned as  an  information  channel  in  that  time and he  even  sent  me memos  
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about this subject. […] I knew about this discussion, and I also know some other 

persons, who were involved. […] But to go a little further back in this matter, Yrjö 

did not invent the idea but he was deeply involved in the cooperation. I know that 

in the early 2000s there were projects […] for which it had been tried to get 

financing in order to establish a private university. […] I have also connected this 

Aalto and Yrjö Sotamaa’s project as a continuum to that earlier project. And then 

there was another episode […] Kalevi Hemilä prepared a university project 

commissioned  by  the  Federation  of  Finnish  Technology  Industries,  and  this  

project  was  also  connected  to  Aalto  University.  Or  actually  it  is  not  directly  

connected to Aalto University, but it places itself here between [these two 

projects]. [Officer, an industrial interest group] 

 

As there already had been several university projects, before the ‘innovation 

university project,’ in Finland, doubts existed concerning this new project. 

 
The Ministry of Education had never looked at them positively [the university 

projects], but quite the contrary. When it was launched, it proceeded rapidly, very 

strongly. There had to be a consensus amongst decision-makers, at the political 

level  and  in  industry,  in  order  to  carry  out  this  project.  Otherwise  it  would  not  

have succeeded. [Officer, an industrial interest group] 

 

‘A top university project’ preceded the innovation university project. This 

project was not organised in a ‘traditional’ way, as the State Secretary of the 

Ministry of Finance Raimo Sailas chaired the planning group (the Ministry 

of Education 2007:16). He was not directly a ‘spokesman’ for academia, and 

the  establishment  of  a  new  type  of  working  group  by  the  Ministry  of  

Education can be seen as signaling the structural reform of universities. 

Members in the planning group represented the three universities and team 

representing business life worked in the background as support. The 

proposal was integrated with the policy guidelines given in the 
government’s decision concerning the structural renewal of the public 

research system (2005). in a discussion note of the Ministry of Education 

concerning the structural development lines of higher education 

institutions (2006), policy guidelines of the Council, the Lisbon strategy, 

the communication of modernising universities given by the European 

Commission. In the proposal the establishment of a top level university by 

merging three existing universities had to serve the country’s 

competitiveness objectives. In the proposal the national special task of the 

new university was defined in the following way: 

 
The national special task of the university is through high-level research and 

education  to  promote  Finland’s  success  in  the  international  economy.  The  

University  will  construct  in  a  positive  way  Finnish  society,  its  technology,  
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economy, culture and international appeal.  [The Ministry of Education 2007:16, 

41] 

 

Although the need to establish this new university was framed through 

requirements set by ‘globalisation’ (the Ministry of Education 2007:16, 9), 

the solution was national. The possibility of merging universities for 
instance between Finland and Sweden was not discussed in the proposal, or 

in any other planning document. 

The industrial interest group defined that the Aalto project was the key 

project in the structural change of the universities. 
 

The  innovation  university  project  was  a  key  project  in  this  structural  change  

process for universities. […] and this Aalto came out on top. We saw that this 

project was a leading project in the whole picture. [Officer, an industrial interest 

group] 

 

In the innovation university project the concept of innovation surfaced 

directly related to universities for the first time. Since the 1980s universities 

had established technology transfer and innovation services, and 

technology and sciences parks in order to enhance the exploitation of 

research results. The university act was reformed in 2004 in order to cover 

the ‘societal’ task of universities. Besides the implementation of the two-

step degree system the so called third task of universities was defined in the 

act. Universities had to provide research, educate, and co-operate with the 
’other’ society and promote the societal effectiveness of research results and 

artistic activities (Act on Universities 2004, 4 §).  

One could argue that the ‘structural’ renewal of the university system has 

been a continuum to an earlier development but after the mid-2000s it has 

also gained new tones. The reform covered the whole institution, its legal 

position, the renewal of the personnel’s employment terms, the basic 

funding of universities, the renewal of administration and management 

renewal, the implementation of the ‘innovation’ university, and the 

strengthening of the economic autonomy of universities (STPC meeting 

5/2007).  This renewal was characterised in the interviews representing 

innovation-driven thinking.  
 
Partly this university renewal, and especially that which has been behind Aalto 

University, has been very strongly this kind of innovation-driven thinking. [Civil 

servant, The Ministry of Education]  

 

Although this type of thinking could be identified, it does not ultimately 

mean changes at the level of university and financing practices. As the 
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example from the early 1990s showed (see ch. 4), the changes in the 

argumentation of policy aims did not ultimately change the financing of 

research. 

The  renewal  targeting  of  a  new  law  for  universities,  which  was  given  in  

2009, aroused a large opposition in society. For instance, the universities 

were not willing either to take a new position as employers or take 

responsibility for real estate they acquired from the state property company 

(STPC meeting 5/2007). The political opposition objected to the renewal in 

Parliament, and students demonstrated against it.  
The roles of the Ministry of Trade and Industry, currently the Ministry of 

Employment and the Economy, the Prime Minister’s Office, the industrial 

interest groups (mainly the Confederation of Finnish Industries), seemed to 

be  essential  in  defining  research  and  technology  policy  from  the  point  of  

view of producing innovations. In a way it has been a search for a balancing 

between the demand-driven approach and producing and renewing 

knowledge in the ‘small markets’. Universities and polytechnics have not 

participated actively in discussion, especially in the deepening collaboration 

between the areas of the ‘knowledge triangle’. However, the role can vary 

between the universities, and it seemed that technical universities were 

more at the interface with companies but otherwise higher education 
institutions had not broadly looked at the changing situation. 

 
The planning documents were prepared in order to look ahead to the appearance 

of the next government. In the documents of the Ministry of Employment and the 

Economy there was a strong emphasis for this broad-based innovation policy. […] 

There was an objective to interpret research policy or science policy and 

technology policy in a way that it would aim more strongly to the production of 

innovations.  However,  [at  the  same  time]  it  was  quite  clear  that  it  cannot  be  

thought, that the policy could demand-driven, since the domestic market is small. 

[More  generally]  it  is  important  continuously  to  produce  and renew knowledge.  

[…]  The  innovation  strategy,  which  was  produced  under  the  guidance  of  the  

Ministry  of  Employment  and the  Economy,  it  was  not  balanced  with  education,  

research training and scientific education and traditional technology policy, with 

how  the  situation  is  now  in  the  Government’s  Communication  on  Innovation  

Policy, which was prepared based on the strategy. […] The Prime Minister’s Office 

has been active, if we think of the globalisation report of the last government. […] 

And  companies  or  you  cannot  say  companies  but  business  life,  mainly  the  

Confederation of Finnish Industries. […] What has been suprising, it is the field of 

higher education institutions, if we think of universities and polytechnics. They 

have  been  in  supporting  roles  in  the  discussion.  It  has  long  been  the  case  in  

universities and in polytechnics, that innovations, that they do not belong to the 

role of universities, and there has been intermediate organisations and science 

parks  and  others,  which  have  promoted  knowledge  transfer  and  the  rapid  
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exploitation of research knowledge but the thinking there behind, where the 

various actors and activities, how they are organised in this broad-based 

innovation policy, it has been searched the way how to organise the whole system 

and services. [Civil servant, The Ministry of Education]  

 

On  the  other  hand  one  could  argue  that  the  ‘voice’  of  higher  education  

institutions has not been taken ‘seriously’ in policy-making, and it is 

defined as criticism in the field. 

 
The higher education institutions might not broadly look at what is going on, and 

what kind of challenges they have, what they should respond to,  and this might 

partly explain, why they have been critical in discussions. […] Skepticism exists 

very broadly amongst universities. [Civil servant, The Ministry of Education] 

 
More generally policy-making practice in the field of innovation policy 

seems to be the task of experts or the responsible organisations. 

 
We do not have a tradition of these issues being broadly discussed in companies 

or in universities. These examples of demonstrations in relation to the university 

reform  and  others  show  that  people  awaken  inside  the  system  when  the  

government bill is already ready. This means that the large part of the university 

community is outside of the discussion, when it has already been engaged. This is 

the reason we do not have the tradition of civil society discussion in these issues. 

To  my mind it  is  a  real  shortcoming  of  the  Finnish  system.  We have  one  of  the  

most advanced innovation systems in the world […] but it does not stir up public 

debate, which as such is an interesting question, because the system has deep 

impacts on economic development, social development, employment and other 

issues. This whole matter has been left to a large extent to experts, devotees, and 

responsible organizations. [Industry representative] 

 

Instead of arguing that universities do not participate in policy-making it 

would be more apparent to claim that they participate through their ‘basic 

tasks’, especially through the knowledge construction process. On the other 

hand it seems that their role in the context of the politico-administrative 

practices is less recognisable. 

The question of the role of universities in society seems to be a continuum 
to the question and discussion of the role of research, which occurred in the 

late 1980s. Ash (2008) has defined the ‘Humboldtian university’ to be more 

like a myth than having a relation to historical realities. However, he claims 

that the ‘myth’ has remained powerful. The myth can be characterized with 

the elements of freedom of teaching and learning, the unity of reaching and 

learning, the unity of science and scholarship, and the primacy of ‘pure 

science (Ash 2008, 42-43). According to him behind the continued power of 
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the  ‘Humboldt  myth’  can  be  found  its  symbol  for  the  autonomy  and  

predominance of  the  professoriate  in  university  affairs,  for  the primacy of  

basic over applied research, and the belief in symbolic ideals in which many 

university teachers sincerely believe, and try, despite enormous obstacles, 

to achieve. As a counter discourse in policy-making according to Ash (2008, 

45) can be found the discourse of the roles of universities, where terms such 

as globalisation, marketisation, and knowledge society create narrative 

dimensions. Ash (2008, 56) comes to the conclusion that any separation of 

past and present in this context is criticial, since constructions of tradition 
function primarily in the present, and only secondarily as claims about 

history. He argues that the ‘Humboldt myth’ has its place in the current 

opposition to reform, alongside ‘Americanisation’. However, 

‘Americanisation’ of universities in certain European countries is also more 

or less a marker of difference, not reflecting actual reforms, but describe 

defensive discourse which might be reinforced by negative feelings about 

the rapidly changing situation in university governance. 

The experiences from Finnish universities under the ‘structural’ reform 

reflect the two dimensional approach to research making in universities. 

 
Concretely we have at the same table at the same time two research traditions. 

There are researchers in our faculty who come from the critical stance reflecting 

the  Humboldtian  way  of  thinking,  and  then  there  are  researchers  coming  from  

the  innovation  tradition,  emphasising  applied  research  and  cooperation  with  

companies. [Dean of a Faculty] 

 

The universities themselves defined their role in a wider perspective than in 

relation to economic growth. Futhermore, there might be diverging 

developments between the universities in relation to the ‘strong regional 

innovation centres’. 
 

Universities will  fracture to quite a large extent.  Aalto University certainly has a 

clear emphasis to this direction and it has been interesting to follow the internal 

discussion. It has raised conflicts at the university, whether they promote high-

level  research  in  all  fields,  which  they  have  in  Aalto,  or  whether  it  is  only  this  

innovation potential. It can be seen in the working names. First it was a top 

university,  and then an innovation university and people seemed to have strong 

feelings to one direction or another. But [generally] at universities there is still 

quite strongly the thinking that the significance of universities is something else, 

something deeper and broader than just contributing to economic growth. [Civil  

servant, The Ministry of Education] 
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Besides the structural renewal of the university system the state sectoral 

research system has been tried to be renewed. However, it is interesting to 

compare how the ‘structural’ renewals in these various parts of the research 

system have proceeded. I will describe the ‘renewal’ of the sector research 

system in the following section. 

 

Sectoral research system and the resistance of various policy sectors 
The development of sectoral research has been a part of the Council’s tasks, 

since  the  government  gave  the  task  to  the  Council  in  1993.  In  the  early  

1990s the Ministry of Finance planned the renewal of central and regional 

state administration. As a part of this renewal there was an aim to close 
state sectoral research institutions and replace them by development 

centres occupied by state financed and private financed personnel. In this 

phase according to an interviewee the secretariat of the Council made an 

initiative to separate the sectoral research system from the state 

administration renewal. The initiative included plans how the research 

system should be developed. Through this way the Council’s tasks expanded 

towards co-ordination and development of the state research institutions. 

From that time this part of the national ‘research’ system has been tried to 

be developed as an integral part of the ‘system’. On the other hand the role 

of state research institutions, as part of the state administration, has also 

governed their development. According to the Council in the latter case the 
structural issues have been in  the front  line  (STPC meeting 4/2005).  The 

Council’s role in this task was constructed not only as an actor of science 

policy-making but also as an actor of public administration policy-making. 

When examining closer the role of the Council in the latter task, it seems 

that it has been difficult to measure up to this task. In this section I try to 

depict the rules and practices of the discursive formation of the policy 

which have not made possible the implementation of significant policy 

changes. 

The research institutions’ role has been defined especially in relation to 

sectoral ministries to produce knowledge for evidence-based policy making. 

The Council defined that “the commitment to the knowledge-intensive 
administration culture, the procurement of competent research knowledge 
and its systematic exploitation are the essential development areas of 
every administrative field” (STPC meeting 4/2005). In terms of the applied 

innovation system approach the sectoral research institutes were 

knowledge producers and the ministers were the actors to exploit the 

produced  knowledge.  As  a  knowledge  producer  for  policy-making  the  

sectoral research system was defined to be a part of the ‘national innovation 

system’ (see also ch. 4). 
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During the 2000s the ‘restructuring’ of state sectoral research was part of 

the ‘restructuring’ of the whole public research system, and the 

development aims came from both directions (STPC meeting 4/2005), the 

role of sectoral research institutions as part of the ‘national’ research system 

and as a part of the state administration.   

According to  the decision in  principal  of  the  government  in  2005 all  the  

ministries had to evaluate in their administrative fields the administrative 

proposals made concerning ‘their’ sectoral research and its exploitation, 

and to prepare development and exploitation programmes which had to be 
delivered  to  the  Council  by  the  end  of  September  2005.  There  was  also  a  

requirement of cooperation with other policy sectors in the decision, if the 

proposals had this type of requirement. Besides the government’s decision 

in principal the ‘productivity programme of the state administration’ and 

the regionalisation of the state administration also had a role in the 

restructuring of state research. 

One of the main aims of the ‘restructuring’ was the question of preparing a 

‘total plan’ for what type of research would be done by the administrative 

sector  itself,  and what  kind of  research would be prepared elsewhere.  The 

improvement of the horizontal operational capacity was also one of the 

aims (STPC meeting 4/2005). After the sectoral plan the government 
established a working group to prepare a strategy to restructure state 

sectoral research and resources according to the changes and needs of 

society. The task was seen as “a serious and large work, which required a 
strong working group”. In the decision in principal of the government the 

development of the basic funding towards a competition model was also 

one of the targets. The development of funding towards this direction was 

seen to “improve the regeneration capacity, efficiency, quality and 
relevance of sectoral research”. However, not all ministries accepted the 

aims of horisontalisation and the competition based financing model, since 

the interests of external financiers did not ultimately match with the aims of 

certain administrative fields. The Council saw that this was one reason to 
develop strategic steering and to integrate result-oriented management and 

sectoral research to be an integral part of the entirety of an administrative 

field  and  its  development  (STPC  meeting  4/2005).  I  will  return  to  the  

steering and governance issue in Chapter 8, as well as the status of 

innovation policy as a policy field in the policy discourse. 

In order to clarify structural and operational development needs of the 

sectoral research institutions the Council and later on the Advisory Board 

for Sectoral Research, which was establishd in 2007, had commissioned 

several professors to prepare reports and analyses and to make proposals. 

Professor  Huttunen  carried  out  an  analysis  in  2004,  Professor  Neuvo  in  
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2006,  and  Professor  Rantanen  in  2008.  In  order  to  define  the  common  

research agendas the government’s strategy document was utilised as an 

‘engagement mean’ in the autumn of 2007 to integrate the ministries 

around a common research agenda (STPC meeting 2/2007). Although in 

Professor Neuvo’s proposal was an idea to establish the new advisory board 

in the Prime Minister’s Office, in the final decision it was placed by the 

government into the Ministry of Education. As one of the interviewees 

defined this was a signal to the actual status of the board. 

 
The government  decided  to  place  it  in  the  context  of  the  Ministry  of  Education,  

which has a weaker status as an administration unit than the Prime Minister’s 

Office which operates at the level of the government, not at the sectoral level. This 

decision put the advisory board in a very complicated position. [Civil servant, The 

Research and Innovation Council] 

 

In the Council’s meeting of 2007 the Prime Minister clarified that ‘caution’ 

had increased during the preparation phase of the restructuring of the 

steering model of sectoral research (STPC meeting 2/2007). The problem 

was not in the definition of cross-sectoral topics but concerned the 
allocation of resources. The General Director of Tekes expressed his 

concern that expectations existed concerning the public research financiers 

in relation to sectoral research, and the financiers were not members of the 

Advisory  Board  (STPC  meeting  4/2007).  Both  Tekes  and  the  Academy  of  

Finland, as the main public research financiers, have been members of the 

Science and Technology Policy Council (currently the Research and 

Innovation Council), since its establishment. 

The renewal development of the sectoral process seemed to be slow (STPC 

meeting 6/2007). The state’s productivity programme leveled a deductible 

need  of  500  man-years  in  2008  for  sectoral  research.  Despite  the  
establishment of the Advisory Board the Prime Minister declared in the 

Council’s meeting of 2008 that coordinative steering was not available to 

directly serve decision-making (STPC meeting 3/2008). The decisions 

made were dispersed in various ministries.  

The  proposal  made  by  the  Advisory  Board  to  the  Council  in  September  

2008 included the maintenance of the existing structure of sectoral 

research institutions, and required new resources in order to carry out 

cross-sectoral research agendas (STPC meeting 4/2008). The Council 

declared in the same meeting that the structural renewal of the sectoral 

research system is a process, not a once only decision. In the spring 2009 

the government decided to renew the assemblage of the Advisory Board and 
its tasks (STPC meeting 2/2009). The task was given to the Ministry of 
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Education. Later on in the same spring, based on the analysis of the usage 

of research resources in various sectoral research organisations criticism 

arose  concerning  the  large  share  of  research  resources  being  used  in  the  

field of primary production (STPC meeting 3/2009). The General Director 

of Tekes required that the unbounded resources of ministries and the 

competition based model to allocate resources should be emphasised and 

the development of the financing model should proceed more quickly than 

previously decided.  

The proposals to renew the structure of the system, which various 
ministries prepared in 2009, did not include any proposals concerning the 

system level. However, the ministries had implemented structural renewals 

inside of their administrative fields, like the merger of two state research 

institutions in the field of the social and health care sector55. 

 
In single administrative fields, even radical renewals have been done. […] But any 

overall review, which would have led to a definite decision-making, has not been 

made,  and the  Advisory  Board,  which  has  been established  for  that  reason,  has  

not been able to make it. [Civil servant, The Research and Innovation Council] 

 

Compared to the decision of the renewal of the Finnish university system, 

the renewal of the state sectoral system seemed to be more complicated. I 

see that without the understanding of the role of politico-administrative 

practices the construction of the role of sectoral research in the field of the 

positivity of cross-sectoral ‘innovation policy’ is not understandable. One 

could argue that through the applied practices, the active resistance of 
sectoral ministries to come a conclusion about the sectoral research system 

has been active tactics to avoid bringing the issue of sectoral research to any 

cross-sectoral policy field. The discursive formation of the policy knowledge 

to be used in the restructuring of sectoral research does not cross the 

existing practices of various policy sectors to allocate their ‘own’ resources 

budgeted according to the applied frame budgeting practice. There is no 

steering organisation, the Council or the new Advisory Board, which would 

be able to overcome this policy practice. One would claim that the 

government plays two cards in this issue. If it would allow the setting up of 

a cross-sectoral steering structure or organization, which could allocate 

public resources according to its independent decision-making, it would 
mean a new politico-administrative practice. I see that this question is 

related to the established frame budgeting practice in the government, the 

autonomy of sectoral ministries to allocate their resources in their 

                                                        
55 The new research institution started to operate in 2009. 
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administrative fields, and the political balancing issue between the parties 

in power. Thus, the question is not only how to restructure sectoral research 

but how to ensure the operational capacity of the government. Mandating 

the ministries with representatives of certain political parties has been, at 

least symbolically, a way to exercise party politics, at least in a certain policy 

field. On the other hand, since the issue of organising state research has not 

been widely or publicly in the interest of other social groups in society, like 

industries and their interest groups, there has not been an ‘external’ 

pressure, either, to ‘restructure’ the system. This issue had been constructed 
more as an issue between the government and the state administration. 

