
 

 
Universiteit 
Maastricht 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Monitoring and analysis of policies  
and public financing instruments  

conducive to higher levels of R&D investments 
The “POLICY MIX” Project 

 
 

 
 
 

Country Review AUSTRIA 
 
 
 
 
 

Submitted by: 
Reinhold Hofer 

(InTeReg, Joanneum Research) 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

March 2007 



 
 

 

Table of Contents 

 
 

Introduction and Policy mix concept      3 
 
 

1. National Innovation Systems Challenges     6 
 
 

2. Objectives and priorities of R&D policy     8 
 
 

3. Coherence between NIS challenges and R&D objectives and priorities 11 
 
 

4. Composition of the policy mix for R&D     14 
 
 

5. Coherence between main policy objectives and priorities, and policy 
instruments         18 

 
 

6. Policy mix instruments and target groups     19 
 
 

7. Balance within R&D policy mix      23 
 
 

8. Emergence of R&D policy mix      26 
 
 

9. Governance of the policy mix       28 
 
 

10. Interactions between policy objectives and instruments   30 
 
 

11. References         32 

2Policy Mix Country Review Austria final  

 



 
 

 
 

Introduction and Policy mix concept 

 
The policy mix project 
 
This report is one of the 31 country reviews produced as internal working papers for 
the research project “Monitoring and analysis of policies and public financing 
instruments conducive to higher levels of R&D investments” (Contract DG-RTD-
2005-M-01-02, signed on 23 December 2005). This project is a research project 
conducted for DG Research, to serve as support for policy developments in Europe, 
notably in the framework of CREST activities. It does not form part of the 
ERAWATCH project, but the working documents are made available on 
ERAWATCH webpages for the purpose of steering a debate on the policy mix 
concept. 
 
The “Policy Mix” project is run by a consortium of 7 partners: 
• UNU-MERIT (The Netherlands), consortium leader 
• Technopolis (The Netherlands) 
• PREST – University of Manchester (United Kingdom) 
• ZEW (Germany) 
• Joanneum Research (Austria) 
• Wiseguys Ltd. (United Kingdom) 
• INTRASOFT International (Luxembourg). 
 
Each country review is produced by an individual author, and provides expert’s view 
on the policy mix in the country. This report is not approved by the Commission or 
national authorities, and is produced under the responsibility of its author. 
 
The role of country reviews is to provide an exploratory analysis of the current policy 
mixes in place in all countries and detect the most important areas of interactions 
between instruments as well as new modes of policy governance that are particularly 
adapted (or detrimental) for the building of policy mixes. They provide analytical 
material for the analysis of the policy mix concept and its implementation in Europe. 
This material will be used as background for further reports of the project and for the 
construction of a tool for policy-makers (to be made available in late 2007 and 2008). 
 
 
The policy mix concept 
 
The country reviews are based on the methodological framework produced by the 
consortium to frame the “policy mix” concept. They have been implemented on the 
basis of expert assessments derived from the analysis of National Innovation Systems 
characteristics and policy mix settings, using key information sources such as 
Trendchart and ERAWATCH reports, OECD reviews, and national sources, among 
which the National Reform Programmes.  
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In this work, the “policy mix for R&D” is defined by the consortium as: “the 
combination of policy instruments, which interact to influence the quantity and 
quality of R&D investments in public and private sectors.” 
 
In this definition, policy instruments are: “all programmes, organisations, rules and 
regulations with an active involvement of the public sector, which intentionally or 
unintentionally affect R&D investments”. This usually involves some public funding, 
but not always, as e.g. regulatory changes affect R&D investments without the 
intervention of public funds.  
 
Interactions refer to: “the fact that the influence of one policy instrument is modified 
by the co-existence of other policy instruments in the policy mix”.  
 
Influences on R&D investments are: “influences on R&D investments are either 
direct (in this case we consider instruments from the field of R&D policy) or indirect 
(in that case we consider all policy instruments from any policy field which indirectly 
impact on R&D investments)”. 
 
 
Structure of the report 
 
The report is structured along the following questions. 
 
First, in section 1, and in order to place the policy mix in context, the general 
challenges faced by the National Innovation System (NIS) are analysed by the expert. 
The view is here not restricted to the challenges with regard to raising R&D 
investments, but rather encompasses all the conditions that directly or indirectly affect 
the functioning of the NIS and R&D expenditures. These context conditions are very 
important for the discussion of the relevance of the policy mix later on. 
 
Second, the stated main objectives and priorities of R&D policy in the country are 
spelled out in section 2, as well as their evolution over the last ca. five years. This 
discussion is based on White Papers and official documents, i.e. on published policy 
statements. The reality of these objectives compared to actual working of policy 
instruments will appear in section 5.  
 
The third section provides an expert assessment and critical analysis of a possible gap 
or convergence between the NIS challenges and the main policy objectives and 
priorities stated before.  
 
Section 4 presents the policy mix in place, following the above definition, i.e. policy 
instruments affecting R&D activities in the private and in the public sector, either 
directly for instruments from the R&D policy domain, but also indirectly for 
instruments outside the R&D domain which are of particular relevance to R&D 
activities. A typology of instruments is used, to categorise the R&D-specific and non-
R&D specific instruments. A short description of each instrument is provided: aim, 
nature, target group, budget. 
 
Then, section 5 discusses whether there is a gap between the main policy objectives 
and priorities stated in section 2, and the instruments in place. This is done by 
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comparing the set of objectives with the set of instruments at work. When individual 
evaluations of programmes or policy instruments are available, their results are used 
if they shed light on contribution of these instruments towards the policy objectives. 
 