Thus, in this case the reinforcing discursive mechanism, to use of the 

author function, cannot overcome other types of discursive and non-

discursive practices. In this regard I see that different practices have a 

distinctive driving force in policy-making, and the author function can 

hardly change well-established practices in the politico-administrative 

system, although it can bring candidates, having truth-value, for knowledge 

at a certain discursive field. At the same time I also want to emphasise that 

in these cases it seems that the speaking subjects have to fulfil complex 

requirements of discourse even to be able to offer particular knowledge 

candidates in the discourse. 
Lastly, in this chapter I describe the construction and intensification of 

demand- and user-driven approaches in policy-making in the Finnish 

context. 

 

 

Integration of demand-side policy measures 
 

The demand-side policy measures, as defined in the report of the 

independent external group commissioned by the European Commission in 

2003, were defined by the Finnish Science and Technology Policy Council 

in its review of 1990, when the national innovation system approach was 

launched, and the exploitation aspects in policy-making gained new 

emphasis. 

 
In particular the growth of industries exploiting advanced technologies has been 

based in many countries on active measures, which have created demand for high 

technology products both in the public and the private sectors. 

The procurement of novelty products for the public sector has to be developed 

based on the experiences of activities. In the preparation of norms and orders of 

the authorities their effects on innovation activities has to be taken into account. 

[STPC 1990, 51] 
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In the report commissioned by the European Commission demand-side 

measures were defined as systemic policies, procurement and regulation. In 

Finland the report of Sitra, written by Schienstock and Hämäläinen (2001, 

199) referred to the new systemic perspective that has inspired a new 

direction of innovation policy. They defined that the systemic approach 

means an innovation enabling approach. An increasing emphasis has been 

given to industrial clusters and networks. Referring to Hirst and Thompson 

(1992) they argue that the role of the state in innovation policy has changed. 

In the frame of a conditions-enabling policy, the significance of technical 
macro-economic management may decrease, but the role of the state as a 

facilitator and orchestrator of private economic actors remains strong. As it 

has been described and explicated in the earlier chapters Finnish policy-

making also expanded to facilitating and orchestrating public actors with 

innovation policy measures. The question of the systemic approach in 

innovation policy was discussed later on in the Finnish context especially in 

the preparation phase of the national innovation strategy. In this respect 

the question has also turned to the governance structure of ‘the systemic 

policy’. I will come back to this issue in Chapter 8. 

However, the notion of exploitation was focused throughout the 1990s 

mainly on the exploitation in companies, and the nature of exploitation 
emphasised commercial exploitation. Knowledge and know-how was 

produced and then they were commercially exploited.  

 
Companies are the main exploitation direction of research knowledge and know-

how produced by private and public sectors, when the commercial exploitation is 

in question. [STPC 2000, 64] 

 

Policy measures were especially developed to enhance this type of 

exploitation, as explicated in Chapters 4-6. Also the cluster programmes 

fostered primarily the techno-economic development of the country, 

although the wider social and economic targets were integrated with these 

programmes. 
 

The previously mentioned cluster activities is a new policy measure started in the 

mid-1990s to enhance social and economic development. In the cooperation 

between ministries, research institutions, research financiers and companies it 

has been able to create significant research unities to enhance techno-economic 

development. [STPC 2000, 21] 

 

In the first half of the 2000s the question of the customer-driven approach 

came up in various analyses and reports. Now, the discursive space opened 

more clearly from the ‘first range’ exploiters of knowledge and know-how, 
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being companies, towards the demand of customers in the markets, 

concerning also the direction of public policy measures.  

In the evaluation of the Finnish Innovation Support System (Georghiou et 

al. 2003) in 2003, the conclusions of the report characterised the Finnish 

approach as technology-driven, and required a shift from technology to 
innovation, meaning for instance to integrate user perspectives into 

innovation projects, and on the other hand develop the demand-side 

measures, like public procurement. 

 
It  is  time  to  change  the  emphasis  in  the  policy  system  from  technology  to  

innovation. A constantly reoccurring comment on the Finnish innovation system, 

and its  support  system,  is  that  it  is  very  engineering  and technology  driven.  On 

the  one  hand  it  is  driven  by  the  supply  side,  and  on  the  other  it  is  excessively  

focussed on technical rather than, for example, organisational and marketing 

innovations. Greater emphasis should be put on innovation, and on attempts to 

integrate user perspectives into innovation projects. [Georghiou et al. 2003, 111] 

 

In  our  view,  public  procurement  as  a  tool  for  innovation  policy  needs  to  be  

developed more  vigorously.  It  is  now well  established  that  the  public  sector  can  

act as a demanding “key” customer and facilitate the development of technologies 

into innovations. This would require careful consideration and analysis of which 

industries and sectors might be the most appropriate for this kind of policy. Such 

a policy should be focussed on creating opportunities for innovative development 

in Finland and need not conflict with either EU legislation or WTO commitments. 

[Georghiou et al. 2003, 112-113] 

 

It is worth noting that the evaluation covered the ‘system’ of “public 
support and incentives for industrial innovation in Finland”. The 

evaluation report examined various theoretical standpoints and background 

and empirical evidence from modern microeconomic approaches and 
innovation studies for innovation policy56, and recognised a ‘pragmatic 

approach’ to policy as the Finnish policy-making practice (Georghiou et al. 

2003,  15-38).  According  to  the  report  diversity  in  approaches  and  in  

conceptual bases “is  a  problem,  since  it  does  not  lead  to  any  clear  and  
unambiguous set of conclusions”. On the other hand “all of the approaches 
have in common a recognition of the centrality of innovation in economic 
performance and of the need to understand the economic impulses and 
constraints on innovation”. In general the report recommended a support 

apparatus which can be characterised by complexity, and the ‘expansion’ of 

                                                        
56 Traditional microeconomic theory, modern microeconomic theory, the strategic 

trade literature of international economics, the endogenous growth literature, and 
innovation studies with the systemic view on innovations. 
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policy measures from ‘science and technology policy’ towards ‘innovation 

policy’. 

The international evaluation of the Finnish innovation support system in 

200357 (Georghiu et al. 2003), and the globalisation strategy in 2004 (PMO 

19/2004,  48,  52)  brought  out  the  needs  of  demand  and  user  aspects  in  

innovation policy. In terms of user orientation Denmark was especially 

mentioned as an example of customer-based innovations58. When speaking 

of demand-orientation the United States with the use of public 

procurement was one of the benchmarking examples, not only in military 
purchases but also in terms of the act obligating procurement from SMEs59. 

The demand-aspects were also discussed in the framework of the new 

industrial policy guidelines prepared by the Ministry of Trade and 

Industry60 in the mid-2000s. As the interviewee representing the ministry 

described,  the  demand  aspects  had  tried  to  see  not  only  from  the  

production perspective meaning how to make the markets innovation-

friendly for new innovations but to look at the existing needs of customers. 

These viewpoints were influenced to a large extent by notions of consumer 

culture and co-creation practices of innovations61. Furthermore, the 

demand- and customer-oriented approach was reinforced by the second 

national globalisation strategy, and Finnish weaknesses were identified in 
these areas. The existing policy measures, like teaching programmes and 

the requirements of state aids to enterprises, had to be redefined. 

 
Customer-driven  innovation  activity  that  aims  to  take  this  into  account  is  

becoming increasingly important, but at the same time it can be considered one of 

Finland’s  weaknesses.  [...]  Paying  attention  to  it  in  the  teaching  programmes  of  

universities  and  polytechnics  where  those  who  will  be  playing  key  roles  in  

business are educated is, in the long term, of importance. More rapid results can 

be obtained by linking the requirements of developmental activities concerning 

the customer interface to the support that the Government gives to enterprises 

through various channels. [PMO 19/2006, 200] 

 

The customer based innovative activities of a different kind seemed to be 

the solution to enterprises based in smaller cities and the countryside, as 

the development of technology was concentrated in localities with 

universities and polytechnics (Karjula 2006). 

                                                        
57 MTI Publications 5/2003. 
58 PMO 19/2004: Den danske strategi, innovationsrådet 2004. 
59 Small Business Innovation Development Act (from 1982). 
60 MTI Publications 35/2006. 
61 See e.g. Pantzar and Shove (2005). 
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Later on, when the national innovation strategy was ordered by the 

Ministry of Trade and Industry62 in 2007-08, based on the requirement in 

the new government’s programme in 2007, the concept of innovation 

taking into account the demand and user aspects of their promotion was 

brought into the core of the policy. In tandem with the national innovation 

strategy preparation Tekes carried out an analysis63 to launch an 

instrument to foster public procurement, and announced a new instrument 

in this area in 2009.  

The emphasis in paying attention to ‘demand- and user-driven innovation 
policy’ in the preparation of the national innovation strategy, the 

establishment of a new minister by merging the Ministry of Trade and 

Industry and the Ministry of Labour and adding regional development tasks 

from the Ministry of the Interior was carried out. This demand- and user-

side approach was institutionalised in the structure of the ministry by the 

establishment of the unit of demand- and user-driven innovation policy 

under the innovation department. 

Based  on  the  guidelines  given  in  the  strategy  this  new  unit  prepared  a  

more specific framework and a programme for policy measures in this field 

in 2009-1064. These measures were seen to promote competitiveness of 

companies, and the renewal of public services. According to the publication 
of  the  Ministry  of  Employment  and  the  Economy  (47/2010,  3)  in  the  

preparation of the national innovation strategy an attempt was made to find 

“new sources for competitive advantage in order to respond to increasing 
global competition. One of the important development areas was 
identified demand- and user-driven innovation policy”. 

 
The aim of demand-driven innovation policy is to foster creation and diffusion of 

innovations by strengthening the demand of innovations and by improving the 

prerequisites of their implementation. This can happen for instance by exploiting 

public  procurement  in  order  to  foster  innovations  or  by  strengthening  demand  

through  regulations  and  standards.  With  user-driven  innovation  policy  for  its  

part is promoted the deeper understanding of the needs of users and the 

strengthening  of  the  role  of  users  in  innovation  activities.  The  aim  is  also  to  

increase the commercialisation of (user innovations) innovations developed by 

users  for  their  own  needs.  [The  Ministry  of  Employment  and  the  Economy  

47/2010, 3] 

 

When the ministry prepared the analysis and the programme of measures 

for demand- and user-driven innovation policy, it co-operated with the 

                                                        
62 Being since January 1, 2008 the Ministry of Employment and the Economy. 
63 Tekes Review 225/2008. 
64 MEE 47/2010. 



7 Innovation environments, innovation university, demand and users of innovations  

207 

 

consultancy company, European Touch Ltd and its managing director Jari 

Kuusisto and with Professor Eric von Hippel, from the Massachusetts 

Institute of Technology (MIT), as well as a wide-range of private and public 

actors interested in the issues. Furthermore, the ministry used research 

results, gained from research projects, carried out in the Lappeenranta 

University of Technology, financed by Tekes. (the Ministry of Employment 

and the Economy 47/2010, 5.) According to the report with these demand- 

and user-driven measures the supply-side oriented policy measures were 

enlarged with other measures in order to obtain “the latent know-how and 
the untapped policy measures in innovation activities to serve the renewal 
of the economy and society, and the increase of welfare”. Especially user-

driven innovation policy aims to increase the amount of innovators in the 

economy and more broadly in society. 

The  policy  measures  in  the  report  were  founded  to  a  large  extent  on  

existing measures, such as directing research to these areas, using web 

portals for knowledge sharing, using regulation and standardisation, 

integrating Finnish lead market measures with EU-wide measures, 

expanding financing models of demonstration and reference institutes from 

the energy sector to other sectors, and using public procurement, 

integrating nationally the existing living labs.  
 
In  the  demand-driven  side  there  is  a  big  project  going  on.  I  try  to  create  an  

apparatus,  on  how  we  could  do  two  things.  In  what  way  could  we  identify  a  

leading position, and national possibilities. After we have identified possible 

forerunners, we then try to find out how we could enhance them knowingly. This 

means  looking  at  the  market  framework  and  the  actors  who  are  critical.  We  

should  look  at  common  aims.  [...]  In  the  public  procurement  side  [...]  common  

procurements is one means. [...] There is also the world of legislation. [...] I try to 

find  if  we  can  find  a  test  sector,  probably  from  the  field  of  the  Ministry  of  

Environment.  [...]  In the user-driven approach the question is how we can raise 

the level of knowhow. [...] We have to carry out a certain type of evaluation work. 

[...] At the financial issues [...] how we can get users along. [...] We would need 

actors  who  could  take  a  systemic  approach  in  developing  certain  fields.  [...]  I  

mean fields which are emerging in the focus of various fields.  In the EU context 

this lead market issue, which connects to our EU Presidency, [...] six lead market 

areas were selected, and the work that we are doing has been synchronised with 

the EU work. [Civil servant, The Ministry of Employment and the Economy] 

 

Also the idea of ‘city innovations’ in the field of user innovations was based 

on the thought of public and societal exploitation. The municipal lobbying 

organisation opened the user approach towards democratic issues65, as the 

                                                        
65 The Association of Finnish Local and Regional Authorities (2009). 
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question has also been discussed in the field of public administration 

studies (Jæger 2009). These viewpoints were not recognised as such as 

driving  forces  in  the  ministry’s  programme  but  were  acknowledged  for  

instance  by  Tekes  in  the  autumn  of   2010,  when  it  decided  to  finance  the  

research project titled ‘Demand- and user-driven innovation management 

in public organisations’, which integrates the exploitation viewpoints with 

the research issues of democracy66. Recently Graham Smith (2009) has 

published studies of democratic innovations, which grounds its theoretical 

foundations not in economics or ‘traditional’ innovation studies but in the 
analytical foundations of the engagement of citizens, not as experts and not 

as representatives of any organised social groups in society, and 

institutional political decision-making at strategic levels. Thus, the starting 

point is to “investigate the ways in which different innovations recast the 
nature of relationship between citizens and political authorities” in terms 

of democratic politics (Smith 2009, 3-4). Although the emphasis of the 

demand and user aspects has not been in policy-making in democratic 

issues, it seems that through the integrated ways to do research, to utilise 

certain public research measures, in this case financing of public research 

targeted for the issues of demand and user approaches in innovation 

activities, can also strengthen certain – already acknowledges issues – in 
policy-making, in this case the integration of democratic studies with more 

traditional innovation studies. 

Based on the discussions between policy-makers concerning the public 

measures related to user innovations the articulation and the meaning 

giving in the policy discourse seems still to be going on. According to 

Professor Eric von Hippel67 the civil servants from the Ministry of 

Employment and the Economy articulated user innovations in July 2009 

based on the national innovation strategy more in terms of producers, and 

their possibilities to utilise user information and user-based innovation 

activities than directly in terms of user innovations. 

 
The Finnish government’s current definition of “user-driven innovation policy” is 

defined  as:  ‘User-driven  innovation  policy  provides  stimulus  for  public  and  

private sector innovation activities that are inspired by user needs and involve 

systematic collaboration with Users’  

Professor Hippel’s suggested modified definition is as follows: “User-driven 

innovation policy provides stimulus for public and private sector innovation 
                                                        
66 The research plan was prepared by Niinikoski, Välikangas and Setälä. 
67 Professor  von  Hippel’s  definition,  given  at  a  seminar  in  July  2009:  The  

“functional” source of innovation depends upon the functional relationship 
between innovator and innovation: An innovation is a USER innovation when the 
developer  expects  to  benefit  by  USING  it;  An  innovation  is  a  MANUFACTURER  
innovation when the developer expects to benefit by SELLING it. 
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activities BY USERS THEMSELVES plus producer activities involve systematic 

collaboration with Users [Presentation material,  Professor Eric von Hippel,  July 

10, 2009] 

 

As  a  part  of  these  meaning  giving  processes,  Tekes  and  the  Ministry  of  

Employment  and  the  Economy,  started  a  research  project  in  November  

2010, in order to measure ‘user innovations’. Therefore, making these 

innovations measurable also makes them describable, and they then appear 

to receive a ‘stronger’ status as objects of the policy. Once again certain 

scholars68 are the essential speaking subjects representing particular 
authorities to make user innovations describable and nameable in this field. 

The meaning giving process of user innovations, ‘scientifically’ explicated, 

in the public policy context is still continuing but especially the demand-

side measures through the regulation measures at the European level and 

through promoting innovative public procurement at the national level as 

concrete examples proceed more rapidly. One could argue that since the 

essential relations between user innovations and their commercial 

significance have not been well quantified it seems to be hard to enter 

policy measures into this field. The relations between regulation aspects, in 

terms of environmental issues and companies’ innovation activities, have 

already clearly come out, even at the company level, but at that level the 
problem seems to occur of how much companies invest in technological 

development as the cost cutting model, by transferring business operations 

to the lower cost level countries, has been prevailing, and at the same time 

the capacity to take risks in the ‘quarter business’ is lower. 

 
As  we  have  these  climate  targets  [...],  and  energy  targets,  green  energy.  If  we  

really want to achieve these targets, we have to have accelerating instruments, 

where risks are shared [...] and to carry out them with an expedited timetable. [...] 

The [development] platforms have to go further and we have to accelerate this 

developmental pathway. [...] Nowadays we have, besides industrial renewal, 

regulatory forces. The 20/20 aims which have been implemented in the EU. [...] 

Earlier we had the need to renew ourselves so that we could keep ourselves 

competitive as a company and as a nation. [...] Now we respond to this regulatory 

pressure [...] and there is more need than ever to use these accelerating 

instruments. [...] There is less money available for [R&D activities at the company 

level]. There is an aim to focus better and risk taking is missing the quarter 

economy,  it  is  smaller.  [...]  These  regulations  have  not  been  able  to  turn  into  

                                                        
68 The  study  of  “Statistical  Indicator  Development  for  User  Innovation  and  

Innovation Transfer in Finland” financed by Tekes, and carried out by Jari 
Kuusisto (Lappeenranta University of Technology), Eric von Hippel (MIT Sloan 
School of Management), Fred Gault (UN University MERIT), and Jeroen de Jong 
(RSM Erasmus University). 
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strategic  operating  models  or  to  look  at  how  these  could  be  utilised  in  this  

renewal and how they create competitive advantage. [...] Innovation policy should 

bring  a  change  of  mindset  in  the  management  of  companies  and  through  

successful cases we could gain examples and important  managers could see that 

those who have participated have won and those who did not participate they 

remain  last in line. [Industry representative] 

 
Suddenly it  turned to cost cutting. It  is  best business when costs are reduced by 

exporting all work to China. This model has been easier, to invest in that type of 

activity,  rather  than  to  invest  in  technology.  It  is  not  a  good  business  and  

management has changed from speaking about development and especially for 

long  term  development  it  is  suicidal.  Nobody  wants  to  listen  to  it.  [Industry  

representative] 

 
 

Mutual reinforcement between the member state and the EU 
producing national and European policy solutions  

 

As from the 1990s the ‘regionalisation’ of innovations was tightly related to 

the idea of globalisation. It is hard to see that the regional dimension and 

approach could reform the meaning of innovation but knowledge defining 

the object of innovation in the public policy discourse was also applied in 

the field of regional policy. This meant that based on techno-economic 

policy knowledge the regions were objectified into two categories: the 

regions which had innovation potential and the regions which had to adjust 

themselves under this dominant policy knowledge. The local and regional 

initiatives,  in  the  early  1990s,  lightened  the  task  of  policy-makers  at  the  
national level, to ‘push’ the new way of thinking towards local and regional 

levels. The key elements of the system of formation were the new ETA 

contracts with their regulations and the preparations for Finnish EU 

membership. The reconceptualisation of regional development and its 

integration with innovations encompass a certain type of progressive nature 

of the emerging ‘innovation policy’. The new emerging positivity also 

started to produce conditions to other policy sectors. Innovation started to 

be a means to adjust structural and regional disparities according to the 

new policy truth. The two categories of innovative regions were defined 

especially from the point of view of global companies which ‘raced’ the 

regions globally. 
At the turn of the decade significant national disparities between the 

regions was an element in forming the policy in the national context. A 

traditional statement of national coherence, balancing regional disparities, 

influenced as a rule within the public policy discourse during a short period 
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of time. It was not possible to continue the internationalisation of the 

‘system’ ‘at any price’. 

However, when the boundaries of the knowledge defining innovations 

started to expand it seems that the ‘regional innovation network’ also 

expanded. The balancing idea of regional disparities could be integrated 

more tightly with the expanding knowledge of innovations during the first 

half  of  the  2000s.  By  this  I  mean  that  before  the  mid-2000s  the  first  

surfacings of social innovations in relation to social development of society 

occurred, as discussed in Chapter 6. However, the tendency to formulate 
the question of how innovations could be used to solve regional disparities 

was not that strong but the question was more about how the existing policy 

knowledge of innovations could be used to solve the problem of regional 

disparities. On the other hand, the experience of regional disparities can be 

seen to be an element in the discursive system of formation for the 

surfacing of social innovations.  It is worth noting that at the same time 

another type of tendency started to emerge. This was related to the question 

of the role of universities in the national innovation system, and later on to 

the discursive formation of relations of the national research system, 

globally operating businesses and the growth potential of new businesses in 

Finland. 
I have summarised the integration of the idea of globalisation with the 

regional dimension of innovations in the following table. It seems that an 

irregularity in the policy knowledge occurred at the turn of the decade, and 

otherwise competitiveness statements were dominating in the discursive 

formulation of the policy. These conditions seem to correlate with the 

discursive formation of the research system in relation to higher education 

and knowledge-based businesses at the national and the EU level during 

the 2000s. Especially from the point of view of global businesses the two 

dimensions of policy-making seem to be relevant. At the national level the 

question was about the importance of the focused usage of research 

resources, and at the European level about the systematic formulation of 
regulation affecting the operative conditions of markets. 
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Table 11. Formation of the regional dimension of innovation in relation to globalisation at 

the national level from the late 1980s until the end 2000s  

 The late 1980s The 1990s The turn of the 
decade  

The first half of 
the 2000s 

The second half 
of the 2000s 

Defining 
regions  

 Regional 
coverage of 
higher 
education 
nationally, 
especially 
universities. 

 Categorisation of 
regions in terms 
of their capacity to 
innovate following 
the body of 
techno-economic 
policy knowledge. 

 Letting regions 
build based on 
their own 
initiatives 
activities which fit 
the rules of 
techno-economic 
policy discourse. 

 Experienced 
regional disparities 
nationally due to 
technological and 
economic progress. 

 Strengthening 
regional innovation 
services, innovation 
networks and 
innovation systems 
in the country. 

 

 From a 
regionally 
fragmented 
system towards 
internationally 
significant focus 
areas in the 
country. 

 

 Starting to 
select inter-
nationally 
competitive 
innovation 
environment
s. 

 A few high-
quality 
internationa
l-level 
innovation 
clusters in 
the country. 

Finland’s 
position 

 Trying to reach 
an 
acknowledged 
position 
amongst 
Western 
European 
countries. 

 Competing with 
other European 
centres for the 
location of 
internationally 
operating 
companies. 

 Balancing with 
national disparities 
and inter-
nationalisation aims 
of the national 
innovation system. 

 A threat of the 
narrowing and 
weakening 
position of 
Finland. 

 No competition 
possibilities 
with large 
research 
infrastructures 
or international 
top universities; 
the small size of 
the Finnish 
education and 
research. 

 Positioning 
Finland as a 
part of the 
global 
community. 

 Operating in 
a world 
without 
borders. 

Global 
context 

 Not recognised.  Global scientific, 
technological and 
economic 
competition 
between the triad 
(Europe, the U.S., 
Japan). 

 Global competition 
between regions as 
innovation 
environments for 
global companies. 

 Nationally special 
focus on the 
information 
industry. 

 The recognition 
of the growing 
economies of 
Asia. 

 Global 
competition 
in relation to 
the growing 
Asian 
economies, 
like India 
and China. 

 

According to various phases there seems to be different type of change 

factors behind the discursive reformulation of the policy. During the 2000s 

although  the  body  of  policy  knowledge  had  expanded,  in  terms  of  the  

objectification of innovations, as examined in Chapters 3 to 6, at the same 

time a deepening of the ‘traditional’ relations between research, innovations 

and industries being governed with the ‘traditional’ competitiveness rules of 
the discursive formation had occurred. These changes took place especially 

in the areas which constituted the discursive field of the policy in the late 

1980s. 
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Table 12. Change dynamics of the regional dimension of innovations from the 1980s up to 

the 2000s 

The time period Changes in the system of formation and the discursive level 
of their occurrence 

The late 1980s  Changes in geopolitics as an external factor at the extra-
discursive level allowing stronger internationalisation of 
Finnish R&D actors to be partners in European 
technological research through formal contracts.  

The 1990s  Expansion of the inter-discursivity between science, 
technology, innovation and regional policies, especially 
due to the ETA contract, and the preparation of the 
Finnish membership of the European Community.  

 Changes in discursive relations between various policy 
positivities; the inter-discursive configuration of regions 
based on the body of techno-economic policy knowledge. 

The turn of the decade  Internal  change  of  policy  discourse  by  invoking  the  
‘traditional’ balancing rule instead of a stronger 
international competitiveness statement. 

The first half of the 
2000s 

 New strengthening discursive relations in the systems of 
formation between national strategic choices, priorities, 
quality and quantity of research and globally operating 
business enabled through the structural development of 
higher education and research systems in the 
‘traditional’ discursive field of the policy positivity. 

The second half of the 
2000s 

 New discursive formations and coupling of supply-side 
and demand-side policy measures under the 
competitiveness statements of research and industry in 
the traditional discursive field of policy positivity. 

 

Therefore,  during  the  2000s,  the  discursive  formation  of  the  regional  

dimension of innovations and globalisation integrated with the 

reformulations of the relations between research systems and globally 

competitive industries. At the European level, as well as nationally, the 
essential authorities of delimitation seem to be certain scientific 

communities, meaning traditionally, natural sciences, technical sciences 

and medicine, and globally operating industries together with the 

administration and elected politicians of the ruling parties at various levels. 

In the combination and matching of the science base with the industrial 

base the strategic priorities and profiles, as well as policy measures, were 

defined. The notions of quality, relevance and critical mass seem to unify 

this type of policy making approach at various levels. Although this 

approach was characteristic both at the national and at the European level, 

there still seems to be a tendency at these levels to produce policy solutions 

separately. Therefore, at the national level, the policy discourse produced 
‘national solutions’69, and at the European level ‘European solutions’.  

                                                        
69 Kettunen (forthcoming) has recently examined how globalisation does not just 

happen in an environment of national entities but very much within and through 
nation-centred modes of thought and action. 
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The discursive formation of characteristic relations between regions, 

higher education, research, innovation and global industries seems to 

produce nationally policy formulations which have tensions between each 

other. At the same time when Finland’s position has been formulated as a 

part of the global community, the policy solutions have been formulated as 

national clusters, national competencies, national strategic profiles and 

priorities. One of the interviewees described that by defining policy 

measures as national measures it creates obstacles to success. 

 
One of the typical obstacles to success is that measures are seen nationally. Its 

background is in the issue that ‘national interest’  is  trying to achieve.  [...]  When 

trying  to  achieve  national  interest  it  is  typically  working  against  it.  [...]  At  the  

innovation centre at St. Petersburg a project was developed where the French, 

Finnish and Russians met in order to establish South American production 

having markets in the U.S.  In my opinion these are correct activities. We are not 

permitted, at least, at the ministry to think beforehand whether these are 

activities that what we can allow. [..] We need to break free from this restricting 

thinking. [Civil servant, The Ministry of Employment and the Economy] 

 

Furthermore, besides this ‘strategic profiling and focusing’ a versatile 

research and competence base has been required. Therefore, there seems to 

be a tension between national solutions and the requirements of 

international collaboration and global problems. The additionality and 

subsidiarity principles do not constitute a different policy approach at 
various levels but level-specific policy solutions concerning research, 

innovations and their regional dimension. However, one can identify that 

between certain EU member states a new type of integration process is 

going on. In this case the solutions have also been formulated at the global 

context, as global solutions. Various public funded research institutes no 

longer co-operate based on the project approach serving ‘national 

industries’ but they have started to build up common research facilities 

targeted at globally operating businesses. This type of progress cannot be 

identified in Finland but can be, for instance, between public funded 

research institutes coming from Belgium (IMEC) and the Netherlands 

(TNO). 
In terms of global companies the question is about the investments in 

research, and this seems to be quite evident in the policy formulations of 

the research policy part at the national and EU levels, despite the fact that 

transnational integrated policy solutions have not been reached until now. 

Thus, despite the ‘common’ rules of policy formulation between the 

member state and the EU in terms of prevailing policy knowledge the policy 

practices still mainly produce either ‘national’ or ‘European’ policy 
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solutions. The ‘global’ integration of the Finnish research system might 

occur through the ‘European’ integration but not ultimately through the EU 

but due to more ‘national’ initiatives between certain EU states.  

From the point of view of national policy solutions the discursive 

formation between the ‘traditional’ relations of research, innovation and 

knowledge-intensive companies have gained new emphasis. The more 

global companies operate without borders the more the need for new 

growth companies has gained status at the national level. The national 

innovation strategy (2008, 33-34) paid attention to this question, in the 
restructuring of the Ministry of Employment and the Economy when the 

unit of growth companies was established, and Tekes, in 2008, launched, 

based on the reformulated EU state aid rules, the financing instrument for 

young innovative companies with growth potential, and an accelerating 

service programme for these companies in 2009.  

The restructuring of the research system seems to occur through new 

institutions and other policy measures at the national and at the EU level. 

Nationally, dilemmas between strategic priorities and general support for 

companies seem to occur. However, special policy measures have been 

implemented for growth companies, and on the other hand especially based 

on industry needs, international benchmarks and policy formulations at the 
national and supranational level a structural renewal of the Finnish 

university system has been started. However, long lasting questions of 

certain policy measures and the restructuring of the state sectoral research 

system seem to stay unchanged, as well as the question of the expansion of 

the usage of fiscal policy measures in order to promote innovations. I will 

come back to these issues in the next chapter where I examine certain 

politico-administrative practices and institutional rearrangements in term 

of policy construction in more detail. 
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8 The emergence of the positivity of 
innovation policy and its formalisation 

Discursive formation of the policy and its formalisation level  
 

The government’s programme in 2007, the national innovation strategy in 

2008, and the policy review of the Council in 2008 all describe how widely 

the concept of innovation has spread in Finnish public policy compared to 

the situation of the late 1980s. In Chapters 3-6 I have described this 

expansion and analysed the conditions which made the expansion of the 
object possible in the policy discourse. The concept of innovation, which 

had been integrated with technological development and its commercial 

exploitation, expanded over the last two decades. Currently, various types 

of ‘renewals’ both in the private and public sector in Finnish society, and 

even in the globe,  are described as innovations, and the aim of public policy 

especially in the national context seem to be improving economic growth 

and the welfare of its citizens and society through increases in productivity 

(the national innovation strategy 2008, 13). During the examined period 

besides technological developments and economic competitiveness 

innovations were started to be seen as solutions to a variety of economic 

and societal problems, such as the information society, (the government’s 
programme 1999, PMO 17/2006, 153), challenges to the national economy, 

the aging population and the potential difficulties of organising public 

social and health care services with a diminishing labour force (PMO 

17/2006, 153; the national innovation strategy 2008, 6), sustainable 

development covering the issues of climate change, the use of natural 

resources and scarcity of energy (the national innovation strategy 2008, 5), 

and making improvements, meaning to strengthen the capacity of renewing 

the service system (the service innovation project of the social and health 

care administration, 2007-2011). Furthermore, the national innovation 

strategy also recognised other types of innovations such as R&D-based as 
eligible objects for public policy measures70. The expansion was made 

possible by expanding the boundaries of applied knowledge in policy-
                                                        
70 See  about  doing,  using  and  interacting  mode  of  innovations  in  Jensen  et  al.  

2007. 
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making. At the same time with the expansion another type of tendency 

occurred which is described and analysed in Chapter 7. In the 1990s the 

requirements of strategic choices and profiling in science policy-making 

took  place  but  at  the  turn  of  decade,  instead  of  profiling  the  question  of  

regional disparities gained attention. However, in relation to EU policy-

making and higher education policy in compared countries the question of 

strategic choices, national profiles and critical mass for research again 

occupied an important place in this phase of formation. At the same time 

through the conceptualisations of demand-side policy measures the 
integration of social problems, especially environmental issues, with the 

competitiveness claims gained new forms at the level of policy measures. 

When the identified expansion is integrated in the analysis of the discursive 

formation of the policy with the simultaneous ‘profiling’ tendency during 

the  2000s  I  argue  that  the  boundaries  of  the  policy  knowledge  have  

expanded but at the same time there seems to emerge ‘innovation policies’ 

of which formalisation levels differ from each other. Now the question is 

whether these ‘policies’ are constituted by totally different discourses 

having their own rules of formation or whether they are established and 

embedded in the discursive system of formation through various types of 

discursive and non-discursive practices at different formalisation levels 
inside of one unity of discourse. The last option would mean a struggle over 

the  meaning  of  innovation  policy  in  the  policy  discourse.  By  this  I  mean  

especially how the rules of innovation policy discourse change or remain 

due to practices especially at the inter- and extra-discursive levels where the 

meaning of various policies are constructed in the context of a state polity. 

Therefore, it is first of all essential to understand and analyse the specific 

discourse, meaning the level of the intra-discourse, objectifying 

innovations, and secondly, the conditions of this specific discourse in 

relation to the inter- and extra-discursive levels defining the rules of how 

innovation policy itself can gain a status in the public policy discourse. The 

meaning of innovation policy has been produced and tried to be reproduced 
at various times especially between the Council and the government, and 

lastly through the national innovation strategy, as well as by experts with 

the notions of horizontal and sustainable innovation policies. 

Thus, besides the objectification of innovation in the policy discourse a 

specific policy field of innovation policy has also emerged and received a 

status of a meaningful object itself in public policy-making. Characteristics 

for the emergence and the formation of the policy field, as an autonomous 

and recognisable positivity, has been its ‘cross-sectoral’ nature as contrary 

to the more traditional policy sectors, having their own administrative 

fields and dedicated ministries. The positivity of innovation policy started 



8 The emergence of the positivity of innovation policy and its formalisation 

218 

 

to emerge at the crossroads of the issues of technical research, product 

development, industry, and their better integration and co-ordination in 

order to solve the problems of growth and the competitiveness of industries 

and the economy in relation to employment issues in the late 1980s. After 

that,  in  the  early  1990s,  the  emerging  policy  field  expanded  towards  

education and regional issues, and tightened more closely to industrial 

policy and economic policy. 

The concept of innovation policy occurred for the first time in the studied 

documents in 1996, when the Council defined the task of innovation policy 
to mean developing efficiency and capabilities of the innovation system and 

strengthening cooperation and interactions of the innovation system with 

other policy fields (STPC 1996). The internal development meant the issues 

of research, education, international collaboration, exploitation of 

knowledge and know-how in order to increase the quality, efficiency and 

relevance of the ‘system’. The external development meant to produce 

solutions to the problems of the economy, society and individuals. Thus, 

production and exploitation of new knowledge and know-how and their 

effects had to be integrated with other policy fields and their operations. 

The other policy fields meant economic, fiscal, industrial, education, 

employment, regional, social and health care, environmental, cultural and 
information society policies. The field of innovation policy was discursively 

constituted at two levels as internal relations of the system of formation and 

as external relations of the system of formation in relation to ‘other’ policy 

sectors in order to solve issues other than the competitiveness of industries. 

At that time industrial-economic knowledge dominated the objectification 

of innovation in the policy discourse, which makes the ‘internal’ and 

‘external’ boundaries of the policy quite understandable. The dominance of 

industrial-economic knowledge seemed to be more evident in the internal 

part of the policy, whereas other bodies of policy knowledge dominating in 

other policy sectors might prevent the expansion of innovation policy at 

that time. The archaeological knowledge approach to policy analysis can be 
also seen as a plausible explication to the identified prevention of 

horizontalisation of innovation policy (see Häyrinen-Alestalo et al. 2005). 

What makes it interesting in this study is the finding that, despite 

considerable coverage of the policy concept and despite having been 

formulated in the mid-1990s, the expansion of the policy has taken rather a 

long time to  be  taken ‘seriously’  in  other  policy  fields.  By this  I  mean that  

without the expansion of the boundaries of policy knowledge, the increased 

interrelationships between various policies, having their own systems of 

formation,  would  have  not  occurred.  It  is  not  only  the  question  of  

conceptualisations and definitions of characteristic relations in the system 



8 The emergence of the positivity of innovation policy and its formalisation 

219 

 

of formation, but it is also the question of the relations between different 

rules in the discourse constituting its objects. In this case it means the rules 

which form and transform the object of innovation and also the rules which 

form and transform the object of innovation policy in the public policy 

discourse. The internal relations in the innovation discourse seem to be 

related to those administrative fields, which covered higher education, 

science, especially at the universities, and in natural and technical sciences 

and also medicine in research institutions, technological and industrial 

development and the internationalisation of these areas. As previously 
mentioned, the Secretariat of the Council operated in the Ministry of 

Education, and in the Ministry of Trade and Industry, which as a non-

discursive practice created close connections to the administrative fields 

under these ministries. 

In 2001 the Council prepared a proposal to be a decision in principal of 

innovation policy for the government. However the Cabinet Committee on 

Economic Policy rejected bringing this decision to the government (STPC 

meeting 1-3/2001). The proposal was based on the results of the evaluation 

report for the additional R&D financing programme prepared for the 

government in 1996 (STPC meeting 1/2001). The evaluation was carried out 

from  1997  up  to  2001  by  an  external  expert  group  and  was  led  by  the  
President of Sitra. The proposal of the decision of innovation policy was 

prepared by the Secretariat of the Council, the Ministry of Education and 

the  Ministry  of  Trade  and  Industry  (STPC  meeting  1/2001).  One  of  the  

objectives was to integrate the Ministry of Finance more closely with 

financing issues of the policy but the ministry made a statement during the 

preparation phase that financing issues for R&D will, in the future, be 

handled as a part of the annual ‘normal’ state budgeting process (STPC 

meeting 2/2001). Therefore, there has been a continuous tendency to 

restrict the formation of inter-discursivity between innovation policy and 

fiscal policy. The Ministry of Finance and the Minister, respectively, 

systematically have used discursive mechanisms which have not allowed 
the reforming of relations between these policy fields. One could argue that 

the Ministry of Finance has tried to maintain autonomy for fiscal policy.  

As the government rejected making any decision about the policy in 2001, 

the decision was formulated to be an expression of opinion of innovation 

policy by the Council (STPC meeting 3/2001). In its expression of opinion 

the Council defined that innovation policy covered issues of education and 

research policy, economic and industrial policy, labour policy and the 

development of working life, regional innovation activities, and horizontal 

measures. The horizontal measures covered cooperation issues between the 

actors of the ‘innovation system’. The essential technological, social and 



8 The emergence of the positivity of innovation policy and its formalisation 

220 

 

cultural development programmes had to enforce each other. All sectors 

had to take care of significant Information Society projects and their 

coherence across sectoral fields. Furthermore, the question was about the 

development of science and technology research, evaluation and foresight. 

In terms of the last developmental task the Ministry of Trade and Industry 

and Tekes planned and started to carry out a research programme 

regarding the interrelationships of technology, business life and society. 

The so called PROACT programme was carried out from 2002 up to 2005. 

The aim was to strengthen the knowledge base of public policies. In that 
phase  the  boundaries  of  the  body  of  knowledge  of  industry  and  economy  

focus started to expand towards the broader socio-economic knowledge 

base. However, the dominance of the industry approach still came out in 

the form of how the evaluation of Finnish innovation environments was 

carried out. The task of the evaluation was given to the science and 

technology administration, and the Ministry of Trade and Industry 

commissioned an evaluation of the central technology policy agencies from 

the point of view of the innovation environment for companies. The report 

Evaluation of the Finnish Innovation Support System was published in 

2003, and was carried out by Luke Georghiou, Keith Smith, Otto Toivanen, 

and Pekka Ylä-Anttila. 
According to the Council’s expression the issues of education policy were 

seen to cover all educational levels but the main emphasis was in the 

developmental needs of higher education, and especially in ensuring the 

prerequisites of universities. Basic vocational training had to be directed 

towards the demand of the economy, employment and labour. Basic and 

applied research had to be intensified through strategic directing. Besides 

this ‘strategic directing’ wide strengthening of the base of knowledge and 

know-how was also needed. Further internationalisation of research and 

development activities was part of the research policy issues, especially in 

the EU context. 

Economic and business policy issues covered aspects of the commercial 
and social exploitation of research results. Besides knowledge-intensive 

companies, their foundation and growth, the development of traditional 

business fields also had to be enhanced. The exploitation of research results 

had to be intensified as well of taking care of the aspects that would benefit 

all actors fairly. This notion was applied especially to the role of universities 

in the exploitation issues. In terms of labour policy the question was how to 

improve the level of know-how, and how to harmonise education and 

working  life  for  the  better.  Working  life  covered  the  aspects  of  learning  

organisations’ operational models and the usage of the national working life 
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development  programme  to  also  cover  the  enhancement  of  the  usage  of  

‘new technology’ in the networking operational models of working.  