Section 6 discusses the orientation of the policy mix, indicating priorities amongst 
various possible routes to increase R&D investments. Policy instruments are 
categorised under 6 different routes according to their relevance, and this 
categorisation is followed by a discussion on the range of instruments affecting each 
route, missing instruments, routes that are not addressed by instruments, possible 
redundancies or overlaps, etc. 
 
Section 7 provides another view on the policy mix, focusing on the relative 
importance of each types of instruments. The aim is to get a picture of the policy mix, 
the balance between (sets of) instruments, and the relative weight between them. 
 
From section 8 onwards, the review turns to the crucial question of policy 
governance. That section discusses the emergence of the policy mix through 
examination of the following question: how did the set of R&D policy instruments 
arrive ? What is the rationale behind them, what were the driving force behind their 
establishment, and how is this evolving recently. A crucial question relates to the 
existence of some consideration of possible interactions when establishing new or 
suppressing existing instruments. The section tries to establish whether the policy 
design process is incremental or radical, analytical or non-analytical. From this, that 
section discusses if the policy mix is a “construct” or an “ex post” reality. 
 
The next section, section 9, focuses on the governance of the system of R&D policy 
instruments take place. It examines the key question of interactions, i.e. whether there 
is a form of co-ordination between R&D policy and policy instruments from outside 
the R&D domain, and the existing mechanisms that favour or hinder such 
interactions. 
 
The final section, section 10, deals with the core question of the policy mix concept: it 
endeavours to discuss interactions between policy instruments to affect R&D 
expenditure. The section discusses possible positive, neutral and negative effects of 
R&D policy instruments; both within the R&D policy domain, but also with 
instruments from other policy domains. In most cases, this takes the form of 
hypotheses rather than hard evidence. 
 
 
Feedback welcome 
 
Feedback on this report is gladly received. Individual country reports will not be 
updated but discussion on policy mixes is welcome during the timeframe of the study 
(2006-2008). Please send your comments to: 
 
Claire Nauwelaers 
UNU-MERIT 
Coordinator of the “policy mix” project 
c.nauwelaers@merit.unimaas.nl 
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1. National Innovation Systems Challenges 

When the government in 2000 set the goal to reach R&D expenditures of 2,5 percent 
of GDP in 2006 and 3 percent in 2010 in context with the ambitious Lisbon and 
Barcelona goals, the main challenge of the Austrian NIS were given by a necessary 
increase of public and private budgets for Research and Development. A substantial 
development in increase of R&D expenditures, especially in the enterprise sector but 
also by some additional funding from government (“Offensivmittel und 
Forschungsmilliarde”, BKA 2006), achieve with 6,25 billion Euros spend for R&D in 
2006 a share of 2,43 percent of GDP. This increase is amongst the highest in Europe, 
which let Austria change the performing position from below the EU average for a 
position of performing better than the EU average (Technology report 2006). 

Figure 1: Development of R&D expenditures by distribution of contributing 
sectors 2000-2006 

R&D expenditures 2002-2006
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Source: Statistik Austria 
 
This development was accompanied by the challenge to restructure governance and 
funding structures. Top ranked priorities have been the simplification and 
concentration of funding structures which are already fulfilled by the creation of two 
funding organisations, the “Austria Wirtschaftsservice GmbH (AWS)” (Austrian 
Economic Services Ltd) and the “Forschungsförderungsgesellschaft (FFG)” (Austrian 
Research Promotion Agency) and keeping “Fonds zur Förderung der 
wissenschaftlichen Forschung (FWF)“ (Austrian Science Fund) as the sciences 
central funding organisation in place. While at the funding level reorganisation has 
been executed and should produce more effective and efficient promotion of R&D 
and innovation in future, necessary institutional changes in coordination for R&D 
policy by the involved ministries and the relationship between federal state and 
regional governments in this area are still unsolved.  
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Beyond that, the restructuring of the portfolio of instruments is to be on the agenda 
(Schibany and Jörg 2004), because even there are still discussions about possible gaps 
in the promotion portfolio. The attention is to be shifted from the identification of 
gaps to the reduction of diversity, because during the last decade a high amount of 
new programmes have been introduced and are now to be managed towards more 
simplified structures and coherency of the portfolio for generating higher efficiency 
and effectivity. 
 
A more recently recognized challenge for the Austrian NIS is given by structures and 
dynamics of human resources. While in 2002 a new law for university organisation 
took place, the system still suffers from insufficient supply of engineers. So, a low 
number of graduates in science and engineering with tertiary education and weak 
performance of lifelong learning efforts are central problems to solve during next 
periods (Trendchart 2005). Even when in this respect initatives for more awareness of 
science (e.g. “innovatives österreich”) have been implemented, careers in science and 
engineering seem not to be amongst the most preferred by the youth. 
 
In general there is tendency in treatment of challenges leaning towards institutional 
problems while R&D spending seems more or less to be on track to reach the given 
goals for 2010. This coincides with the SWOT results presented in recent Trendchart 
and national documents, where weaknesses and threats are seen in short-term 
perspective of budgets for the research organisations as much as problems in 
competencies and lack of human resources but not in the amounts of money spent for 
R&D. 

Table 3: National Innovation System SWOT overview 
Strengths  Weaknesses  
• Successful funding structures for innovations in small 
and medium sized enterprises  
• Knowledge in managing multi-actor networks 
 
 

• Little regular budgets for the most important R&D 
funding institutions so that long-term planning is 
difficult 
 • Overlapping competencies between ministries 
 • Overlapping measures  
• Lack of human resources, especially female 

researchers  
 

Opportunities  Threats  
• Institutional reforms could make the funding system 
more efficient and transparent 
 • Division of the strategic and the operative level 
 • The continued increase of R&D expenditure could 
strengthen the Austrian innovation landscape in a 
sustainable way 
 • Alignment of national and regional innovation policy, 
establishment  
 
 

• Politically-biased institutional reform which leads to 
inefficiencies 
 • Strong dependence of the R&D funding system on 
annually assigned additional budgets, which reduced 
security for the whole system 
 • Problems with university reform could damage 
efficiency and reputation of the whole system  
 
 

Source: own compilations based on Trendchart Country Report Austria 2005 
 
So the ranking of challenges would put now  
• institutional changes in governance including the reorganisation of 

instruments on the first place,  
• followed by the support for developing human capital and 
• success of university reform.
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2. Objectives and priorities of R&D policy 

As one of the strategic core areas in relaunching Lisboa goal in 2005 for growth and 
employment, R&D and innovation are mentioned (BKA 2006). This area has been 
given an increasing importance in Austria during the last five years as can be seen by 
additional public resources allocated therefore.  
 
The current objectives and priorities in R&D policy can be seen as the result of a 
strategy process, being formulated in two documents of the Council for Research and 
Technology Development which was founded in 2000. First to note is the “National 
Research and Innovation Plan” which was published in 2002 and includes principles 
for research and policy measures. These 10 principles are (Austrian Council for 
Research and Technology Development 2002): 

- Greater concentration on activities with a strong leverage effect from public to private 
funding; 

- Achieving critical masses and dimensions; 
- Emphasising market economy elements; 
- Promoting excellence in basic research; 
- Close linkages of RTI and qualification policy issues; 
- Improved co-operation between the various R&D-producing sectors by solving the 

“interface problem”; 
- Simplification of the complicated institutional and organisational promotion structure; 
- Improving coordination between national government and the regional governments; 
- Planning certainty for programmes and initiatives; 
- Quality assurance systems for RTI-initiatives – improving the evaluation culture. 

 
An advancement of the strategy is given by the paper “Strategie 2010 – Perspectives 
for Research, Technology and Innovation in Austria” of the Council for Research and 
Technology Development. This paper includes guidelines for the research, technology 
and innovation policy by identifying ten strategic fields of action and formulating 
specific recommendations for each (Austrian Council for Research and Technology 
Development 2005).  
 
In respect to policy mix two strategic fields and the recommendations given there 
have to be emphasized.  
 
Firstly, one aims for a reorganisation of the funding portfolio. This should be 
executed by adaptations in three areas: 
 
(i) distribution of competences and tasks,  

• bundling of RTI compentences – in particular by focusing on two 
ministries.  

• clear division between the strategic policy level and the operational 
level by assigned tasks to the ministries and funding agencies. 

(ii) funding portfolio and instrument mix, 
• concept forumlated for the RTI funding portfolio, simplifying the 

existing range of programmes after reviewing them. 
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• optimum interaction between the instruments used (grants, loans, 
assumption of liability etc.) with respect to their objectives and goals, 
as well as to appropriate funding cash values.formulating an integrated 
promotion portfolio with simplifying the already consisting supply; 

(iii) monitoring and evaluation, 
• evaluation of all programmes running more than five years (or a 

volume of at least EUR one million per annum). 
• developing an integrated RTI monitoring system for providing neede 

information to all stakeholders. 
 
Clearly observable in this listing is the tendency for intervention in the institutional 
structure to overcome deficiencies for an effectively and efficiently support of R&D 
and innovation. 
 
The other guidelines to mention are rules for resource allocation in case of R&D 
policy and innovation policy. Thereby the following advice is given, again structured 
by three main topics: 
 
(i) Barcelona Goal 

• increasing public R&D spending due to the Barcelona goal by 7 to 9 
percent per year; 

(ii) strategic orientation 
• enforcing the cooperation between science and industry by 

programmes; 
• increasing R&D expenditures in all sectors; 

(iii) financing structure 
• logic of structure of  funding is to be followed; 
• funding basic programmes and open-ended expenses from public 

budget; 
• funds from “Nationalstiftung”1 for setup of excellent centres; 
• funds of temporary exceptional financial resources 

(“Offensivprogramm”) for temporal impulse programmes. 
 
While in general R&D policy priorities represent a mixture of functional/systemic and 
thematic priorities in Austria, the objectives and priorities have not changed very 
much in last five years, as can be seen in this list. The summarised basic principles of 
the strategic orientation are given by three: 
 

• Promote quality on a broad level and excellence at the top 
• Improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the promotion system 
• Strengthen networking and co-operation between science and industry 

 
Being asked for the priorities here, to promote quality on a broad level and excellence 
at the top seems to be a number one, as recently several actions had token place (e.g. 
the preparing of founding an “Institute of Science and Technology Austria” as an 
university of excellence or generally linking university funding to performance by the 

9

                                                 
1 “Nationalstiftung” is a special fund for research, technology and innovation founded in 2002 and 

feed by interest earning from ERP-Fund and from National Bank. 
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new service level agreements). The second place is taken by improvement of 
efficiency and effectiveness of the promotion system as there have been implemented 
such a lot of new instruments during the last decade, which is now to be analysed in 
more detail for their interactions and overall impacts. Strengthening networking and 
co-operation is here the third priority, as there are already different kinds of 
programmes in place. Evaluations have shown that with a few reconfigurations they 
are working quite well and emphasis is to be given for careness about some “doubling 
effects” than on extending these programmes.  
 