The regional innovation activities emphasised the role of universities and 

polytechnics in the regions and the availability of ‘national’ innovation 

services and expertise. In this phase regional activities were still seen to be 

based on the ‘natural’ strengths of the regions. In terms of public financing 

special needs were seen in the basic funding of universities and in other 

public research and innovation financing. 

The objectives of the defined innovation policy were to affect national 
development, which in turn was affected by international economic and 

technological development. This policy had to develop prerequisites for 

innovation activities widely across sectoral fields. Well-functioning and 

efficient national innovation systems and regional systems could create 

economic growth and social welfare. With new, supplementary and closely 

allocated development measures the national innovation system could also 

remain competitive in the future. These measures especially covered higher 

education and research, research training, exploitation of research know-

how, development of prerequisites for business activities, and the 

intensification of network cooperation between producers and users of 

knowledge and know-how. Although the notions of societal exploitation 
increased, policy measures in the early 2000s still emphasised commercial 

exploitation through companies, which in turn could serve societal 

functions. Innovations directly related to social functions, except the 

companies’ role to commercially exploit them, could not be recognised 

widely  at  that  time.  It  happened  mainly  in  terms  of  working  life  

development; as discussed in Chapter 5. The conceptualisation of social 

innovations and the release of service innovations from the technological 

content occurred in the later formation. 

Before the mid-2000s the usage of innovation policy started to gain status 

in various discussions in relation to science and technology policy, and it 

was starting to be more widely recognised as a policy field. The national 
globalisation strategy, in 2004, required that “it has to be moved from 
science and technology policy towards broad-based innovation policy” 

(PMO 19/2004, 46). In its report 2005 (Sitra 2005, 23), Sitra defined 

innovation policy to be an essential part of industrial policy, and required 

its more co-ordinated development between various sectoral ministries. In 

the report, which was prepared in accordance with a development 

programme representing companies, academia, administration, industrial 

interest groups and intermediaries, was required that a national innovation 

strategy should be prepared in order to carry out efficient innovation policy. 

The preparation of the strategy was seen to be integrated with the reign of 
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the government. This view of innovation policy emphasised its nature to 

serve the development of business sector, and other policy measures, like 

the development of societal structures and institutions, were subordinated 

to competitiveness aims in the global competition environment. 

When the Council started to prepare its next review, in 2006 (STPC 

meeting 2/2006), and discussed the first draft, the Council defined that the 

review had to be deepened from the point of view of long term 

competitiveness and growth potential, while the improvement of 

productivity in the economy (and society) was also an essential objective.  
 
The issues of innovation activities and innovation policy have to be brought next 

to  science  and  technology  policy.  The  significance  of  the  field  of  tasks  of  the  

Science and Technology Policy Council is essential, especially from the point of 

view of increasing productivity. [STPC meeting 2/2006] 

 

As the Council discussed the next version of the review, it declared 

innovation policy was for the first time being covered with the same weight 

as science and technology policy (STPC meeting 3/2006). Thus, the policy 

sector started to gain more emphasis as an ‘independent’ and as such 

recognised policy field. 

Recently innovation policy as a policy sector has been defined in the 

national innovation strategy (Government’s Communication on Finland’s 

National Innovation Strategy to the Parliament), and in the review of the 

Research and Innovation Council in 2008. The need to prepare a national 

innovation strategy was declared in the government’s programme in 2007, 
and  the  task  was  given  to  the  Ministry  of  Trade  and  Industry,  and  the  

ministry itself was also active in taking the lead in the process. The 

government required in its programme (2007, 47) that in order to improve 

the productivity and the competitiveness of the state economy broad-based 

innovation policy has to be intensified.  

The innovation strategy process utilised participatory and restrictive 

discursive mechanisms. Besides 11 thematic groups and open consultation 

on the web, which produced content for the strategy proposal, a steering 

group71 was  established  to  prepare  a  strategy  proposal.  Compared  to  the  

                                                        
71 The chairman of the steering group was the President of Sitra,  Esko Aho. The 

members of the group were Managing Director Anne Brunila (the Finnish Forest 
Industries  Federation),  Rector  Jarl-Thure  Eriksson  (Tampere  University  of  
Technology), Consulting Official Pirjo Harjunen (the Ministry of Employment and 
the Economy), Director Riikka Heikinheimo (Tekes), Director-General Sakari 
Karjalainen (the Ministry of Education), Director Timo Kekkonen (the 
Confederation of Finnish Industries), Professor Pekka Neittaanmäki (University of 
Jyväskylä), Technology Director Erkki Ormala (Nokia Group Corporation), 
Director-General Petri Peltonen (the Ministry of Employment and the Economy), 
Partner Kaija Pöysti (Blue White Venture), Chairman of the Board Merja Strengell 
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dominating administrative fields in the Council the social and health care 

policy sector was integrated in the preparatory phase through the members 

in the steering group. The President of Sitra led the group. However, certain 

participants who took part in various thematic groups had the impression 

that the work done in the groups disappeared by the time the strategy 

proposal was prepared and finally released.  

 
I observed that there was a break in the process. I do not actually know, whether 

the work done [in the thematic] groups came at all  across to the next level,  or it  

did not match expectations.  In a way there was a break, and it  could be noticed 

that the issues, which we had discussed in the groups, were not visible in the next 

phase. And actually, since I know the procedure, it happened that we had in a way 

two processes. There were very wide working group activities, which were done, 

and the discussion was good. [...] But then another process started which went 

against the stream. And then there was a third process, as the proposal was not 

accepted,  the  strategy  was  written  once  again.  [A  civil  servant,  a  research  

institute] 

 

This experience corresponds quite well with the starting point for the 

second phase preparation of the proposal. This restrictive approach was 

used in order to be able to produce ‘significant’ changes in policy-making 

practices. 

 
The  result  which  came  from  the  preparatory  work,  it  did  not  really  help  in  the  

strategy  work,  since  what  should  have  been  done  were  technical  proposals.  We  

wanted to reach for a strategy through the main aims which should be achieved 

through  innovation  policy  and  what  kind  of  basic  solutions  should  be  done  in  

order to improve capacity. [...] In the role of chairman I started to reach for and to 

try  to  find  a  significant  developmental  line.  The  problem  in  Finnish  

administration culture and in the preparation culture of issues is that people start 

to define the lowest common denominator, and various aims are tried to smooth 

things over, and it is believed that this is the way to define aims. But we were in a 

situation  where  this  was  no  longer  possible,  as  we  had  to  make  choices,  and on  

the  other  hand I  did  not  believe  in  those  methods,  and when the  starting  point  

was to search for a significant change. 

 
The proposal for the national innovation strategy prepared by the working 

group together with the Ministry of Trade and Industry, Sitra and Tekes did 

not please the Ministry of Education. Therefore, the last proposal was 

                                                                                                                                             
(the Finnish Association of Graduate Engineers), Design Director Anne Stenros 
(Kone Corporation),  and Programme Director Juha Teperi (the Ministry of Social  
Affairs and Health). The secretary of the steering group was Special Researcher 
Hannes Toivanen (the Ministry of Employment and the Economy). 
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written by the representatives of the Ministry of Education and the Ministry 

of Trade and Industry, and the aim was to strengthen the aspects of ongoing 

policy measures in education and research in the strategy. All ministries 

gave their statements about the proposal and almost all ministries required 

in their statements that they could participate in the strategy process and its 

implementation in the next phase. The ministries argued that without 

participation it would be difficult to reconcile their own activities to the 

strategy.  

In the final strategy (2008, 4) innovation policy was defined as public 
measures which influence the opportunities to innovate, the effectiveness of 

the innovation environment, and the creation and leveraging of innovation 

into the economy and society. According to the strategy a broad-based 

innovation policy supports the reform of policy sectors (such as social 

affairs and health, energy, transport, the information society, education and 

training, and regional development) through innovation, focusing on the 

importance of close partnerships between policy sectors and strategically 

led innovation efforts in the public sphere. The systemic approach was seen 

to be a key concept in implementing a broad-based innovation policy. With 

the systemic approach was meant a comprehensive method of aligning the 

business and policy sectors (horizontal) and their associated development 
activities at different levels (vertical). 

The preparation of the national innovation strategy can be seen an 

attempt to reinforce the status and nature of ‘innovation policy’ as a 

separate and autonomous policy sector. 

 
The innovation strategy, it was prepared quite strongly from the point of view of 

innovation policy, not from the point of view of science policy. And this opened 

the possibility of going deeper and to speak out more strongly from the point of 

view of the needed renewals in innovation policy. [Civil servant, Tekes] 

 
At the same time it can be characterised as a major attempt of strategic co-

ordination at the national level, which type of policy efforts has also 

occurred during the recent years in other countries, like in the United 

Kingdom, in Denmark, and in Germany (Kuhlmann et al. 2010, 11-12). 

In its review in 2008, the Research and Innovation Council defines that 

firstly, education policy is a more important part of the wholeness of 
education, research, and innovation policy, and secondly, besides a research 

and development driven approach, and along with ‘horizontal innovation 

policy’, new modes and views of innovation activities are arising. 
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The relation of innovations with various aspects of society seems to be 

integrated differently in terms of various relations, such as the economy, 

research, and society in general. 

 
Today  we  speak  about  innovations  as  a  broader  concept  than  merely  about  

technique and technology. [...] Between the economy and innovations there is a 

strong link, also between research and innovation, and between environment and 

energy  they  also  have  a  strong  link.  But  we  still  have  a  very  weak  link  between  

innovations and societal issues today. [...] I see that there is a hole or a coupling, 

which  is  not  strong  enough,  if  we  think  of  the  future.  In  order  to  obtain  the  

convergence of societal development and innovations. [...] But we have the first 

indications towards that direction, when we speak about human-centred 

innovation policy or about a customer-driven approach or an end-user-driven 

approach. [...] Today there is the courage of speaking about non-technological 

innovations without that there is an experience of a strong confrontation with 

technological innovations. [...] Discussion around the concept of innovation has 

expanded  from  technology,  technique  and  markets  to  cover  societally  and  

economically a few more things. [...] [In this respect] service innovation has been 

one  significant  factor  from  that  side  and  also  the  development  of  health  care  

sector as another. These have been issues, which have broken suspicions towards 

this matter that these aspects are not strongly confrontational, but they are 

complementary to each other. [Civil servant, Tekes] 

 

Despite the efforts to conceptualise the broadening policy there still seems 

to be various definitions of it. The ‘traditional’ OECD-type innovation policy 

refers to the conventional R&D-base and its exploitation as a focus of public 

policy and its measures. 

 
In the preparation of the national innovation strategy we discussed a lot about the 

issue  of  what  a  broad-based  innovation  policy  could  be  and  the  concept  of  

innovation in general. And it was defined in the strategy as an utilised competitive 

advantage either commercially or in another way, which was an effort to bring a 

new element into the innovation policy discourse.  It  has its own merits and it  is  

interesting but I  think that this still  is  OECD innovation policy in the sense that 

there are as elements education policy, innovation policy, higher education policy, 

science policy. Not in the way that innovation policy could cover all of them but it 

is comprised of them. [...] In innovation policy contributions are needed for these 

various policy fields. [Civil servant, The Ministry of Education] 

 

The ‘traditional’ innovation policy has primarily focused on the issues of the 

productivity increase in companies. 
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In Finland the policy has been founded on, the allocation of public resources, the 

fact  is  that  we  have  tried  to  specifically  enhance  the  increase  of  productivity  for  

existing companies. This has been the focus. [Civil servant, Tekes] 

 

This  traditional  focus  has  been  developed  through  the  expansion  of  the  

policy knowledge base concerning the public sector and its productivity. 

However, at the same time, it is hard to find well-established policy-making 

practices in terms of institutional solutions which could be seen as plausible 

and eligible bodies in the policy-making system. On the other hand through 

the broadening approach the existing relations between science, 
technology, industry, and higher education have deepened and new types of 

co-operative practices between the administrative fields have reinforced 

this ‘traditional field’ of the policy. 

A second type of policy formulation emphasises efficiency, productivity 

and high quality aspects as core questions of innovation policy. 
 

In my opinion efficiency and productivity and high quality are issues,  which are 

the  core  questions  of  innovation  policy.  In  other  words  a  well-functioning  

innovation system produces better, more efficient, which means lower costs, 

more [...] and quality. [...] Productivity and quality, they are the two things which 

are produced. We labour under the delusion that productivity could somehow be 

inhuman  and  asocial,  when  the  fact  it  is  totally  the  opposite.  [...]  This  delusion  

leads to a situation, that in the social and health care sector we are afraid of the 

word productivity and it is seen that it could lead, from the point of view of social 

and equality aims, to an unfavourable outcome, when actually it is the other way 

around.  People  can  be  treated  justly  and fairly  only  if  public  resources  are  used  

efficiently. [Industry representative] 

 

The questions of quality and productivity were also integrated with 

effectiveness issues and outcomes but the various policies with different 

aims do not seem to have interacted strategically in policy-making. 

 
Well the productivity theme has come up more strongly, although it had already 

emerged  earlier.  [...]  But  productivity  is  not  enough  but  also  effectiveness  and  

qualitative elements are needed. [...]By the mid-1990s information society 

strategies and technology strategies for this sector had already started to develop.  

At that time the increase in productivity through technologies was spoken about. 

[...]  But from the productivity discourse it  had moved more towards a discourse 

that through innovations and all the other stuff, productivity but also the increase 

of  effectiveness  were  not  only  required,  and  in  this  way  it  is  connected  with  

quality.  [...]  And we have this business policy and competitiveness policy in one 

pipeline  and  in  another  pipeline  goes  this  social  affairs  and  health  policy.  And  

these have not converged. [...] These policies are separated. They have various 



8 The emergence of the positivity of innovation policy and its formalisation 

227 

 

strategic  aims.  [...]  We have  not  received  a  point  [where  these  policies  could  be  

discussed in common]. [Civil servant, a research institute] 

 

The broadening of the policy also seems to come out as two various fronts 

today. The ‘traditional’ and ‘right’ policy is also defined in relation to global 

competition and competitiveness-centred thinking, whereas the other front 
covers the domestic field and it is ‘horizontal’ by its nature. 

 
We have two clear fronts in innovation policy, which could be drivers of paradigm 

or changes. There can be some other things as well but this is one way to look at 

it. One, this is our global competition and competitiveness-centred thinking, and 

in my opinion it is the real and right innovation policy, and it has pushed through 

many changes, phenomena and even instruments. But on the other hand we have 

this domestic field and in relation to it innovation policy has become mainstream 

in Finland, when in this regard innovation policy was started to be handled as a 

policy  sector,  and  no  longer  like  a  type  of  expert-driven  occultism,  when  its  

relation to regional policy has been obligated to be renewed to a large extent and 

now  it  can  be  seen  that  during  the  last  year  broad-based  innovation  policy  has  

been spoken about,  which has ambitious well  considered issues on how in every 

sector the possibilities to use innovation policy in them will be deliberated on and 

what  the  field  of  innovation  policy  could  be  there.  From  the  domestic  side  the  

horizontalisation of innovation policy has broken through. [Researcher, a 

research organisation]  

 
The competition-based innovation policy was seen to be a part of Finland’s 

globalisation strategy, and the ‘domestic, horizontal’ innovation policy was 

related to the questions of an aging population, the distortion of the 

regional structure and the problems of the public sector. These relate in 

turn to the division of labour between state, municipalities and counties 

during the 2000s. 

 
We have a stronger awareness of the prerequisites of competition and about the 

need that we cannot succeed with catch up –strategies but we have to be in the 

front  line  really,  and  it  means  quite  different  issues.  In  this  respect  in  my  

opinion innovation policy is a part of the globalisation strategy of the whole of 

Finland.  There  are  lots  of  things  but  they  relate  to  our  global  economic  

competition and capacities to maintain renewals and carrying out reforms, 

liberalisation of trade and the strengthening of our centres of excellence. There 

are  many  things,  also  starting  specialisation.  [...]  Also  the  role  of  industry  is  

different in this side from the domestic side and also the role of strong science 

and technology organisations. [...] [In the domestic part of innovation policy] 

we  have  an  aging  population,  the  distortion  of  the  regional  structure  and  

problems of the public sector. These also shape the domestic usage of this 

innovation policy. [...] It is also about the question of clarification of the division 
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of labour between the state, municipalities and counties. [Researcher, a research 

organisation] 

 

Recently, the strong economic and competitive character of innovation 

policy, as also indicated in various studies (see e.g. Häyrinen-Alestalo et al. 

2005; Pelkonen 2008), has been questioned by introducing the concept of 
sustainable innovation policy (Hautamäki 2008, 2010), as described at the 

end of Chapter 6. The new conceptualisation of sustainable innovation 

policy (Hautamäki 2008, 2009) seems to be at least a contradictory 

approach or a counterforce to the productivity and competitiveness centred 

policy-making. 

Therefore, the question is what ‘innovation policy’ is, what kind of status 

and meaning it has gained in the whole politico-administrative system?  In 

Chapters 3-7 I have attempted to capture the conditions which made 

possible the discursive formation of the object ‘innovation’ in the public 

policy discourse. In this chapter I have integrated this analysis with the 

analysis defining the status of innovation policy in the state polity. As it has 
been shown in the previous section, innovation policy-makers coming from 

the intra-discursive level of the policy discourse have not gained a position 

at the inter-discursive level or at the extra-discursive level to change the 

rules of the discourse constituting the overall meaning of the policy. This in 

turn has implications for the status of innovation policy in the whole 

politico-administrative system, as will be discussed more deeply in the next 

section. This means, for instance, compared to fiscal policy that innovation 

policy discourse with the rules applied in it cannot define the axioms 

necessary to the system. However, it has had a dominant function over 

knowledge when the meaning of innovation has been constructed in other 

policy fields. Furthermore, the policy and its status seem to be even 
stronger, when the question is about the traditional policy fields, like 

science and research policy and education policy, in the system.  

It seems to be quite evident that at the end of the 2000s the rules which 

define innovation in the public policy discourse have expanded from 

techno-economic policy knowledge towards socio-economic policy 

knowledge. Concerning the status of innovations policy itself its special 

character comes from the fact that it does not correspond to any traditional 

policy sector being institutionally and socially deeply embedded in terms of 

a minister in the government, and a ministry with its own administrative 

field with certain agencies. From the beginning the policy has emerged at 

the crossroads of various more traditional policy sectors, as examined in 
this study. But a question that still remains is related to the issue of whether 

there is one policy knowledge constituting one innovation policy or whether 
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it is possible to recognise different policies, and if there are different 

policies what could be the dividing line between them. The last question can 

be approached through the understanding of various formalisation levels of 

a unity of discourse. The question is whether it is possible to describe 

several distinct emergences of a discursive formation according to their 

formalisation level (Foucault 1972, 186, 189). Based on the 

conceptualisations concerning the policy field itself three various 

innovation policies can be identified. I have named them to be the 

traditional OECD-type innovation policy, the productivity-centred 
innovation policy, and the balanced innovation policy. I deepen the analysis 

of these ‘innovation policies’ in relation to discursive and non-discursive 

practices being identifiable especially at the inter- and extra-discursive 

levels constituting the status of various policies. 

 

 

Three formalisation levels constituted and reinforced by 
politico-administrative practices 

 

The establishment of the Science and Technology Policy Council at the end 

of the 1980s strengthened the integration of relations between the national 

research system, especially its part of technical science, product 

development, industry and the economy. Through this institutional 
arrangement a policy-making space to integrate sectoral policies of science 

and technology in a more co-ordinated manner was created. This 

institutional set up changed the learned behaviour between the co-

ordination issues between the two sectoral policies, not only being an 

utterance, which could be characterised as non-discursive social (Foucault 

1980, 196). 

 
The  establishment  of  the  Science  and  Technology  Policy  Council,  or  actually  it  

was  established  as  a  follower  of  the  Science  Policy  Council,  it  had  a  quite  

significant  effect  in  terms  of  this  entirety.  In  that  phase  it  was  possible  to  

integrate all relevant actors, and it has structured the discussion in a significant 

way, and it has in that way asserted the preparation of matters and the decision-

making in the government. It has been unquestionably one significant change 

which  there  had  not  been  earlier.  The  level  of  discussion  was  raised  from  the  

sectoral ministries to the level of the government. It was clearly a systemic change 

in the system. [Industry representative] 

 

In this institutionalised discursive space the struggle over public resources 

and their allocation in the system has been characteristic and it has 

remained  to  this  day.  Besides  the  ‘political’  debate  about  the  amount  of  
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public R&D&I resources, the second debate occurs at the Council level. The 

question of the role of science or research and the struggle over its meaning 

in society has remained at that asked by professor Allardt in the late 1980s. 