To sum up, the above mentioned documents show, that there is more or less only a 
fine-tuning of the suggesting principles from 2002 given in 2005. There has, however, 
been a slightly shift in the focus of discussions about the main topic of the R&D 
quota: Nowadays, many representatives emphasise that creating a high quality 
innovation system with efficient and effective structures is more important than just 
meeting a certain percentage target. 
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3. Coherence between NIS challenges and R&D 
objectives and priorities 

 
As described above the Austrian RTI policy had seen a substantial institutional 
change. Foundation of the Council of Research and Technology Development let 
appear a new advisory actor which builds an independent strategic policy advice 
element and is part of the restructuring efforts to separate strategic and operative 
decision making in the RTI policy system as is the reorganisation and founding of 
new funding agencies. The new strategic orientation (priorities) build by the Council 
can be represented with (a) increasing quality on a broad level and excellence at the 
top, (b) increasing the efficiency and effects of funding systems and (c) intensifying 
cooperation and networks between science and industry (Technology Report 2006). 
 
So, one would not generally see a broad gap between the challenges the RTI policy is 
facing and the objectives and priorities in place. A rather rationale approach was 
guiding the debates in the last years and also in a lot of implementations helping to 
adapt against the challenges. This is observable by the initiative “Technology-
Innovation-Policy Consulting (TIP)” as an institutionalised form of buying external 
advice and being a platform for discussing innovation policy issues, also developing 
and organising some “strategic intelligence”. Beyond that this process has been 
supported by the establishment of the “Platform Research & Technology Policy 
Evaluation (fteval)” and the intensified use of evaluation as much as by building up 
their own strategic capabilities in the funding organisations. 
 
Challenges regarding low rates of R&D spending in Austria compared to average EU-
level during the 90s can now be observed as having turned to rates of R&D spending 
finding themselves above the compared EU average level, which was supported by 
the increased public funding with additional resources (“Offensivprogramme-
Sondermittel”, BKA 2006). Tracing these developments resulted in the emergence of 
a massive extension of policy instruments and measures, especially in high diversified 
programmes during the last ten years (Technology report 2006). Nevertheless thereby 
the system is on track to reach the 3 percent Barcelona goal. 
 
Several new programmes dealt with the cooperation of science and industry, e.g. 
Kplus and Kind/net competence centres programme being now reinvented with some 
changes by the programme COMET (starting 2007), A plus B (Academia plus 
Business, a programme to support academic spin-offs) or CDG (Christian Doppler 
Research Association) only to name the most prominent. These efforts resulted in a 
new cooperation culture in Austria which overcomes the traditional weak links 
between the science and industry in Austria, being prominent marked in the 90s.  
 
Other challenges as the given insufficient funding organisation and governance 
structure have also been on the priority list. This may especially be seen by 
institutional changes reducing complexity in funding structures, creating three 
concentrated agencies and presenting themselves as “one-stop-shops” for applicants. 
So the challenge in respect of efficient and effective funding seems to be solved by 
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organisational change but needs to be pushed further on for restructuring on the level 
of instruments in public funds (Schibany and Jörg 2004).  
 
When the human capital problems, a lack of S&E graduates and low participation rate 
of women in science and engineering studies, are now being on the agenda, this may 
be partly caused by the University Reform (by University Act 2002). So, the 
universities are still during a reorganisation process and have just begun to form their 
strategic orientation (Technology Report 2006). Nevertheless a policy response is 
already in place by new programmes (e.g. doctoral programmes, fFORTE, FEMtech) 
generating contributions for solution.  
 
The challenge of low levels of scientists and engineers with tertiary education is a 
long-standing (structural) phenomenon of the Austrian innovation system (Hofer 
2005) mainly due to a good fit of the secondary school system in serving industrial’s 
demand of qualifications, which is only slightly changing nowadays towards higher 
demands for qualifications being produced by the tertiary education system. 
 
Summing up, the picture shows only partially, small gaps between the challenges and 
the objectives and priorities of RTI policy. While several challenges already have 
been served, the highly diversified and fragmented portfolio of instruments still waits 
for reorganisation. Therefore interaction effects have to be analysed in more detail. 
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4. Composition of the policy mix for R&D 

There is a quite diverse universe of policy measures in Austria directing towards 
R&D (see table 2). They cannot be fully covered in all details here. Only a sample of 
them will be presented as being important and representative. Following the 
classification of the methodological report they are related to four domains of RTI 
policy measures.  

Table 2: Policy mix for R&D in Austria 
 

13

Policy categories Policy instruments: short descriptionand target group 
R&D Domain  

R&D policy generic The main programme in science is the funding of individual research projects not 
oriented at financial profit by applications from scientists of any discipline who 
are working in Austria. This programme is run by the Austrian Science Fund 
(FWF) which is Austria’s central organisation for promotion of basic research 
and is guided solely by the standards of the international scientific community. 
Grants are provided from a budget of 64 million EURO in 2005 on a competitive 
basis. 

 The basic programmes in innovation and aimed on the near market side to 
developments promotes applied R&D in all areas of technology. Applicants are 
mainly enterprises, but also research institutes and individual researchers. The 
programmes are run by the Austrian Research Promotion Agency (FFG) which is 
the main organisation for promotion of research and innovation in Austria. 
Grants and loans are provided on a competitive base, which are given from a 
budget of around 265 million EURO in 2005. 

 FHplus is another structural programme to increase R&D. Its objectives are 
to increase the number of FHs (“Fachhochschulen” – Universities of applied 
sciences) with suitable structures and a capacity for long-term, application-
oriented R&D, and to increase and intensify R&D cooperation between the FH 
sector, industry and other R&D partners. This should lead to an increase in the 
overall number of qualified R&D partners and in the technological and 
innovative standard of the (regional) economy in general and of SMEs in 
particular. The grants are provided on a competitive base to the FHs from a 
budget of 5 million EURO in 2005. 

 The action line “Headquarter strategy” as part of the named basic programmes is 
run by FFG to make Austria more attractive as a headquarter location for 
internationally active companies with substantial R&D capacities in Austria. 
International companies are granted for building up or extending R&D capacity 
in Austria which is highly connected in the Austrian NIS. Therefore around 18 
million EURO were spent in 2005.  

R&D policy sectoral The FFG runs several nationally selected thematic programmes. Now these are 
- TAKE OFF for aeronautics 
- FIT-IT for information & communication technologies (13 million 

EURO 2005) 
- NANO for nanotechnology (7 million EURO 2005 
- KIRAS for safety and security (5 million EURO 2005) 
- Sustainable Development (8 million EURO 2005) 
- IV2S for intelligent traffic systems and services (14 million EURO 

2005) 
- ASAP for space  
- ARTIST for satellite navigation 

These sectoral and thematic programmes typically are aiming at strengthening 
the R&D in industry and special fields of high relevance for growth. The 
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subsidisation typically is given by competitive calls. 
R&D / Innovation policy – 

Linkage  
Several programmes aim at the priorisation of basic research efforts by linking 
distributed basic research capabilities. Namely are “Special research 
programmes” (18 million EURO 2005) which try to establish research networks 
concentrated at a single university location in case of long-term and 
interdisciplinary work on complex research topics and “National research 
networks” (5 million EURO 2005) promoting the establishment of priority 
research areas by building nation-wide networks for multidisciplinary, 
distributed and medium-term work on large-scale research projects. Both 
programmes are run by FWF. 

 Translational research (8 million EURO 2005), a programme run by FWF in 
cooperation with the BRIDGE programme run by FFG are coordinated between 
the two funding organisations aiming at the linkage of science and industry in 
case of projects being in an early transfer phase from basic research to 
application in industry. So, scientist from any discipline working in Austria can 
apply. 

 Central linkage programmes are given by the competence centres initiative 
(Kplus and Kind/net). While Kplus (11 million EURO 2005) aims to build up 
long-term cooperative initiatives between public and private research at an 
advanced level where minimal 5 companies and 20 to 30 scientists should work 
together, Kind/net (12,6 million EURO 2005) is oriented towards the installation 
of industrial competence centres for specific technologies led by industry. 
Applicants in both cases are consortia (science – industry in Kplus or several 
companies in Kind/net). 

 Protec 2002+ as a technology transfer programme tries to stimulate innovation in 
SMEs and co-operation between science and industry. It consists of three lines: 
So far, four invitations for tenders for protec-INNO (handled by the ERP-Fund – 
1 million EURO 2005) aiming towards developing and diffusing practices in 
innovation management and protec-NETplus (handled by FFG/Structure 
Programms – 2,5 million EURO 2005) aiming at building cooperations and 
networks have been successfully completed.  
The programme line protec-TRANS (handled by the ERP-Fund) aiming at the 
technology transfer is available to individual SME as an open call for 
applications till the end of 2006. 

 A special linkage programme – CIR-CE – is aiming to identify and strategically 
utilise synergies and complementarities between Austria and its partners in 
Central/Eastern and Southeastern Europe by network projects, innovation 
projects and training projects. Applicants are institutions and leading companies 
whereby 2 to 3 partners from Austria and from these countries are working 
together. 

 The AplusB programme (5 million EURO 2005) funds innovative, technology-
oriented spin-offs from the academic sector. AplusB provides professional 
support for scientists in the difficult process of turning a good idea into a viable 
business. This involves both: not only counselling and assistance during the 
actual start-up phase and but also establishing the idea of entrepreneurship more 
firmly in academic theory and practice.  

 The CDG (Christian Doppler Laboratories – around 6 million EURO in 2005 
from state, national bank and national fund being supplemented by almost the 
same amount of money from industry) are laboratories founded at universities or 
non-university research organisation to support innovation-oriented fundamental 
research. 

 ACR (Austrian Cooperative Research) is an important platform for applied non-
university research, development and innovation and assists mainly small and 
medium sized enterprises. 

R&D / Innovation policy – 
IPR 

The programme uni:invent which was founded to support the protection and use 
of intellectual rights at universities consists of three pillars, which include the 
installation of innovation scouts at universities, support of patent financing and 
the sub-programme tecma which supports the systematic establishment of a 
services structure for intellectual property rights and their commercialisation at 
Austrian universities. 
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R&D specific financial and 
fiscal policy 

There is a seed financing credit initiative given by Austrian Economic Services 
(AWS) expecially for high-tech start-ups, where start-ups can get up to 500.000 
EURO without collaterals as a mezzanine capital (appr. 700.000 EURO net value 
of subsidy in 2005) . 

 Especially for scientists, who want to set-up a enterprise in Biotech and 
IT&Physical sciences a support and finance for start-up will be given on the 
basis of scientific “proof of concept” (up to 100.000 EURO for 2 years). This 
programme is run by AWS. 

 As a representative measure i2 – the Austrian Business Angel Network may be 
mentioned here, which is a matching platform between investors and creative 
entrepreneurs to get capital (also guarantees) and know-how. This programme is 
run by AWS. 