 
The challenge is actually in the question, if we think about this allocation of public 

resources, it happens to a large extent in a way that in the reviews of the Research 

and Innovation Council at intervals of four years, the proposal is made of how the 

forthcoming resources should be allocated. In my opinion it  is  a challenge, as in 

the political debate the increases of resources are argued about based on the 

challenges of the national economy, meaning economic challenges, productivity 

challenges. That is the base that investment has to be increased in Finland. When 

these resources are discussed about in the Council, how they are to be allocated, 

in spite of [the arguments] less than half of the new resources are allocated for 

research and development activities which are targeted for the challenges of the 

development of the economy. This means that we have a tradition and culture in 

the  allocation  of  resources  that  they  are  distributed  quite  equally  to  all,  to  the  

fields which do not have any effect on the development of our economy. [...] And 

there  arises  a  challenge,  if  we  think  of  our  role  [Tekes],  this  has  led  to  the  

situation that we strongly finance so called strategic research, which can be seen 

as basic research where the exploitation view is clearly connected. To my way of 

thinking we do not have to be in this situation, if the Academy [of Finland] would 

allocate resources for fields of research which are important from the point of 

view of this society. [Civil servant, Tekes]   

 

On the other hand not all see that the question of relevance referring to the 

exploitation aspects of research and development and the quality referring 

to the scientific quality are contradictory. In this sense public policies, to 

enhance innovations and science, seem to be parts of the same entirety. 

Since the foresight of society and its development is impossible besides 

priority areas of research financing there should be space for other type of 

research areas funded with public resources. At the same time the question 

is about the conditions which define how and to what extent science or 
research policy can maintain an autonomous status as a policy field in 

relation to innovation policy. 

 
Quality  has  been  emphasised  in  science  policy,  and  in  innovation  policy  the  

emphasis on relevance has started. [...] These matters have been set against each 

other.  [...]  If  we  speak  about  relevance,  we  quite  often  speak  from  the  point  of  

view of innovation policy and we think that the question is about activities 

whether it is research or any activity which could be in a way searching for short 

term benefits. [...] In my opinion it is misleading to set the word relevance against 

quality. There is quite a lot of applied or basic research which is scientific research 

but  which  is  [also]  relevant,  which  has  a  strong  view  of  the  problem-centred  

approach  involved.  It  is  both  high  level  and  relevant.  [...]The  economy,  
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employment and to these kind of things. These can be targets but they cannot be 

grounds [to allocate resources]. These are things which cannot be measured. [...] 

For  instance  employment  effects  can  be  seen  in  the  long  run.  [...]  To  measure  

impacts is very difficult. [...] We believe that science community has knowledge 

enough about issues which are important research areas and what are important 

and interesting questions. [...] When we prepare research programmes the 

initiatives  come  from  the  science  community.  [...]  We  have  to  care  about  that  

there are also other fields of research [than certain programmes and priorities]. 

According to my way of thinking this is  good science policy.  Not that we put all  

our eggs in the same basket and wish that it is forever the priority area. Naturally 

we have climate change and those types of things which we have to take care of 

but there are also many other things. [Civil servant, The Academy of Finland]   

 

In general when public R&D resources have been increased over the 
decades, the role of Tekes as a public financier has increased most of all 

when  measured  through  the  share  of  all  public  R&D  resources  which  it  

administrates72. This was seen to reflect the national political culture to 

emphasise the relevance of economic issues, and thus restricting the 

conditions defining the discursive space of science or research policy. 

 
We do not have a Minister of Science in Finland. We have the Minister of 

Education which has not been an attractive ministerial portfolio. It has not been 

seen  as  a  strong  ministerial  portfolio  but  as  a  practice  job,  a  place  for  young  

politicians who have been ”hot housed”. [...] This has happened over the last few 

years. [...] It is quite clear, that if we have a very strong old stager, at the Ministry 

of Employment and the Economy and the Minister [...]. It has been missing from 

the  strong  innovation  approach  the  strong  counter  approach  in  the  form  of  a  

ministry  and  a  ministerial  portfolio.  [...]  There  is  no  other  counterpart  which  

could  [discuss]  equally.  This  is  not  to  blame  the  ministry  but  it  is  a  censure  

towards the fact that we do not see the importance in the point that what kind of 

significance it  could be if  we had this type of strong minister [of science].  [...]  It  

has been more in the remit of the Ministry of Employment and the Economy, and 

then a mental picture comes that from the side of science policy and at the level of 

the Minister of Science and Education, there is an effort to flounder in a certain 

way  with.  [...]  From  the  one  side  there  has  not  been  a  strong  exponent,  a  

visionary, a forceful politician as on the other side. [Civil servant, The Academy of 

Finland]   

 

                                                        
72 In  2010  Tekes  administrates  30  %  of  public  R&D  financing.  The  share  of  

universities  is  about  25  %,  the  Academy  of  Finland  almost  19  %,  and  the  state  
research institutions about 14 %. (Source: the Ministry of Education and Culture)  
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The emerged cross-sectoral policy with certain institutional settings and 

policy-making practices was described in the interviews as the ‘traditional’ 

innovation policy administratively managed by two ministries. 

 
If  we  compare  the  traditional  side  of  innovation  policy,  it  has  been  easier  and  

more clear the structure from the point of view that all essential actors have been 

state agencies, apart from polytechnics. And secondly the responsibilities have 

been divided into two administrative fields,  on the one hand for the Ministry of 

Education  and  its  administrative  field,  and  on  the  other  hand  for  the  

administrative field of the Ministry of Trade and Industry. There have been clear 

responsibilities, clear organisation and operations in order to carry out the policy 

inside of the state concern. [Industry representative] 

 

Besides the question of the allocation of public resources between the 

various parts of the system the allocation of resources with applied frame 

budgeting practices seemed to restrict the conditions of making innovation 

policy and its status in relation to other policy sectors. From the point of 

view of developing the national innovation system in an expedient way, as 

the Council defined it (1993, 23), the horizontal approach to the innovation 

system collided with the existing frame budgeting practices, and with the 
self-ruling role of various ministries to allocate their resources. Through the 

frame budgeting practices public resources were allocated to various policy 

sectors and ministries, which then had the freedom to a large extent to 

decide on the usage of the resources in their administrative field, and in the 

policy sector respectively. One of the main reasons to apply these budgeting 

practices related to the economic recession of the early 1990s, and through 

introducing frame budgeting the government tried to restrain the growth of 

public expenditure. 

 
The frame budgeting, was used in order to achieve economic joint responsibility 

within the government. [The former Prime Minister of the government 1991-

1995] 

 

However, when the government decided to increase public R&D resources 

through  the  supplementary  budget  in  1993,  the  Council  (1993,  23)  

criticised, that separate increases in public investments according to the 

frame budgeting method led to unexpected changes in allocations from the 

point  of  view  of  developing  the  research  system  as  a  whole.  The  

responsibility of the development activities and the needed resources in the 

development spread out largely to various administrative fields, and 

hindered co-ordinated development from the point of view of the national 

innovation system. This meant, according to the Council, (STPC 1993, 23) 
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that ‘the needs’ to develop the system had not been sufficiently taken into 

account in the decision-making of the various sectors. From this 

perspective the Council (STPC 1993, 59) came to the suggestion that ‘the 

national innovation system’ had to be developed as an entirety, and from 

this basis the co-ordinated development required new organisational 

measures,  and  it  proposed  that  the  role  of  the  Cabinet  Committee  on  

Economic Policy73 would have to be developed in this respect. The Council 

wanted to integrate more deeply the preparation of issues of education, 

research, technology and industrial policy with economic policy (STPC 
1993,  59),  and  the  role  of  the  Cabinet  Committee  was  seen  as  highly  

relevant in this issue. 

  
The  tasks,  the  assembly  and  the  preparation  and  reporting  procedures  of  the  

Cabinet Committee on Economic Policy have to be developed. [STPC 1993, 59] 

 

Although the approach of the national innovation system, introduced in 

1990 was broad, the policy measures had still mostly focused on the 
national research system, and while at the same time developing the 

prerequisites of high tech companies (STPC the meeting 1/2002). The 

Council had recognised its limitations in developing the connections of the 

innovation system in relation to the decision-making of various policy 

sectors, and the role of the Cabinet Committee to direct the ‘whole system’ 

was an opening by the Council (the meeting 1/2002). Despite the efforts of 

the Council the role of the Cabinet Committee was not changed in the early 

1990s. 

Due to the problems of developing the national innovation system as an 

entirety the Council came back to the co-ordination issue after the mid-

1990s, when the innovation system approach had gained more recognition 
in other policy sectors. Through the increased emphasis on the 

prerequisites of the exploitation of knowledge and know-how the question 

of measures implemented in various policy sectors to enhance exploitation 

let the Council (STPC 1996) to discuss the cooperation and interaction of 

‘the national innovation system’ with other policy sectors. The cluster 

                                                        
73 The Cabinet Committee on Economic Policy is chaired by the Prime Minister, 

and  its  other  members  include  the  Minister  of  Finance,  another  minister  at  the  
Ministry of Finance, the Minister of Economic Affairs, the Minister of Labour and a 
maximum of four other ministers designated by the Government. The Cabinet 
Committee on Economic Policy handles matters related to overall economic 
development and economic policy guidelines for the development of general 
government  finances  and  other  economic  policy  issues  as  decided  by  the  Prime  
Minister. The Director-General of the Ministry of Finance's Budget Department 
acts as secretary at the meetings of the committee. 
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programmes, started in the ICT and health care sector in 1993 through the 

new industrial strategy, had been seen as a relevant way to develop 

cooperation between ‘the national innovation system’ and other policy 

fields. This cluster approach was enlarged to new focus areas in 1996, when 

the government made a decision about the extra public financing 

programme in the autumn 1996, as already discussed in Chapter 5. In this 

situation the Council (STPC 1996, 65) repeated the suggestion of developing 

the role of the Cabinet Committee as a committee of important innovation 

political issues and required that the preparation of strategic issues of 
innovation policy had to be intensified between the Ministry of Finance, 

other ministries, and the science and technology administration. Once 

again no significant changes were implemented in this respect. 

Later on, the same ‘co-ordination’ problem of innovation policy was also 

recognised in the national innovation system research programme carried 

out by Sitra 1999-2001. In the final report of the research programme (Sitra 

2002, 39) ‘innovation policy’ was seemed to be practiced in relation to 

many sectoral policy fields, education, labour markets, competition, 

science, technology, industrial and social policies. The report argued for an 

increase in cooperation between the policy sectors, and saw that the 

existing Council could not be responsible for this cross-sectoral co-
ordination.  

 
In the international economy competition tightens, and thus more attention has 

to be paid to efficiency, competitiveness and growth. This is  the way to create a 

sustainable economic basis for measures to improve social equality. [Sitra 2002, 

39]  

 
This ‘governance issue’ of the co-ordination of a policy field which did not 

fit into any administrative sector under the political co-ordination of the 

government was further elaborated as a part of the structural renewal of the 

public research system before the mid-2000s, and later on in the 

preparation phase of the national innovation strategy in 2008.  

Also,  in  the mid-2000s in  the OECD context  the MONIT project  (OECD 

2005) tried to tackle this governance issue of ‘innovation systems’. Like the 

national  study  carried  out  by  Sitra,  the  OECD  study,  MONIT  framed  

innovation policy as a generic policy area in which governments can 
promote an innovative, flexible adaptation of their economies (OECD 2005, 

7). In that study innovations were defined to be increasingly important for 

OECD economies owing to the influence of globalisation and structural 

changes in economic performance.  
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The innovation system was seen to have expanded societal interfaces in 

the early 2000s (the STPC meeting 2/2002), as discussed in Chapters 5 and 

6. As mentioned, the government’s decision on the structural development 

of the public research system in 2005 also concerned the decision-making 

and steering organisations. However, the changes made, based on the 

decision, were not radical. It strengthened the existing institutional basis of 

science, technology and innovation policy referring to the administrative 

fields of the Ministry of Education, and the Ministry of Trade and Industry. 

Furthermore, the resources of the Council were increased by establishing an 
office for a full-time secretary general. Also, the Minister of Education was 

nominated to be a member of the Cabinet Committee on Economic Policy, 

only when science, technology and innovation policy issues were being 

discussed in meetings. 

In the preparation of the national innovation strategy a systemic approach 

was introduced (the national innovation strategy 2008) both reflecting the 

understanding of horizontal and vertical aspects not only in terms of public 

policy-making but also in terms of various industrial sectors. 

 
Systemic approach refers to a comprehensive method of aligning the business and 

policy sectors (horizontal) and their associated development activities at different 

levels (vertical). The systemic approach is a key concept in implementing a broad-

based  innovation  policy.  It  refers,  comprehensively,  to  the  interconnection  and  

mutual dependencies of various phenomena. In general, changing one process or 

functionality requires the corresponding development of other, related processes. 

[The Government’s Communication on Finland’s National Innovation Strategy to 

the Parliament 2008, 4-5] 

 

Based on the preparation of the national innovation strategy a group of 

three men, two State Secretaries from two ministries, the Ministry of 

Finance, and the Ministry of Employment and the Economy, and the 

President of Sitra, was established to make a proposal, on how the 
governance structure and practices could be improved. The prepared 

proposal was never published but based on interviews it contained 

proposals to increase the significance of the new Research and Innovation 

Policy as a strategic policy-making body more closely integrated with the 

operations of the Prime Minister’s Office with extra resources and to 

centralise decision-making in the Cabinet Committee on Economic Policy 

to cover broadly issues relating to ‘innovation policy’ regardless of the fact 

of how these issues have been traditionally seen to belong to various policy 

sectors and their administration. The various silos of policy fields and their 

policy-making practices were seen to hinder the planning and 
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implementation of the national innovation system –oriented policy-

making, or the so-called ‘broad-based innovation policy’.  

 
The essential content of the proposal was that the government, when it starts its 

operation, defines carefully strategic aims, especially concerning the innovation 

system,  and  to  the  Cabinet  Committee  on  Economic  Policy  tasks  are  given  for  

preparatory work, decision-making, and monitoring. It means that various issues 

in different sectoral ministries are constructed to be bigger entireties, and instead 

of one sectoral ministry the Cabinet Committee is responsible for them. Thus, the 

Cabinet Committee is responsible for implementing the strategic aim instead of 

one ministry. This is a new thought in the Finnish administration, since it would 

lead  the  operational  model  of  a  concern.  Big  issues  would  be  managed  at  the  

concern level instead of at the level of ministries or through their cooperation. [...] 

This change can be implemented easily, since it does not require any renewals in 

the  constitution  or  changes  in  legislation.  It  can  be  handled  to  a  large  extent  

through internal decisions of the government. [A participant in the national 

innovation strategy process] 

 

However, even the new proposal did not lead to any significant changes at 

the government level. The name of the Science and Technology Policy 

Council was changed to be the Research and Innovation Council but its 

position as an advisory board remained the same.  
 

Based on the proposal nothing has happened. [...] Those kind of actions have not 

been  implemented,  and  I  do  not  know  whether  they  will  come,  and  if  they  will  

come, when. Now the top [co-ordination mechanism] of the steering role of the 

state concern is missing. But the Council, it has been changed. [...] But there is 

nothing  radical  in  the  question  at  the  level  of  the  Council.  [Civil  servant,  The  

Research and Innovation Council] 

 

No  changes  were  made  in  the  role  and  tasks  of  the  Cabinet  Committee  

either. To expand its tasks would mean changes in the division of labour 

and in the preparatory duties between various ministries, and exclusively 

the  role  of  the  Ministry  of  Finance  would  be  changed.  There  were  

expectations that the role of the Cabinet Committee could be changed on 

the formation of the next government. 
 

The renewals, which the innovation strategy made, they have been requested for 

many  times  by  the  Science  and  Technology  Policy  Council.  Actually  the  same  

issues, that horizontal policy and the role of the Cabinet Committee on Economic 

Policy should be changed, and should be supplemented. It comes back to the fact 

that  when we  discuss  activities  of  the  government  and its  working  order  [of  the  

Cabinet  Committee],  it  is  a  matter  of  the  Ministry  of  Finance.  They  co-ordinate  
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and  administer  it.  [...]  Look,  if  the  Cabinet  Committee  will  become  the  Cabinet  

Committee  on  Economic  and  Innovation  Policy,  then  the  responsibility  of  

preparatory  tasks  will  not  exclusively  belong  to  the  Ministry  of  Finance.  In  that  

case the Ministry of Education and the Ministry of Employment and the Economy 

will  operate  alongside  the  Ministry  of  Finance.  This  is  power  politics.  It  is  pure  

power politics.  They want to piggyback the Cabinet Committee.  Civil  servants of 

the Ministry of Finance want to exploit  the forum as their own decision-making 

forum. [Industry representative] 

 
One  of  the  aims  in  changing  the  role  of  the  Cabinet  Committee  from  the  

point  of  view  of  innovation  policy-makers  has  been  to  integrate  the  

activities of the Research and Innovation Council more closely with political 

decision-making. The decision making problem seems to relate to long term 

public investment. The existing practice of making large scale investments 

through the government’s programme seems to have caused problems. 

 
We have discussed the same topic at least on a ten-year time scale, always at 

intervals  of  two,  three  years.  [...]  And  it  has  failed  due  to  the  resistance  of  the  

Prime Minister. [..] The basic thought is actually to be able to really integrate the 

activities of the Research and Innovation Council to political decision-making, as 

they are separate in some way. [...  ]  To my mind the most important thing is to 

get  ministries  to  think  of  the  long  term  investment  policy  in  Finland.  With  the  

investments I mean particularly investments in intangible capital. In the current 

situation it happens in accordance with terms of office, when government 

programmes are prepared. Then and there opinions are attempted to be formed, 

and  the  time  window  is  very  short,  and  there  is  an  enormous  hurry.  And  

therefore,  in  my  opinion  work  is  not  done  soundly.  These  activities  should  be  

carried out continuously and persistently. [Civil servant, Tekes] 

 

The proposal to change the governance structure aroused hesitation in 

sectoral ministries. The aims to establish a strong coordinative body above 

the ministries were seen to weaken the positions of various ministries. 

 
But  at  least  the  Ministry  of  Education  [...]  saw  it  as  a  weakening  effort  of  their  

power and position. [...] This would disconnect them [from the policy-making]. 

[...]  I  think that this was not truly working for the Ministry of Employment and 

the  Economy,  since  [...]  the  ministry  did  not  want  to  have  any  strong  co-

ordinating body above them.” [Civil servant] 

 

The sectoral ministries have held the reins of their fields so that reorganisations 

are not needed. [Civil servant] 

 

Everyone is afraid that their positions will weaken, and this is very characteristic. 

This is the reason why the silo-type structure exists. [...] And the frame budgeting, 
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which helped to reach economic joint responsibility inside of the government, 

now actually the frame budgeting has aggravated these silos. As much as the 

frame budgeting is a good thing it has also led to a situation where silo thinking is 

even more than before deeply embedded in the government. [Industry 

representative] 

 

Although the tight cooperation between public and private actors were 

recognised as a well-established policy-making practice in innovation 
policy, also the ‘silo structure’ from the point of view of prioritising in 

decision making became apparent, especially in the interviews of industry 

representatives. 

 
This Finnish system is quite exceptional, since the interaction between 

companies,  the  public  sector  and the  political  system is  very  active.  On the  one  

hand, it happens through the institutions, but it also takes place directly. In this 

respect  the  Finnish  situation  is  quite  good,  since  information  flows.  [Industry  

representative] 

 

Well,  I  have  a  view that  policy-making  is  quite  ministry-driven  [...]  the  barriers  

between ministries are high. [...] The barriers make silos, and there is too much 

political gamesmanship. [...] Through this system, what has been done, it has not 

been  possible  to  make  choices,  and it  is  one  cause  why  we  are  in  this  situation.  

[...] The most difficult thing in decision-making relates to the prioritising, and the 

fact that if I invest in this, it is at the same time absent from something else, and 

of  course  it  enters  into  a  risk.  [...]  This  is  one  of  the  basic  problems,  I  assume.  

[Industry representative] 

 
Also, since the 1980s, when the terms of office of various governments 

started to last the whole electoral period, the significance of the 

government’s programmes also increased as a policy-making tool between 

the main ruling parties. In the Finnish political system three main parties 

exist; social democrats, centrist, and conservatives, and quite often a 
coalition government is formed with two of the main parties. The 

preparation  of  the  government’s  programme  at  the  beginning  of  a  

governments’ term in office has created the political basis to carry out the 

government’s policy. As the programme is a negotiated result between the 

ruling parties, it has not yet been started during the term of office. This has 

become an established political practice. Therefore, attempts to change the 

existing division of labour between the ruling parties, how the ‘political’ 

responsibilities of various policy sectors are divided, are difficult to carry 

out  during  a  certain  term  in  office.  Each  party  is  responsible  for  not  

touching this ‘political’ agreement, and during each term it is difficult to 

prepare any changes. Major changes in the governance structure or in the 
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state administrative structure can be implemented only in the context of the 

change of a government. This for instance, happened when the new 

government started in 2007, and the new ministry, called the Ministry of 

Employment  and  the  Economy,  was  created  by  merging  the  Ministry  of  

Labour and the Ministry of Trade and Industry and integrating regional 

development tasks from the Ministry of the Interior. The described political 

practice between the ruling parties also affects the formation of any public 

policy.  

The question of the co-ordination of cross-sectoral innovation policy 
seemed to also threaten the legitimacy basis of certain policy sectors. The 

question was, whether the values and policy aims of the ‘traditional’ 

business-oriented innovation policy will also enter into other policy fields. 

 
What the sectors, like ours ask, when the tools and financing possibilities of 

innovation  policy  are  introduced  to  our  sector,  is  whether  we  bring  at  the  same 

time the  dominance  of  business  policy  to  our  sector.  [...]  I  do  not  wonder  at  all  

that  most  people  ask  what  we  get  with  financial  resources,  and whether  we  can  

develop  our  sector  from  its  own  starting  points.  Or  does  it  mean  that  business  

policy  crawls  into  our  sector  as  a  Trojan  horse.  [Civil  servant,  The  Ministry  of  

Social Affairs and Health] 

 

Besides these administrative and political practices the role of the new 

Research and Innovation Council was also discursively reproduced in the 

Council’s meetings. The role of the Council was seen to start naturally from 

the higher education perspective, not covering all issues related to public 

education policy, and the role was not seen relevant in expanding to areas 

where liable actors ‘already’ exist (RIC meeting 1/2009). The delimitation 
of the tasks of broad-based innovation policy also continued at the Council’s 

meetings in 2010. Partly based on the results of the international evaluation 

of the Finnish innovation system (Veugelers et al. 2009) in the discussion of 

the  Council’s  meeting  (RIC  meeting  1/2010)  the  broad-based  approach  of  

innovation policy was kept as a ‘useful’ perspective but at the same time the 

policy field had to be delimited in a certain way, since pervasiveness was 

not good in terms of controlling and managing various measures. 

At least the expansion of innovation policy has tightened the cooperation 

practices between the ‘traditional’ policy actors, between the Ministry of 

Education, and the Ministry of Employment and the Economy (the former 

Ministry of Trade and Industry). The role of other ministries, especially 
mentioned the role of the Ministry of Social Affairs and Health was not very 

recognisable. 
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First  we  renewed  the  assembly  of  the  Research  and  Innovation  Council.  It  was  

prepared  here  in  the  Ministry  of  Education  but  in  close  cooperation  with  the  

Ministry  of  Employment  and  the  Economy.  Also,  at  the  level  of  civil  servants,  

when we observe something which is linked to both of us, we talk through these 

issues. For example we discuss strategies for higher education institutions, how 

they  link  to  the  regional  programmes  and  other  measures  so  that  we  could  

achieve real coherence. When the universities and polytechnics deliver their 

strategies  to  us,  and  if  something  is  said  in  those  documents,  and  if  it  is  

something else which has happened through the financial decisions made by 

Tekes, then we have to think of what the real issues are. And from the point of 

view of ministries naturally always the questions is about resources,  what is 

financed, how resources are allocated and what kind of strong emphases we can 

have. [...] We have gone through the issues of what various sectors try to achieve 

but from my point of view the Ministry of Social Affairs and Health was totally 

missing.  They  are  not  actually  involved  anywhere.  We  and  the  Ministry  of  

Employment  and the  Economy look  at  things  together,  and it  might  be  that  the  

Ministry of Social Affairs and Health contribute something through another way 

but they are not actively involved in thinking about the issues and what could be 

done.  And  if  we  think  of  service  innovations,  it  is  a  significant  shortcoming.  [A  

civil servant, The Ministry of Education] 

 

Two  essential  actors  are  the  Ministry  of  Education  and  the  Ministry  of  

Employment and the Economy. They are, naturally. But, we are not, if we are not 

invited. [...] I mean in a strategic sense. If it is not taken care of or if there is not a 

willingness to construct, it will not come into existence by itself. [A civil servant, 

The Ministry of Social Affairs and Health] 

 
The schism towards the Ministry of Finance as a main administrative body 

especially in the field of fiscal policy can still be identified amongst research 

and innovation policy-makers. The rules defining the relations between 

fiscal policy and innovation policy have not changed, although the Council 

has tried to strengthen the interrelationships between these policy fields 

concerning both the budgeting and allocation practices and the fiscal policy 

measures, especially tax incentives, in order to enhance innovations. From 

the point of view of the innovation system approach and its developers, as 

expressed in the international evaluation of the Finnish national innovation 

system,  

 
A major drawback in the working of the present system is, however, the fact that 

the  Ministry  of  Finance  is  less  involved  in  research  and  innovation  policy  

formulation. [Edquist et al. 2009, 22] 

 

On the other hand, the question of the cooperation and cooperation 

practices between ministries seems to vary according to the ‘content’ of the 
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cooperation area in terms of innovations and innovations activities. The 

more the question is about new innovations increasing productivity 

especially in the public sector, the easier cooperation initiatives and 

activities can be identified at this time even towards the Ministry of 

Finance. In this respect the innovation approach has been incorporated into 

public management policy, and the Ministry of Finance co-ordinated the 

project of ‘sustainable productivity’ which was started in the autumn 2010, 

and which was carried out in cooperation with the Ministry of Employment 

and the Economy, the Ministry of Education and Culture and the Ministry 
of Traffic and Communication. 

 
In  the  public  sector  new  innovations  increasing  productivity  are  badly  needed.  

Ministries are in the key position in the enhancement of this development at the 

level of  the Council  of  State and in their own administration and sectoral fields.  

One of the main aims of the management system and organisational structures of 

ministries  is  to  ensure  the  capacity  to  prepare  and  implement  broad  and  

significant societal renewals. [...] The Ministry of Finance, the Ministry of 

Employment  and  the  Economy,  the  Ministry  of  Education  and  Culture  and  the  

Ministry  of  Traffic  and  Communication  started  a  common  project,  into  which  

they became completely involved especially into the more systematic and planned 

exploitation  of  innovation  activities  as  a  part  of  the  management  system  of  

ministries as well as  their administration and sectoral fields.” [The project 

material 2010] 

 

Since the early 1990s the question of co-ordinating the development of ‘the 
national innovation system’, or later on practicing the ‘broad-based 

innovation policy’ (PMO 19/2004, the government’s programme 2007, the 

national innovation strategy 2009 and its proposal 2008) has been a 

problematic issue. Through the given empirical exemplars I have shown 

that in policy-making practices it is not always a question of discursive 

practices but the prevailing policy-making practices can also be integrated 

into non-discursive ones, especially at the extra-discursive level, affecting 

the rules  of  the  formation of  public  policy.  By the extra-discursive  level  in  

this case I mean meaning giving of roles and statuses of various public 

policies and the rules and practices constituting them, in addition to 

meaning giving at intra- and inter-discursive levels that also construct the 
rules of the system of formation of a specific policy. 

From  the  point  of  view  of  fiscal  policy,  concerning  the  expansion  of  

innovation policy practices in relation to state budget and its allocation, 

non-participation of the Minister of Finance in the Council’s meetings 

restricts the expansion of the policy, and thus takes part in the meaning 

making process of the policy and its coverage. This practice does not 
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ultimately leave a verbal trace, being a discursive practice in that sense, but 

it takes part in constituting the meaning of innovation policy. Another type 

of non-discursive practice can be identified as a part of frame budgeting 

practices. As there is no Minister of Innovation and respectively no Ministry 

of Innovation, the whole state budget is allocated for policy fields having a 

Minister and a Ministry. In this sense frame budgeting practices are deeply 

institutionalised and socially embedded in the existing form of 

administrative fields according to the ministry structure. Since this policy-

making practice has been deeply established emphasising the role of policy 
fields having institutionalised structrues in the form of ministries and 

ministers, one of the main roles of the Council has been to make proposals 

regarding the amount and allocation of R&D resources cross-sectorally. 

According to current practices after the annual allocation no significant 

changes are made between administrative fields, partly due to the political 

commitment of the ruling parties to maintain the political balance between 

them in the government. As has been described, this causes a distortion 

from the point of view of developing the ‘national innovation system’ as an 

entirety, at least according to the Council. However, as also seen, this 

practice has not been changed. Not all the elements in these frame 

budgeting practices leave verbal traces but they contribute the meaning 
making of innovation policy as a policy field. 

Thus, based on the analysis of the expansion of the object of innovation in 

public policy and on the other hand the identified deeper integration of the 

relations between higher education, research, industries and the economy 

constituting the ‘traditional’ field of innovation policy in the last section 

three possible levels of formalisation of the policy can be identified. If these 

levels are further analysed in relation to various politico-administrative 

practices and their embeddedness in the social system, no significant 

changes can be identified despite many efforts to make changes in this 

system. Thus, at this level the rules of the formation of innovation policy 

have not significantly changed. During this decade, amongst others, the 
Council’s name was changed, the name of Tekes was changed from the 

National Technology Agency to be the Finnish Funding Agency for 

Technology and Innovation, also Sitra changed its name from the Finnish 

National Fund for Research and Development to be the Finnish Innovation 

Fund. The new ministry, which was created by merging two ministries and 

integrating regional development activities from the Ministry of Interior to 

the new merged ministry, established an Innovation Department including 

the units of knowledge-based innovations, demand-based innovations, 

innovation environments, growth ventures, internationalisation of 

enterprises and exports, and mineral policy. Furthermore, the Advisory 
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Board for Sectoral Research, which was located close to the Ministry of 

Education, was established. The ‘strategical’ significance of the cross-

sectoral policy through its expansion in terms of its administrative and 

governance structure has not been increased. Trust building policy-making 

practices at the operational level have been created, and a few ministries 

have created a common platform to renew public administration policy and 

management system by applying the notion of innovations and innovation 

capacity as a productivity increasing tool. At the same time the traditional 

ministries in the policy field have tightened their cooperation and co-
operative practices. Also, the Research and Innovation Council has 

expanded its approach for instance trying to capture the nature of volume 

of  non R&D-based innovations (STPC 2008,  37)  but  at  the  same time the 

role of Council has started to be reformulated and restricted in its meetings 

in relation to the ‘broad-based’ approach. 

To sum up, through existing politico-administrative practices constituting 

restrictions to the broadening innovation policy, especially in terms of the 

structure of state administration, the unity of the discourse of innovation 

policy seems to have various levels of emergences of its discursive 

formation. The most formalised type of innovation policy is the ‘traditional’ 

OECD-type innovation policy having its established governance structures 
to carry out the cross-sectoral policy. The line between this type of 

innovation policy is not quite clear in relation to the productivity-centred 

innovation policy. Since the Council’s role is under renegotiation and on the 

other hand no significant changes at the level of the Council of State has 

been implemented, the productivity-centred innovation policy covering 

widely the issues of renewing public sectors besides improving the 

competitiveness of industries has not yet reached that formalisation level. 

However, when compared to the ‘balanced innovation policy’ it is hard to 

find in any strategies or policy reviews after the Council’ review published 

in 2003, where the meaning of innovation policy would have been 

formulated without any productivity statements. The reformulation of rules 
of the system of formation constituting the meaning of the policy at this 

level could only be identified through the trust building practices in relation 

to a specific policy measures, not largely at the national or supranational 

level. 

The formalisation levels of these emergences of the discursive formation 

of innovation policy can be seen as various thresholds in one discursive 

formation. When a single system for the formation of statements is put into 

operation or the moment at which this system is transformed, it can be 

called the threshold of positivity according to Foucault (1972, 186). 

Foucault distinguished the formalisation levels of scientific discourses but 
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in this study I have applied this conceptual separation in order to analyse 

discursive formations of a policy and its formalisation level. By applying 

this distinction in a different field of knowledge from scientific discourses I 

would say that when in the operation of a discursive formation, a group of 

statements is articulated, claims to validate norms of coherence, and when 

its exercises a dominant function over knowledge, the discursive formation 

of a policy crosses the second threshold. When the policy figure thus 

outlined obeys a number of formal criteria, when its statements comply not 

only with archaeological rules of formation, but also with certain laws for 
the construction of the politico-administrative system, it has crossed the 

third threshold.  And when this in the system level structured policy is able, 

in turn, to define the axioms necessary to it, the elements that it uses, the 

propositional structures that are legitimate to it, and the transformations 

that it accepts, when it is thus able, taking itself as a starting point, to 

deploy the formal edifice that it constitutes, the policy has crossed the 

threshold of formalisation. Based on these criteria I argue that the cross-

sectoral innovation policy has not reached the formalisation level but the 

traditional OECD-type of innovation policy has reached the third threshold, 

the productivity-centred innovation policy the second threshold, and the 

‘balanced innovation policy’ might reach the first level, being the basic level 
of the unity of the discourse of innovation policy. These various policy levels 

have been distinguished based on their embeddedness in the politico-

administrative system by using the four level categorisation.  
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Table 13. Various thresholds as formalisation levels of innovation policy 

Threshold as a 
formalisation level 

Characteristic content Empirical example 

The threshold of positivity 
(the first threshold) 

A single system for the 
formation of statements is 
put into operation or the 
moment at which this system 
is transformed. 

Balanced innovation 
policy 

The second threshold In the operation of a 
discursive formation a group 
of statements is articulated 
claiming to validate norms of 
coherence, and exercising a 
dominant function over 
knowledge. 

Productivity-centred 
innovation policy 

The third threshold The policy figure obeys a 
number of formal criteria, 
and its statements comply 
not only with archaeological 
rules of formation, but also 
with certain laws for the 
construction of the politico-
administrative system. 

Traditional ‘OECD-type’ 
innovation policy 

The threshold of 
formalisation (the fourth 
threshold) 

In the system level structured 
policy is able to define the 
axioms necessary to it, the 
elements that it uses, the 
propositional structures that 
are legitimate to it, and the 
transformations that it 
accepts, when it is able, 
taking itself as a starting 
point, to deploy the formal 
edifice that it constitutes. 

 

 

Based  on  the  analysis  of  the  body  of  knowledge  comprising  the  field  of  

innovation policy three levels according to their formalisation degree could 

be identified. These distinctively formalised innovation policies gain their 

strength in accordance with certain institutional structures, with shared 

innovation concepts and with applied policy practices, which are both 

discursive and non-discursive constituting the boundaries of certain policy 
knowledge.  

 

 

Main empirical conclusions of the study 
 

In this study I have asked how the meaning of innovation and innovation 

policy are constructed and transformed in public policy discourse. Firstly, 
based on the archaeological analysis of meaning giving of innovation in 

public policy three phases in the expansion of the body of knowledge could 

be identified and distinguished. This knowledge determined not only the 

meaning of innovation in public policy discourse but it was also integrated 

with the emergence and meaning making of innovation policy. However, it 
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seems  to  be  that  the  concept  of  innovation  is  used  much  wider  in  public  

policy-making than the meaning of current innovation policy encompasses. 

Based on the empirical analysis of the meaning giving of innovation in 

public policy discourse I would claim that the concept of innovation is 

clearly more widely established than the concept of innovation policy. 

Furthermore, it seems to be that the discourse of innovation in public 

policy-making cannot be reduced to the discourse of innovation policy. 

Maintaining this distinction in the policy discourse seems to serve and 

maintain various policy aims also contributing to a low status of ‘balanced 
innovation policy’. 

In the first phase, when the concept of innovation emerged and later on 

when the innovation system approach was introduced, the prevailing 

knowledge in policy-making was techno-economic by its nature. In the 

second phase more widely various societal problems were recognised to be 

in the focus of innovation activities being supported by public policy but the 

essential relations in the discursive formation of the policy were still based 

on industrial-based solutions, where the commercial exploitation of R&D 

was an essential aim of the policy, and the increasing number of policy 

measures tried to support this aim. In addition, in this phase innovation 

policy  started  to  surface  as  a  ‘policy  field’.  From  around  the  mid-2000s  
onwards especially through the conceptualisations of social innovations in 

various policy sectors and with various types of knowledge backgrounds  

integrated more deeply with general public administration policy and its 

renewals the knowledge base expanded towards more general socio-

economic thinking. Besides commercial exploitation other types of 

exploitation were also recognised, and the public sector itself could also be 

seen as an ‘innovator’. The concept of public innovation, created in the field 

of public administration studies recently, has even more started to expand 

the policy knowledge boundaries. However, it is difficult to identify exact 

points where the boundaries of knowledge have changed, since the changes 

have been primarily gradual shifts in the thinking and in its historical 
conditions.  

Based on the analysis of the expanding meaning and usage of innovation 

in  public  policy-making  it  has  turned  out  to  be  an  open-ended  term  

indicating an ‘open’ solution to a variety of economic and social problems. 

Since innovation as a policy solution leaves the actual content of any 

solution quite open, I claim that the increase of innovation-based and 

innovation-oriented policy-making has opened a new discursive space for 

policy-makers. As such the usage of innovations as policy solutions can be 

seen as a new policy-making practice, and can increase non-transparency in 

public policy-making and a legitimacy problem of public policies, if 
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attention is not paid at the same time to the implementation of these 

practices. By this I mean that the more the new practice is carried out as an 

expert-based solution construction creating ‘innovations’ without 

representative or other type of democratic processes, the more public 

policies can break from the legitimacy experiences of citizens or even from 

politicians, especially if their ‘knowledge’ of public policy does not 

correspond with expert-based policy knowledge and discourse. This 

tendency might call for developing practices of democratic participation in 

policy-making in order to ensure experiences of legitimacy of public policies 
widely in society.  

In this study the analysis of meaning making of innovations was 

integrated with the analysis of meaning making of innovation policy. Based 

on these empirical analyses it could be identified and distinguished the 

three phases of innovation policy in the Finnish context. The used 

methodology allowed to trace explicitly how the concept of innovation 

surfaced first in the crossroads of science and technology policy in the late 

1980s and then expanded to other policy fields crossing various policy 

sectors, which were defined in this study representing inter-discursive 

levels. Especially the conceptualisations of various types of innovations at 

intra- and inter-discursive levels with the reformation of rules applied in 
the policy discourse mainly at the intra-discursive levels enabled the 

widening  of  knowledge  boundaries.  In  the  mid-1990s  the  concept  of  

innovation policy started to surface in relation to science and technology 

policy and crossed also other policy fields, like industrial, education and 

regional policies, mainly through discursive integration of essential 

relations connecting innovations to other policy sectors until it received an 

autonomous and independent policy status during the 2000s. It seems to 

be that the expansion brought in its train the prevailing rules and 

statements around innovations also to other policy fields, like in the case of 

regional policy, or that the integration of various policy sectors around 

innovations was enabled by the same type of policy thinking, like in the case 
of Information Society policy. 

In the broadening phase the crucial question has been, how far and to 

what extent other policy aims than economically oriented can have truth-

value in policy-making. As I have shown in the empirical analysis (see ch. 6) 

specific trust building policy-making practices started to emerge at very 

operational level to tackle this issue but as such there has not been 

established discursive relations in policy-making that the broadening policy 

would have meant also restructuring in the politico-administrative system. 

Since the productivity-centred approach of innovation policy seems to be 

more embedded in policy-making than the balanced approach or the 
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sustainable one, I would claim that the concept of innovation under the 

discursive field of innovation policy carries with it oversimplification of 

societal, complex and value-bound issues trying to make them more easily 

manageable and mainly productivity-oriented issues.  

Based on the empirical analysis of the meaning making of innovation and 

innovation policy respectively in the public policy discourse I have named 

the three phases according to the prevailing policy knowledge in the 

following way: 

 emerging innovation policy based on techno-economic policy 

knowledge from the late 1980s until the mid-1990s, 

 establishing innovation policy based on industrial-economic policy 

knowledge from the mid-1990s until the mid-2000s; and 

 broadening innovation policy based on socio-economic policy 

knowledge from the mid-2000s until the end of 2000s. 

Secondly, it was also possible to identify a tendency which strengthened 

the discursive relations in the traditional system of formation between 

higher education, research and industry and reinforced in this respect the 

market approach in the policy by integrating the demand-side policy 

measures with the supply-side measures. This tendency strengthened 

around the mid-2000s, and is still going on. In this regard the discursive 

formation of innovation policy has been reinforced between the nation state 

and the European Union but still produces primarily policy solutions at 
various levels, nationally and at the EU level. 