 To mention is the tax allowance for R&D, implemented since 2002 amounting to 
25 per cent, in case of massively extended R&D expenditures during the last 
three years it amounts to 35 per cent (for the extensions). Beside that a research 
premium of about 8 per cent can be applicated for years with financial deficits. 
These indirect promotional measures sum up for tax deficits of approx. 300 
million EURO in 2005.  

R&D specific education 
policy 

In this category of policy measures impulse projects – “Scientists for the 
economy” within the framework of BMVIT’s impulse line “Human Resources 
for the Economy” may be integrated. University graduates with completed 
doctoral study of any discipline can apply in cooperation with an Austrian 
enterprise by proposing a research project that should lead to a significant 
increase of R&D activities of the company.  
Thereby knowledge transfer between Austrian universities and companies should 
be increased as much as the number of firms performing R&D. Also the 
promotion of young scientists is goal in this programme performed by the FWF 
in cooperation with FFG. 

 The academic sub-programmes of the fFORTE gender mainstreaming initiative 
to increase the participation of women in science and engineering may be headed 
under this rubric (e.g. DOC-fFORTE).  

R&D specific employment 
policy 

Other sub-programmes of fFORTE like FEMtech-fFORTE or w-fFORTE as 
programmes designed by the Federal Minstry of Traffic, Innovation and 
Technology and by the Federal Ministry for Economy and Labour are 
mentionable for the advancement of women and for improving equality of 
opportunity in universities and enterprises. 

Finance Domain  

Financial and fiscal policy The AWS offers a portfolio of financial measures, like allowances, ERP credits, 
guarantees and liabilities and some special arranged for SMEs as micro credits 
and double equity for financing the set-up and growth of enterprises amounting 
up to 1 billion EURO as net valued subsidies. Applicants are founders or 
companies already at place.   

 AWS also offers guarantees for SMEs restructuring activities and 
internationalisation efforts. 

Macroeconomic policy Several bundles of programmes for stabilising the economy and fostering growth 
included especially initatives for SMEs and R&D. Special attention is given to 
the set-up of new enterprises (e.g. Law for support of founding new enterprises). 
The consequential instruments are mainly administrated by AWS. 

Human Capital Domain  

Education policy Establishment of tuition fees in 2001 shortly before the implementation of the 
new organisation law for universities (2002), while before participation was free. 

Employment policy A main part of promoting employment in Austria is aiming for new qualification 
of unemployed persons. Thereby several measures deal with reintegration and 
qualification of women, but also with young persons to get professional 
education. Consequently the match of demand and supply is better and 
qualification increases. 

 For elder persons measures like partial retirement schemes and qualification 
programmes are in place to increase the average age of retirement in Austria. 
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Innovation Domain  

Innovation policy generic To increase the awareness of R&D several awards have been invented. To 
mention are “Staatspreis Innovation”, “Staatspreis Multimedia und e-business“ 
or “Jugend Innovativ”. 

 There is also an awareness campagne named “Innovatives Österreich” 
(Innovative Austria) implemented as a platform for exchange of information. 

Innovation policy sectoral Austrian Economic Services (AWS) runs sectoral programmes like 
- LISA for life sciences 
- NANO for nanotechnology 

Hereby consulting and support of business process is at the forefront for founders 
of companies in life sciences, while in case of nanotechnology the focus is on 
network-building.  

Other policies - industry Here the initiative for supporting creative industry “iP creativwirtschaft” may be 
quoted. Applicants from music, multimedia and design can get some grants for 
projects which could not find finance because of their market risk. 

Other policies - trade  
Other policies - defence Mentionable are the countertrades to be made in case of buying new fighters 

(“Eurofighter”) and also some procurement – preferring Austrian companies – in 
case of buying new equipment. 

Other policies – consumer 
protection 

 

Other policies – health and 
safety 

In 2001 a ethical commission has been founded to consult the chancellor in cases 
of ethical questions regarding developments in medicine and human biology. 

Other policies - environment  
Other policies – regional 

development 
The REGplus module, which forms the core of RIF 2000 (Regional Support for 
Innovation), represents a clear shift of focus from subsidising the material 
infrastructure of regional Impulse Centres to promoting their innovative 
"content" – a shift from "hardware" to "software", as it were. REGplus is to 
enhance the capacity of existing centres, as well as these centres' activities for 
the enterprises of the respective region. This programme is run by FFG (2 
million EURO in 2005) 

Other policies - competition By the Competition law of 2002 new institutional organisation of competition 
policy took place with an adaptation towards European organisation. Several 
amends during last years pointed towards increase in investigations to be made 
by the Austrian competition authority. Together with the regulatory authorities 
(RTR and e-control) analyses of broadcasting markets and energy markets have 
been major topics.  

 In 2001 an agency for reducing costs of supply of public authorities by 
centralising them was founded (“Bundesbeschaffungsagentur”), which 
implemented an electronic platform for offers and tries to increase 
innovativeness in public procurement. 

Other policies – social 
security 

 

 
 
 

16Policy Mix Country Review Austria final  

 



 
 

 

5. Coherence between main policy objectives and 
priorities, and policy instruments 

 
The main policy objectives as mentioned before are to promote quality on broad level 
and excellence at the top, to improve efficiency and effectiveness of the promotion 
system and to strengthen networking and co-operation between science and industry. 
 