The various types of policy knowledge mean that in each phase the rules of 

formation  of  innovation  policy  diverge  from  each  other.  The  various  rules  

are actualised and materialised in policy practices for instance concerning 

the eligible objects of public funding as innovations. To a large extent 

earlier policy measures, like programmes, and financing organisations, like 

Tekes and Sitra, have been redirected to cover new innovation objects. On 

the other hand new agencies, like the Ministry of Social Affairs and Health 

and Stakes74, entered into the policy field and started to implement policy 

measures in order to enhance ‘innovations’. 

Thirdly, the broadening of innovation policy since the mid-2000s was 
divided into three thresholds according to their formalisation levels in the 

field of the national political and administrative system within the existing 

polity. Based on the analysis of the meaning giving of innovation in the 

policy discourse I argue that these ‘definitions’ reflect various levels of 

formalisation of the policy knowledge base. Therefore, I argue that various 

                                                        
74 Now being a part of The National Institute for Health and Welfare. 
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formalisation levels concerning the objectification of the policy itself can be 

identified. 

The various identified formalisations of innovation policy mean that 

differences between the statuses of these ‘innovation policies’ in the policy 

discourse exist. The balanced innovation policy is not that deeply embedded 

in the politico-administrative system as the productivity-centred and 

traditional ‘OECD-type’ innovation policies, which means that the 

formation of various policies can construct the policy-making system to 

different degrees. The more formalised a specific policy is the more 
autonomous is its function in policy-making, and in this respect the 

question of public resources, their sources and usage, seems to gain the 

most independent status in the policy discourse. Through these empirical 

findings, concerning the meaning giving of innovation and the policy, it 

seems to be clear that a discursive formation is a space of multiple 

dissensions; a set of different oppositions whose levels and roles I have 

attempted to describe (Foucault 1972, 155). 

The expansion of policy knowledge also shows that innovation and 

innovation policy can be formed according to other rules than those serving 

solely the economy and its competitiveness. However, as the formalisation 

levels of various types of ‘innovation policies’ show their social 
embeddedness in policy discourse varies. In this regard I see that it gives a 

too simplified picture of policy-making, if these ‘counterforces’ are not 

recognised (cf. Kettunen forthcoming) but at the same time I acknowledge 

the various statuses of the various ‘innovation policies’ and their positions 

in the policy discourse. The dominance of industry-based interest, 

economic articulation and the global competition was clear, and these 

standpoints concerning especially the regional development and the 

university part of the public research system were also apparent. At the 

same time the significance of politico-administrative practices were evident 

when the discourse was about the state sectoral research system. In this 

regard the same type of ‘external’ forces, meaning especially the role of 
industries and the benchmarks of ‘competitors’, could not be identified 

either,  and  the  usage  of  the  same  kind  of  discursive  mechanisms  did  not  

contribute to cross-sectoral changes in the state sectoral research system. 

At the same time, when the concept of innovation was rolled out to cover 

broadly various aspects of social development and society, it is hard to see 

that policy-making in this field would have been dispersed respectively. By 

this I mean that policy-making practices did not widely expand to cover 

social groups and institutions outside of the ‘policy elite’ meaning 

politicians of ruling parties, industry representatives and experts, like civil 

servants, consultants and researchers. In an earlier study by Kuitunen and 
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Lähteenmäki-Smith (2006, 27) it was recognised that the network of 

technology decision-makers was monolith, closed and internally 

homogenous. They argued that the legitimacy emerges, because no one 

questions the decision-making model and practices. Based on the empirical 

findings of this study through the expansion phase new authorities of 

delimitation entered into the field but they represented the same type of 

social groups and institutions as in the earlier phases. In this regard the 

requirement of evidence-based policy-making has even further elevated the 

threshold to participate in policy-making. If more open and transparent 
policy-making is seen to have value as such, the user-driven approach could 

open the way for other types of social groups to participate in policy-making 

increasing the experienced legitimacy of innovation policy and public 

policies more generally, unless the role of users is not only formed in a 

manner to fulfil a customer position in the policy discourse.  

As a part of expanding policy knowledge established policy practices also 

received new functions. This applies for instance to the frame budgeting 

practice which was introduced in the early 1990s in order to manage the 

state budget in the economic recession. Over the decades this practice 

gained a function to ensure autonomous resource allocation in the fields of 

various sectoral policies, and it also integrated with the government’s 
programming practice and the practice to maintain the political balance 

between  ruling  parties  during  a  term  in  office.  This  practice,  as  a  part  of  

policy knowledge, has had an essential meaning giving function of how 

innovation policy as such has been formed in the policy discourse. 

In addition, I want to point out that although it was possible to indentify 

transnational policy-making, and respectively policy-making practices, 

these elements have not been materialised in ‘transnational’ policy 

solutions, except in EU policy measures. However, these EU measures have 

not been formed from national measures but they have been constructed as 

new ones. In this regard a ‘nation-state’ is still a very essential discursive 

condition of policy-making (see also Kettunen forthcoming), and the 
national interest is formed concerning nationally operating actors, located 

in the country in one way or another. These national solutions come back to 

the question of the allocation of Finnish taxpayers’ money. Besides the 

European solutions the ‘national interest’ has not been able to form or 

articulate transnationally, which would mean that transnational policy 

solutions could have served Finnish interest or would have opened 

operating possibilities at the ‘global’ scale. In concrete terms this would 

have meant, for instance, the integration of nationally based institutions bi- 

or multilaterally. 
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In  the  expansion  of  the  policy  knowledge,  in  the  late  1980s,  the  most  

characteristic change elements were the external geopolitical change at the 

extra-discursive level, and the reformations of the rules at the inter-

discursive level enabling, for example, the establishment of the Science and 

Technology Policy Council. In the early 1990s no changes at the level of 

rules occurred but the new conceptual approaches strengthened the 

discursive relations between the economy, industry, research and higher 

education and tightened science and technology policy with industrial and 

economic policies. At the same time the economic recession in the country 
and the preparations of Finnish EU membership were essential elements in 

the system of formation, also constituting the emerging policy field.  

The rules of formation in the objectification of innovation at the inter-

discursive level were modified, at the end 1990s, through allowing new 

authorities of delimitation enabling the expansion of policy knowledge 

towards industrial-economic policy knowledge. At the same time the inter-

discursivity between various policy sectors enlarged but the existing rules of 

commercial exploitation and the technological orientation prevented a 

deeper fusion and integration of rules between various policy sectors. 

During  the  2000s  the  rules  of  formation  were  reformulated  at  the  intra-

discursive level letting new authorities of delimitation enter the field but at 
the same time discursive mechanisms were used to restrict the knowledge 

candidates which these new authorities offered. The trust building policy-

making practices, which were integrated with the reformulation of state aid 

rules and new types of social innovation conceptualisations, enabled for the 

first time a significant shift towards socio-economic policy knowledge in 

innovation policy. 

To sum up, essential historical conditions of policy-making in the field of 

innovation policy is enabled by a close cooperation between civil servants, 

consultants and researchers., The role of industry representatives has also 

been very essential in this field. This is, as such, a well-established policy-

making practice nationally and at the supra- or transnational level. In 
policy-making these various levels are these days also deeply interlinked in 

applied practices. Furthermore, the described cooperation practice creates a 

discursive space where new candidates for policy knowledge are formed, 

and especially conceptualised. This finding corresponds quite well from the 

point of view of the tight co-operation between civil servants, social 

scientists and consultants with the finding of the EPOM project75, which 

defined knowledge production policy rationale to be one of policy rationales 

in the context of science, technology and innovation (Kuhlmann 2007). The 

                                                        
75 A project of the PRIME Network of Excellence (http://www.prime-noe.org). 



8 The emergence of the positivity of innovation policy and its formalisation 

252 

 

rationale is built on causal beliefs, often derived from insights of science, 

technology and innovation studies providing a theoretical framework for 

the type of policy proposed, especially with socio-economic arguments. The 

empirical observations and findings of this study show that the flow also 

goes towards another direction, from concrete definitions of policy 

measures to the theorisation of innovation policy and its measures. The 

empirical examples given in this study illustrates well how deeply 

embedded certain type of policy thinking is across various social groups and 

how the construction of knowledge is interlinked with applied policy-
making practices enforcing the establishment of truth-values. 

In this identified discursive space of the studied period of time besides 

economics new science- and research-based authorities of delimitation have 

entered into the field but their roles to establish and reform the rules of 

policy-making are distinctive, and the role of economics seems to still be 

the dominating one. In this discursive space continuously new candidates 

for policy knowledge are created, and they can quite easily change the 

policy at the intra-discursive level without changing or transforming the 

underlying discursive rules to form the policy. Besides the 

conceptualisations particularly the changes in geopolitics, deregulation of 

financial markets and political decisions, like the membership of the 
European Union, as external factors have also influenced the discursive 

conditions of innovation policy-making.  

If innovation policy itself is formed in a new manner giving it a new 

meaning, the described role of identified social groups is still essential but 

at this point the role of politicians of ruling parties and their tight 

cooperation with civil servants increases. At this intra-discursive level not 

even the economic interests of globally operating companies can change the 

status of the policy. The meaning of the policy is much more formed inside 

of the politico-administrative system and through the established policy-

making practices in that system than the meaning giving of innovation as 

such in public policy discourse. This can be seen as an expression of the 
predominance of legitimate bodies and of legally based procedure in 

representative democracies. On the other hand, since the role of experts 

and industry representatives is essential, when the characteristic relations 

are established especially at the intra-discursive level, the problem might be 

that existing policy-making practices do not acknowledge other social 

groups in this policy field, and thus the policy maintains quite easily the 

existing  policy  knowledge.  This  even  seems  to  happen  in  the  field  of  

innovation policy. This means, that although the boundaries of policy 

knowledge have expanded, there has not occurred significant 

reconstruction in the already existing part of the policy knowledge for 
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instance resulting to a large extent in significant changes in earlier policy 

measures replaced by new ones, or in institutional structures, except 

universities.  

Furthermore, the study revealed more generally a new type of policy-

making practice, called innovation-oriented policy-making practice, 

according to which innovations are formed as open policy solutions to the 

variety of complex and ‘wicked’ social and economic problems. This 

practice has expanded outside of the field of recognisable innovation policy 

discourse towards more general public policy-making in various policy 
fields and also more generally in the public sector, also at the level of 

municipalities. 
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PART III 
9 Discussion and implications of the 
study 

Theoretical contributions  
 

Understanding and analysing policy change 
 

In the introduction I described analytical approaches which have been used 

in order to describe and analyse policy changes particularly in the field of 

science, technology and innovation policies. In this respect descriptive and 

dynamic approaches could be recognised. Based on the Foucauldian 

archaeological understanding of discourse and its transformation I have 
used the approach as an analytical strategy in order to understand the 

conditions under which a certain policy can emerge and can become 

redefined. In this study I asked how policy emerges and changes, what are 

the historical conditions of policy-making enabling and restricting certain 

discussions and problems. From this starting point I have understood 

policy-making as a discourse, and used a two-dimensional analysis 

framework depicting the changes and their nature in the discourse. 

Based on my empirical findings concerning the formation and change of 

Finnish innovation policy I see that unless experiences and observations 

made  by  policy-makers,  which  primarily  occur  at  the  element  level  of  the  

system  of  formation,  are  not  conceptualised  by  them  at  the  level  of  
characteristics relations of the formation system, one can hardly recognise 

any significant reformulation of public policy indicating its new meaning. 

At this level, where the essential discursive relations in policy-making are 

defined and redefined, to a large extent the cooperation between civil 

servants, social scientists and consultants is significant. Also, the voice of 

industry representatives is actively heard in this discursive space. This, 

especially, also makes the studied policy look like expert-based policy-

making, as discussed in various studies concerning public policies (see e.g. 

Jääskeläinen 2001; Kantola 2010; Patomäki 2007). Especially at this level, 

new candidates for knowledge used in policy-making, are created and 
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formulated. These knowledge candidates are most easily accepted at the 

intra-discursive policy-making level. These quite established practices in 

the  studied  policy  discourse  make  it  rather  difficult  for  other  types  of  

speaking subjects,  like  citizens or  single  inventors,  to  be  heard,  or  even to  

make any suggestions for policy knowledge at all, since they do not reach 

these  practices,  not  to  mention  of  being  able  to  fulfil  the  provided  

requirements in order to be able to formulate policy recommendations 

which  in  turn  could  have  truth-value  in  policy  discourse.  This  type  of  

knowledge construction is largely rooted in and related to innovation 
research, which in turn according to Kuhlmann et al. (2010, 5) is based on 

heterogeneous theoretical strands. This study shows empirically, how 

innovation and innovation policy has undergone considerable changes in 

policy-making practice during the recent decades. This corresponds quite 

well  from  the  point  of  view  of  policy-making  what  has  been  identified  to  

occur also in theoretical perception of innovation and innovation policy 

(Kuhlmann et al. 2010, 6). Kuhlmann et al. (2010, 9) also claim that 

searching in and interacting with innovation ‘practice’ has been a key 

resource of modern innovation theory-building, which in turn has 

influenced innovation ‘practice’. Furthermore, according to them (2010, 12) 

the same has happened in the close collaboration between social scientists 
and policy practitioners especially through the innovation system concept76 

in the crossroads of innovation studies and innovation policy-making. 

The level of rules of the formation system is decisive in how certain 

knowledge candidates proceed towards knowledge in the discursive 

formation of the policy having possibilities to transform the policy. In this 

study this applies especially to the status of the studied policy in the whole 

policy-making context. Based on the empirical findings at this level 

especially so-called non-discursive practices were used widely in the 

meaning making processes. Since the forms of these practices are very 

invisible, that is to say that they do not leave any significant verbal traces, it 

is very difficult to trace and catch them. According to my understanding 
this is also a reason, why in the policy analysis the role of experts in policy-

making is so often emphasised, and thus it is described as expert-based 

policy-making (see e.g. Jääskeläinen 2001; Kantola 2010; Patomäki 2007). 

These non-discursive policy practices without any verbal traces seem to be 

discursive spaces where the role of experts is less significant than in the 

field of discursive practices where verbal traces are constituted. Therefore, I 

would say that ‘politics’ or, at least the role of politicians of ruling parties, 

                                                        
76 See Sharif (2006) more about the analysis of the innovation system concept as 

a boundary object, and Miettinen (2002) about the analysis of the same concept as 
a transdiscursive term.  
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has not disappeared in policy-making but the ‘ideational’ approaches which 

emphasises the role of ideas as explanatory factors or the policy learning 

approaches emphasising the cognitive aspects and the role of theoretical 

considerations, when analysing institutional or policy changes, cannot 

capture these ‘hidden’ parts of policy-making processes, which are less 

visible. Also, the approaches, which emphasise consensus building aims in 

policy-making, do not ultimately recognise the role of these practices, as 

these are not necessarily articulated explicitly in policy-making. These 

identified practices are an essential part of policy-making and play also a 
significant role in meaning making, particularly when a status of a certain 

policy is defined. In this sense the described practices come close to the 

definition of governance policy rationales being analytically distinguished 

from knowledge production policy rationales in the EPOM project 

(Kuhlmann 2007). In the EPOM the concept of governance policy 

rationales was defined to reflect general causal beliefs in the political 

system about how the state should ‘govern’. In this study the understanding 

of discursive and non-discursive policy-making practices extends the 

viewpoint by identifying practices how policy is made influencing the 

formation of innovation policy. 

Based on the empirical analysis of the formation and change of innovation 
policy it seems to be that the role of experts contributing to the change of 

policy knowledge can easily cross the line in the systems of formation where 

the characteristic relations of the system are modified and transformed 

either at the intra- or inter-discursive levels. They have an easy access to 

this level but the role of politicians and administration increases especially 

when the rules of formation at the inter-discursive level are reformulated 

and modified. The rational learning approach to policy changes is less 

capable to capture the nature of change or permanent aspects in policy-

making, when it neglects the other than cognitive aspects of policy-making 

processes. I see that this study has implications for STI policy research, and 

more  widely  for  policy  analysis,  first  of  all,  by  introducing  the  concept  of  
policy knowledge. I see that this policy knowledge and its transformation 

‘mechanisms’ two-dimensionally at various levels can help to understand 

why certain policy changes occur or why particular elements remain rather 

stable in policy although various efforts to change them can be identified. 

I define the concept of policy knowledge as temporally and spatially 

constituted ways of thinking in policy-making which concerns contentual 

elements reflecting the used, in this case socio-economic, argumentation of 

any policy and which is produced by the discursive and non-discursive 

practices of policy-making. This means that the body of policy knowledge is 

intertwined with the practices which are used to construct it. The way of 
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thinking also covers understanding of acceptable policy-making practices. 

This policy knowledge is indispensable to the constitution of public policy, 

and I have attempted to show in this study how changes in this knowledge 

are interlinked with changes in the studied policy. Howarth (2000, 66) 

claims that in Foucault’s (1972, 194-195) suggestions for an archaeology of 

‘political’ knowledge, it is not clear whether Foucault’s object of 

investigation is a body of political knowledge or actual political practices. In 

this study I have applied Foucault’s idea of political knowledge towards 

policy knowledge, and I argue that in the analysis of policy change based on 
the applied archaeological approach one cannot separate these elements. 

Both aspects have to be taken into the analysis if the investigation 

concentrates on the analysis of policy construction and its change. Together 

certain policy knowledge and policy-making practices are needed to 

constitute  any policy  to  exist,  and in  the analysis  both of  them have to  be  

taken into account. As Foucault (1972, 183) claims, there is no knowledge 

without a particular discursive practice, and on the other hand any 

discursive practice may be defined by the knowledge that it forms.  

It has to be emphasised that the concept of knowledge used in this study is 

wider  than  the  concept  of  knowledge  defined  in  the  EPOM  project.  The  

concept of knowledge defined by the project refers to socio-economic 
arguments used in knowledge production (Kuhlmann 2007), and the 

concept of policy knowledge developed and used in this study comes close 

also to those aspects what in the EPOM project were seen as governance 

policy rationales reflecting general causal beliefs in the political system 

about  how  the  state  should  govern  (Kuhlmann  2007).  The  difference  

between the concepts is that the policy knowledge concept used in this 

study reflects actual and identifiable governance practices, whereas the 

governance policy rationale concept speaks about causal beliefs in a 

normative sense. 

This notion of policy knowledge has also empirical implications in terms 

of policy-making. It means that in order to be able to participate credibly in 
particular policy-making processes, one has to satisfy the conditions of 

applied practices. By being able to fulfil the requirements of these practices 

makes a subject acceptable in a particular policy discourse. Only from this 

type of position can one participate in policy-making and make proposals 

for knowledge candidates which are capable of having truth-value in policy-

making. On the other hand, policy knowledge, including applied practices, 

is not static, as showed in this study. This means that its formation 

conditions including applied practices can change. However, at the same 

time it seems that these conditions change and transform rather slowly. As 

identified in this research the role of experts is significant as carriers and 
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constructors of policy knowledge in the field of innovation policy, especially 

at the intra-discursive level but also at the inter-discursive level of policy 

discourse. 

Secondly, in policy-making practices one can identify both discursive and 

non-discursive practices, which contribute to the meaning giving in the 

policy discourse. In this empirical case the non-discursive practices seemed 

to be more important in the meaning making of the policy itself, not that 

much in the meaning giving of the concept of innovation. This in turn led to 

the unfolding of innovation-oriented policy-making practice, which could 
be identified more generally in public policy-making than in the field of 

identified innovation policy. 

Furthermore, I would say concerning the analytical models, which 

recognise processes or more precisely mechanisms producing isomorphic 

convergence in a certain policy field, that by applying them a strong 

assumption is made concerning the nature of a studied phenomenon in 

other temporally and spatially restricted spaces and fields than in studied 

ones. In this respect I have identified in this study a type of isomorphisms, 

which is called archaeological isomorphism meaning situations where quite 

different discursive elements may be formed on the basis of earlier rules. In 

this study I have argued that the introduction of the innovation system 
approach in the early 1990s was more or less replaced by new elements in 

the existing discursive formation of the policy. The rules of the policy were 

changed in a later phase. By neglecting the temporal and spatial conditions 

in the analysis of change it can produce empirical findings which actually 

can be misleading letting the acceptance of similarities to a greater extent 

than representations or interpretations of a particular reality would allow. 

 
The epistemological perspective of archaeological analysis 

 

If Oksala’s interpretation of Foucault’s archaeological nominalism is 

accepted, in that case the ontological status of this study means a 

representation or a possibly acceptable interpretation of the studied 

phenomenon, and Howarth’s (2000, 69) critique concerning the ontological 

ambiguity of archaeology can be denied. I integrated this ontological 

starting point in this study with Honneth’s (1991) notion of archaeology as 

ethnology. Silverman (2006, 379, 385) has integrated in his recent studies 
methodologically ethnomethodology and constructionism, and he has taken 

Saussure’s message out of context from the kind of linguistics that Saussure 

himself was using and applied it as a very general methodological principle 

in qualitative research. In this study I have used the epistemological 

perspective and selected concepts offered by Foucault’s archaeological 
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approach in the analysis of a quite specific policy discourse. By doing that I 

have expanded Foucault’s notion of ‘empirical monument’ and brought the 

approach to investigate more the present than time periods with a greater 

chronological distance.  

My analytical strategy is an application of Foucault’s archaeology not 

towards the analysis of scientification of discourses but towards the analysis 

of political knowledge, and very fragmented part of it being policy 

knowledge. The used epistemological perspective and analytical strategy 

enabled new type of phrasing of question in STI policy analysis, and thus, 
could offer new insights and knowledge of the studied phenomenon. 

Based on the empirical analysis of meaning giving of innovation and 

innovation policy discourse I would claim that the relationship between 

discursive objects and statements cannot be described as Howarth (2000, 

70) points out, meaning that statements are made about objects, but 

statements produce or constitute objects. According to my understanding 

this relationship cannot be understood without setting the conceptual 

‘apparatus’ of the archaeological analysis into the framework of the analysis 

of change and transformation. As Foucault (1972, 115) writes, discursive 

formations are group of statements. He continues that that one can define 

the general set of rules that governs their objects. Thus, statements are 
bearers of the enunciative function, which operates in the four directions, 

one of them being formation of objects (Foucault 1972, 115-116). In this way 

discursive practice is a body of anonymous, historical rules being the 

conditions of operation of the enunciative function. In the case of 

transformations statements, these are governed by new rules of formations 

(Foucault 1972, 173). If, and only if, these historical rules change, meaning 

also changes in statements, only then the formation of objects can change, 

producing new meanings of objects. Howarth (2000, 70) sees a conceptual 

unclarity between discursive objects and statements in the archaeological 

analysis ‘apparatus’ but I would say that since a group of statements, 

following the same rules, constitutes a discursive formation, it would be 
analytically possible to distinguish in this empirical case various discursive 

formations of innovations and innovations policies in public policy 

discourse. This would have meant that statements of innovations in the 

field of public administration policy could have followed different rules 

than statements of innovations in the field of more traditional OECD-type 

innovation policy. In other words the statement claims concerning the 

nature of innovation being ‘vehicles’ to increase productivity could have 

followed different rules which would have separated the innovation 

discourse in public administration policy from other policies. Referring to 

the recent review of the Research and Innovation Council (RIC 2010) this 
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does not seem to be the case but for instance public management seems to 

be a more relevant part of Finnish innovation policy than earlier77. 

Furthermore, I have tried to specify the relationship between discursive 

and non-discursive practices through concrete empirical examples. The 

distinction between these practices is not necessarily important as Foucault 

(1980) defines but as an analytical tool the distinction orientate to observe 

elements in the discursive system of formation which do not leave literal 

verbal traces but which still can have a significant role in the meaning 

making, as described through the empirical analysis. Through the concept 
of non-discursive practice I could make clear the various elements of 

meaning making but the challenge in general is that these practices hardly 

leave literal verbal traces, as described, and will be left, therefore, easily 

outside of the analysis of discursive formations. 

Instead of Howarth’s notion of the conceptual unclarity between 

statements and objects I would see that Foucault used his concept of non-

discursivity in various ways. I have described earlier how I have understood 

the concept of non-discursive practices in this study, and I also gave 

empirical examples of this type of practice and their role in meaning 

making. Foucault (1972, 162) himself enlarges the notion of non-

discursivity concerning also institutions, speaking about them as non-
discursive domains. In this study I have explicitly discussed how certain 

institutions, like Tekes and the Council, and their role and meaning were 

discursively  formed  and  reformed  during  the  studied  time  period.  On  the  

other hand I have recognised the role and the significance of non-discursive 

practices in policy-making, as explicated in this study. In this regard I see a 

conceptual unclarity in the usage of the non-discursive, and I have tried to 

separate it from the discursive by referring to the existence of literal verbal 

traces in meaning making processes.  

I agree with Howarth (2000, 70) that the archaeological analysis does not 

provide an analytical plausible justification to be critical of the studied 

phenomenon. If one wants to take a point of a critical ontology of ourselves 
and our present, it would necessitate enlarging the archaeological analysis 

towards other type of analytical approaches. Taking this criticism seriously, 

I indicated some implications for further research in the last section of the 

report. 

Lastly, I would say that I have attempted to carry out a knowledge-

archaeological analysis on a specific policy discourse without combining it 

                                                        
77 “Management, ways of action and culture of the public sector will be changed in 

a way which improves the cross-sectoral implementation of large development 
activities”. [RIC 2010, 5] – NB: This review was published at the same time, when 
the dissertation manuscript was finalised. 
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with a genealogical analysis. Andersen (2003, 17) claims that it is 

impossible to do that. He sees that the framework for the eye of knowledge 

archaeology is the difference regularity/dispersion of statements, and the 

framework for the eye of genealogy is the difference 

continuity/discontinuity. Without doing a genealogical analysis, but based 

on my readings on Foucault (e.g. 1972; 2000), Alhanen (2007), Oksala 

(2005, 2008), Howarth (2007), Deleuze (2006), Faubion (2000) and some 

other scholars I would argue that it is possible to do that. Based on 

archaeological analysis it is hard to give any plausible justification for 
ethical questions, but it allows the description of the conditions of thinking 

and in this way one can open one’s eyes to think differently. More precisely 

I mean that at least it opens up various possibilities but does not actually 

make any well-grounded judgements between them. 

 

 

Policy-making contributions 
 

This study has tried to build the analysis on ‘real policy processes, 

‘Realpolitik’. It has also tried to make explicit and understandable the 

elements in policy-making processes which can explain the static elements 

in the studied policy, despite the fact that various efforts have been made to 

change the policy. This especially concerns the status and the formalisation 

level of cross-sectoral innovation policy amongst various policy fields and in 

the politico-administrative system, as well as the implementation of certain 

policy instruments, like tax incentives and changes in the state sectoral 

research system. 

Concerning the status  of  the  policy  it  seems to  be  very  hard to  change it  
and currently only the programming phase of a new government seems to 

offer an opportunity window to make significant changes in this respect. On 

the other hand, it is well to be reminded that if policy-making having and 

integrating various values is seen valuable as such, only by maintaining less 

integrated policy co-ordination and diversified structure of public 

administration creates itself a more pluralist policy. This seems to 

safeguard continuous pluralist meaning making, concerning especially the 

policy aims and the usage of public resources, between various policy 

sectors, at least in the Finnish context.  

The implementation of certain policy instruments is first of all related 
especially to the status of fiscal policy and its relation to other policy fields 

in the Finnish system. Through various discursive and non-discursive 

practices a certain type of ‘independent’ and ‘unmixed’ nature of this policy 

sector with other sectors has been constituted. The use of ‘autonomous’ 
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fiscal policy has been tried to control the sources of taxes and the usage of 

public resources. This in turn has become integrated with frame budgeting 

practices and the practices of ruling parties in the government. Also 

Flyvbjerg (1998a) has identified in his study the struggle of public resources 

as one key element in the policy-making processes. In this regard I see, 

moreover, that since the question of tax incentives do not represent benefits 

of ‘big money’, meaning large scale industries, its possible importance as an 

incentive for new businesses and their investments does not become widely 

recognised in the policy discourse. This in turn comes back to the question 
of large scale business and its role as an essential authority in meaning 

giving.  Now,  the  question  is,  whether  there  are  unified  forces,  having  

credible status enough in the policy discourse to change the current 

situation, if it is seen to be important. I suspect that the most likely way to 

introduce  this  policy  measure  could  be,  only  if  an  interest  group  of  

industries and industries themselves would start to push through this issue 

both at the political and administrative level. In the long term, even in a 

wider perspective, acknowledging the role of new companies and their 

growth potential could also serve the interests of large industries, and their 

renewing potential, as indicated in interviews. However, if the government 

is more eager to listen to large scale industries, in order to ensure 
employment aims in the short term, the local renewing potential may be 

neglected.  

Concerning the renewal of the state research system and public financing 

of research, again, the role of industries could be a significant authority of 

delimitation outside of the politico-administrative system to speed up 

changes in these issues. On the other hand, if the policy pressure at the 

European Union level, due to financial crises, obliges member states 

towards a more unified fiscal policy, it in turn also creates a pressure to use 

all national resources in a more unified and co-ordinated manner at the 

Union level between the member states. In this regard I see that policy 

solutions are going to be redefined at the transnational level either due to 
national efforts or due to political pressure coming from the political will to 

maintain the European Monetary Union. The geographical nearness of the 

Baltic Sea region could be a relevant starting point for national policy-

making.  From  the  point  of  view  of  a  nation  state  I  suspect  that  being  

proactive in this issue might ensure ‘better’ policy solutions from the point 

of view of ‘national’ interests than adjusting policy measures reactively due 

to policy-making at the EU level. This concerns the question of taking over 

or participating in the discursive space which is always available and 

apparent in policy-making. 
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Also, based on the analysis contradictory articulation concerning the 

usage of public resources in terms of renewing Finnish industries in the 

studied period of time can be identified. During the 1980s the importance 

to invest in R&D was not based on existing structure of Finnish industries 

in terms of the GDP but the renewal potential was seen as an essential 

criterion in policy-making. At the end of the 1990s new knowledge 

candidates to develop the Finnish industrial base in the era of the 

‘Information Society’ were proposed. However, in that time the existing 

operational capacity of certain industries in foreign trade and their actual 
employment needs seemed to gain more policy attention than building new 

industrial capacities. From the point of view of this understanding one can 

ask,  what  kind  of  current  structure  of  the  ICT  sector  would  there  be  in  

Finland if more investment risk had been taken to invest in new potential, 

as in the 1980s. At that time statements in policy discourse emphasising 

employment aspects which were integrated with the needs of large 

industries and state aid rules regulated by the EU created a discursive space 

which was not easy to overcome. This is to show how difficult it is to think 

in another way other than the dominant way of thinking. It is not a fault of a 

single speaking subject but it is a question of socially constructed ‘truth’ in a  

particular society in the sense which the archaeological analysis can show 
us. Once again, if searching for new solutions to develop society and the 

economy through public policies is seen important, it seems to be relevant 

that there could be more readiness to experiment in various policy 

measures, and thus based on experiences of piloting to change more rapidly 

the conditions under which a certain policy is carried out. In the Finnish 

context this idea applies especially to the turn of the decade, when there 

were more efforts to draw upon existing policy knowledge than to change its 

rules significantly. 

Thirdly, as the empirical analysis shows, the role of citizens and politicians 

of opposition parties is less recognisable than the role of experts and 

politicians of ruling parties. On the other hand despite the ruling parties in 
the government they have followed, to a large extent, the same practices, 

such as preparing and implementing the government’s programme, frame 

budgeting, and in this sense no significant differences between the 

coalitions could be identified, and the role of opposition parties was not 

very strong. In terms of policy-making issues the reform of the national 

university system raised conflicting viewpoints between the ruling parties, 

but as described, the result of the parliamentary election was an external 

factor to dissipate this issue. 

In the preparation phase of the national innovation strategy both open 

consultation on the web and the handling of the communication in the 
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Parliament were used as new type of policy-making practices. However, in 

general the role of citizens is still rather weak in policy-making in the field 

of innovation policy. In this regard new types of policy-making practices 

could be strengthened. On the other hand it has to be mentioned that from 

the point of view of citizens the task of ‘policy thinking’ and policy-making 

can  be  also  be  seen  as  ‘a  public  commodity’  carried  out  by  experts,  

politicians and interest groups, and thus, the requirements of the increasing 

participations of citizens in policy-making can be seen as rolling out the 

task to citizens. Few interviewees discussed the role and the significance of 
underdeveloped civic deliberations in the studied policy field in the Finnish 

context compared to Sweden and Denmark. Kuitunen and Lähteenmäki-

Smith (2006) have earlier demanded the more active role of the media, 

civic society and researchers. I would say that citizens could activate 

themselves in taking part in the issues of innovation policy. The current 

situation could be characterised, more or less, as civic passivity from the 

point of view of innovation policy-making. However, for instance more 

active environmental discussions of civic society can also be seen indirectly 

influencing innovation policy issues. Changing these practices would 

require a new type of policy knowledge. Based on the current practices and 

the nature of relevant speaking subjects in policy discourse the role of 
researchers, representing democratic studies, could also be more significant 

in this policy field. 

 

 

Limitations of the study 
 

This study applied an analytical strategy drawing on the Foucauldian 
archaeological approach to the formation and change of policy discourse 

from  the  end  of  1980s  until  2010.  In  this  regard  I  have  emphasised  the  

chronological and empirical framings which I made in this study 

concerning the chronological distance to the studied period and the 

coverage of the discursive formation in a given society. I have not analysed 

policy discourses with a great chronological distance but have come closer 

to our own archive. As Carabine (2001, 307) points out, when one analyses 

current policy discourse, it is usually easier to understand the language 

used and there is less risk of misinterpretation. However, at the same time, 

there is the difficulty of ‘stepping out’ of the data. Since, according to him, 
this applies to Foucauldian genealogical analysis, I do not see in this respect 

a great difference in relation to the archaeological type of analysis. Both 

approaches deal with the same problem but from various points of view, 
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and thus, the great chronological distance may not alone dispose of the 

issue. 

In addition, I have not analysed the discourse towards the direction of an 

episteme but as a type of political discourse, more precisely as a policy 

discourse. From the point of view of this empirical choice the first question 

relates to the construction of the archive. Thus, my analytical strategy 

diverges from Foucault’s standpoint to analyse discourses generally at the 

level of society in the direction of an episteme. Now, the question arises of 

how plausibly this type of analysis can be carried out, since it is from within 
the rules that we speak, since it is that which gives to what we can say 

(Foucault 1972, 130). Therefore, the question of constructing the archive in 

the analysis is crucial. In the analysis of discourses he claimed that for 

archaeological analysis one must have at one’s hand the general archive of a 

period at a given moment meaning that one ought to read everything, study 

everything,  in  completing  the  science  of  an  archive  (Foucault  2000,  263).  

Thus, in order to construct the archive which ultimately regulates what has 

been said and not been said in a given society (Andersen 2003, 13), I have 

restricted my analysis to concern the question of what has and what has not 

been said in a given policy discourse, which can be seen representing a 

fragmented part of larger societal and political discourse. Practically, this 
means that I have not applied the approach to studying the concept of 

innovation in a given society, as Foucault studied madness (in the direction 

of an episteme), but I have studied the concept in a spatially and temporally 

restricted policy discourse. The question might arise whether the 

representations or plausible interpretations of the body of policy knowledge 

constituting the objects of innovation and innovation policy can be 

generalised to be representations or interpretations of these objects in 

Finnish society. This study does not claim anything about that, but I see 

that the approach has enabled new viewpoints of innovation policy-making 

to  be  brought  out,  and  more  generally  in  terms  of  policy-making  by  

recognising a new type of policy-making practice.  
Also, this study can be analysed from the point of view of whether 

archaeological analysis can be carried out by restricting the field of analysis 

beforehand. This comes back to the question of how various analytical tools 

and concepts can be used and how their plausible reinterpretations can be 

made. I have used the approach to uncover certain neglected aspects in the 

analysis of policy change in the field of science, technology and innovation 

policy research. Based on the empirical findings of this study I argue that 

using a research and analytical strategy, which also acknowledges historical 

conditions and also policy-making practices, which does not only recognise 
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cognitive aspects of policy-making, can enlarge the understanding of the 

conditions of policy changes, as well as stabilities in policies.  

More precisely the limitations of the study can be discussed in terms of 

sources of empirical material, its interpretations and selectivity (Carabine 

2001, 305-306). The question of sources in this study relates to the idea of 

reading everything. I have focused my reading to policy texts but I have also 

followed the references of statements and the references of the references in 

time and space where I have noticed that they appear to form a completed 

whole  (Andersen  2003,  13).  However,  the  essential  point  is  that  I  have  
concentrated on a certain discursive formation, a policy discourse, without 

investigating discursive formation generally in society. I have already 

described the consequences of this restriction above. Besides ‘canonical’ 

policy documents and scientific works I have also read the statements of the 

institutions’ meaning statements that demonstrate practice (Andersen 

2003, 13). I achieved this by integrating documentary material with 

interview material and my personal observations, which also allowed me to 

investigate policy knowledge of our own times. 

Interpretations of historical material always face the problem of 

contextualisation. On that account I have attempted to interpret and 

analyse the research material of various sources synchronically. Besides this 
type of contextualisation problem in this study, there is the problem of 

interpreting the historical conditions producing certain type of policy 

thinking by giving a meaning to historical conditions from today’s 

perspective. This challenge can lead to teleological explaining, if the 

essential notion of ahistorical priority is forgotten. This question of the 

analysis strategy was already discussed in Chapter 2, and in this study it 

relates to the understanding of change. The interpretations made, 

concerning policy changes and their conditions, cannot be contradictory 

with the analytical strategy. 

The criticism of selectivity in the analysis, drawing upon apposite extracts 

which  support  the  argument,  is  hard  to  refuse,  as  Carabine  (2001,  306)  
claims. In order to avoid the problem of selectivity Carabine suggests 

collecting information not only for those aspects which support the 

researcher’s argument. One should also look for discontinuities or examples 

which challenge the researcher’s own claims. Carabine (2001, 307) suggests 

that one way of dealing with this question is to situate the interpretation 

within other historical accounts and analyses of the period in an attempt to 

immerse and contextualise the ideas, beliefs, values and practices of the 

time. I have especially used earlier studies in the phase of empirical analysis 

and in the interpretation. However, at the level of theoretical understanding 

and interpretations my interpretations diverge from analytical approaches 
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having distinctive standpoints of the philosophy of science. In this regard I 

have identified as the most challenging analytical question concerning the 

notions of isomorphic convergence, processes at the global level in world 

society (see e.g. Meyer 2010) against the notions of temporal and spatial 

particularities in given societies. Based on the empirical findings in this 

study I see that elements of both aspects exist but the social phenomenon 

that I have studied cannot be comprehensively understood through either 

the former or the latter approach. Analytical and theoretical approaches 

being able to integrate these elements in an ontologically and 
epistemologically coherent way can be seen as an implication for further 

research. I have identified in the next section more concrete implications 

for further research, which has not been discussed in this study. 

 

 

Implications for the further research 
 

The policy construction and its transformation could also be analysed from 

the  point  of  view  of  power  and  knowledge  focusing  besides  knowledge  on  

the question of power and its construction and relationship to knowledge 

through discursive formations. The construction of power and power 

analysis are highly relevant in policy analysis. For those purposes the 

archaeological analysis lays down, firstly, an analytical framework and 

understanding of power and knowledge intertwining through the notion of 

the authorities of delimitation, when objects of any policy or policy itself is 

formed. Secondly, through the approach the notion of discursive and non-

discursive practices also seems to be relevant when truth-values are 

determined in policy-making processes.  
Foucault’s genealogical approach has been very popular amongst social 

scientists in the field of policy analysis and policy-making (see e.g. Hajer 

1995; Flyvbjerg 1998a; Dryzek 1997). Genealogy is explicitly concerned with 

the centrality of power and domination in the constitution of discourses, 

identities and institutions and involves the adoption of a critical ethos 

toward  them  (Howarth  2000,  72;  Owen  1994,  210-213;  Tully  1999).  Also,  

the use of the concept of innovation in policy discourse could be analysed as 

a strategic usage of the concept relying on the theoretical standpoints of 

governmentality as an analysis of government (see e.g. Dean 2010). Both 

these approaches would contain a more critical ethos towards the studied 
phenomenon having the point of critical ontology of ourselves and our 

present (Dean 2010, 14) than in this study. In this respect the expansion of 

the concept of innovation and the broadening policy could have been 

analysed as a social phenomenon describing and serving a certain type of 
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strategic usage and function, where the expansion of the concept in public 

policy-making constructs and divides society according to actors’ or 

subjects’ ‘innovation capacity’.    

Instead of these power and governmentality research questions, 

personally I would be more interested in the question of ethics, morals and 

morality, not only in terms of innovation policy-making but also in terms of 

actual innovation activities and their management.
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