Linking these objectives to the policy instruments shown and listed in table 2, one can 
clearly state, that a lot of efforts and experimentation have been made to find and 
apply new instruments on a quite rational base, backed by intensified consulting and 
research in the last years for serving any tiny observeable problem in increasing the 
innovativeness of the Austrian NIS. Therefore increases in funding, the implemented 
actions for raising awareness in case of innovation and R&D as much as the new 
installed tax allowances could serve the policy objectives quite well.  
 
The increase in instruments surely has been a base for broadening the potential for 
R&D and raising the quality. Especially as most instruments in place have been 
implemented following scientific analyses and expert advice. Most of them have been 
being evaluated by now. For the old, autonomous funds like FWF and FFF (now 
heading as basic programmes run by FFG), which have been the main suppliers of 
public project funding (Dinges 2006), the mentioned evaluations stated that they are 
better in doing things they were originally set up to do, but have not kept pace with 
the broadening of activities and problems tackled abroad by equivalent agencies 
(Arnold et al. 2004). Also the new agency FFG resulted from recommendations made 
by the evaluation of FWF and FFF. This also supported the strengths to divide the 
strategic and operative level by letting FFG run the ministry programmes and keeping 
ministries with strategic decisions.  
 
An even limited and selective observation of the instruments in place shows the 
problem of high diversity of instruments in Austria. For instance evaluation of CDG 
(Schibany et al. 2005) shows quite clearly a development of the several instruments 
for intensifying science-industry relations resulting in the CDGs, the Kplus, Kind/net 
or BRIDGE programmes. It also remarks the high similarity of design and goals, 
representing partly the activities of the different ministries responsible for RTI, and 
showing also the responses of agencies to the analytically derived and formulated 
challenges.  
 
Also evaluation of the AWS-technology programmes came up with some necessity 
for streamlining the high diversified and often only with small amount of subsidies 
endowed programmes and recommended some clustering of the activities (Jörg et al. 
2006).  
 
While the instruments worked well for broadening the potential of linkages and 
promoted networking and co-operation between science and industry to a high extend, 
they also produced a lot of overlapping which results in less coherence. On the other 
side, looking for results in producing excellence at the top, one would have to state, 
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that here the system is still on the way. There already exist several worldclass 
researchers and institutes or companies in Austria, but they often suffer from 
difficulties given by some labour or immigration regulations or in some cases of high 
administrative burden, which are now at least recognized but not always treated 
adequately. This means that the non-R&D instruments like regulations in labour 
market or in other areas do not always support the innovation system in its path for 
changing from an “imitation regime” to an “innovation regime”. 
 
The efficiency and effectivity in the promotion system has been raised by the changes 
in the institutional setting, still leaving some room for more coherence and 
cooperation between the government and the regional governments of the federal 
states in implementing instruments. Still there are some ongoing adaptions, but the 
numberous and highly differentiated instruments may still cause some losses and 
demand for an in-depth analysis of the compositions. 
 
So, by large there is not as much a gap when one analyse the policy objectives and the 
policy instruments but more overlapping efforts in instruments trying to reach the 
policy objectives. Consequently substitutive and complementary effects in the 
portfolio are to be analysed and a streamlining of instruments may be a 
recommendation. Thereby the often small amount of the applied instruments should 
be treated when looking for interacting effects because there may appear 
characteristics of discouraging effects too. 
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6. Policy mix instruments and target groups 

The specifications of the policy instruments are results of the problems recognized in 
National innovation systems. So, any classification may not be sufficient to represent 
the whole spectra of aims. Very often the policy measures may target several actors, 
especially in case of general programmes but also in case of special programmes, 
when they include several goals. Nevertheless we followed the proposed 
classification scheme as a background standardisation tool for further analysis. 
Consequently the mapping may not always be quite precise. 
 
Therefore using the table of the methodological report with six groups of actors, a 
rough classification of R&D policy instruments is shown in table 3. 
 
From this table 3, which does only contain a selected number of policy instruments, 
recogniceable is the fact, that every broad route to increase R&D investments in the 
Austrian innovation system has been followed by several instruments so far. There 
seems to exits not to much “left” room for new ones, but for some streamlining, as a 
lot of doubling efforts are in place. The instruments also often serve several routes. 
 
While there are in some cases - as especially for increasing extramural R&D carried 
out in cooperation with public sector, due to the many different instruments 
addressing actors for doing so - partly substitutive effects are generated, sometimes 
these instruments are also working encouraging one another, as for instance in case of 
Kplus and some sectoral programmes like FIT-IT or NANO.  
 
Mentionable may be route 3, “stimulate R&D investments in firms non-performing 
R&D”, which seems to have been addressed more weakly than the other routes, while 
the route 4, “to attract R&D-performing firms from abroad” have been prominently 
on the agenda recently in recognicing the large part of R&D expenditures (of 
approximately 20 per cent) spent by foreign companies. Also route 1, “promote 
establishment of new indigenous R&D-performing firms” has been intensified during 
last years. So, in general the extension of the instruments in Austria during last decade 
took place with highly emphasising the routes 1, 4 an 5, to a lesser part route 3, while 
in the years before mainly route 2 and 6 have been served by the general funds (FFF, 
FWF) and by some sectoral programmes.   
 
Even when this table does not include all policy instruments in use for RTI policy and 
influences from other policies, a general picture derives, where there is almost no gap 
in supporting R&D actors but a lot of doubling efforts, which have to be analysed for 
generating higher effectivness and efficiency. 
 
 
 
 



 
 

  Table 3: Policy instruments and broad routes to increase R&D investments 
Policy categories  

Policy instruments 
ROUTE 1: 
promote 
establishment of 
new indigenous 
R&D-performing 
firms 

ROUTE 2: 
stimulate greater 
R&D investment 
in R&D-
performing firms 

ROUTE 3: 
stimulate R&D 
investments in 
firms non-
performing R&D 

ROUTE 4: 
attract R&D-
performing firms 
from abroad 

ROUTE 5: 
increasing 
extramural R&D 
carried out in 
cooperation with 
public sector 

ROUTE 6: 
increase R&D in 
public sector 

R&D Domain        
R&D policy 

generic
General funds (former FFF)  XX     X

General funds science (FWF)       X XX
Headquarter programme       
FHplus     X  

R&D policy 
sectoral

FIT-IT, ASAP, IV2S, NANO,       XX X XX

R&D / Innovation 
policy – Linkage 

AplusB XX      

Kplus; Kind/net       X XX
Protect 2002+       X
CIR-CE       XX
Translational research     X  
Special research programmes 
(FWF) 

     XX 

National research networks 
(FWF) 

     X 

Bridge     X  
CDG     XX  

R&D / Innovation 
policy – IPR

uni:invent      X 

R&D specific 
financial and fiscal 

policy

Pre-seeding finance 
programme 

XX      X
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Austrian Business Angel 
Network 

XX      

Tax allowance       XX X X
R&D specific 

education policy
Scientists for economy     X  

Doc-fFORTE     X  
R&D specific 

employment policy
fFORTE     X  

Finance Domain        
Financial and 

fiscal policy
Micro-credit X      

Double-equity X      X
ERP-credits       X X

Macroeconomic 
policy

       

Human Capital 
Domain 

       

Education policy Award “Staatspreis 
Innovation” 

      X X

Platform “Innovative Austria”       X X
Employment 

policy
       

Innovation 
Domain 

       

Innovation policy 
generic

       

Innovation policy 
sectoral

LISA, NANO X      X

Other policies - 
industry

       

Other policies - 
trade

       

Other policies -        
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defence
Other policies – 

consumer 
protection

       

Other policies – 
health and safety

       

Other policies - 
environment

       

Other policies – 
regional 

development

REGplus       X

Other policies - 
competition

       

Other policies – 
social security

       

Remark: X = relevant, XX = very relevant 

Policy M

 

 
 



 
 

 

7. Balance within R&D policy mix 

In table 4 R&D policy instruments in use in Austria are mentioned without the GUF 
(general university funds) which are to be the highest among the OECD-countries and 
therefore are quite important part for the Austrian NIS. Here are only a few main 
programmes headed, which should cover the largest part (by funding volume) of 
direct measures. 
 

Table 4: Assessment of ‘importance’ of R&D policy instruments 
 

Criteria Instruments Funding  
In mio € a b c d e 

General funds (former FFF) 265  XXX XX XXX XXX XX 
General funds science (FWF) 64 X XXX XXX XXX XX 
Headquarter programme 18 XX XX X XX XX 
FHplus 5 X XX X X X 
FIT-IT, IV2S, NANO, Sustainable Develop. 42 XX XX XX XX XXX 
AplusB 5 X XX X X X 
Kplus; Kind/net 23 XX XXX XXX XX XX 
Protec 2002+ 4 X X X X X 
Translational research 8 X X X X X 
Special research programmes (FWF) 18 X XX XX XX XX 
National research networks (FWF) 5 X X X X X 
CDG 6 XX XX XXX X X 
uni:invent  X XX X X X 
Pre-seeding finance programme 0,7 XX XX X X X 
Austrian Business Angel Network  XX XX X X X 
fFORTE  X XXX XX X XX 
Micro-credit  X X X X X 
Double-equity  XX XX X X X 
ERP-credits  X X XXX X X 
Award “Staatspreis Innovation”  XX XX XX X X 
Platform “Innovative Austria”  XX X XX X X 
LISA, NANO  XX XX X X X 
REGplus 2 X X XX X X 
Remark: X = less important, XX = important, XXX = very important 
Criteria: 

a) overall contribution to increase of private R&D expenditures  
b) impact on specific aspects of the NIS or R&D performers (when possible) 
c) public attention/attention by policy makers 
d) volume of public funding involved 
e) beneficiary of a shift in public funding 
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To give an overview of the general picture of balance of mix and the development of 
the efforts to support R&D in Austria, they are divided into (from bottom line to 
highest line in figure 2) institutional, direct and indirect funding. Thereby one can 
observe almost two thirds are being institutional funding which includes GUF 
(general university funds). Direct measures are slightly increasing to about 20 percent 
while indirect measures show a substantial increase. 
 

Figure 2: Development of funding measures 2000 – 2003 

 
Source: Technology Report 2006 
 

Figure 3: Development of instruments of direct measures 2000 – 2003 

 
Source: Technology Report 2006 
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Mapping the direct measures to bottom-up funding, structural and thematic 
programmes, supporting talent, international networks and other (from bottom to 
highest line in figure 3) this results with bottom-up funding being most important and 
providing about two thirds of direct funds, while thematic and structural programmes 
are responsible for around 10 to 15 per cent. 
 
This overview about direct instruments of technology policy and their mix, for the 
first time analysed by a study published 2005 by Joanneum Research and Technopolis 
(Schibany and Jörg 2005) underlines that a multitude of instruments have emerged in 
recent years, and that an important challenge lies today in the management of their 
composition.  
 
Main sources for project funding can be found by funding of Austrian Science Fund 
in case of scientific R&D projects. This funding for the individual projects has been 
increasing from about 85 mio EURO in 2000 to about 108 mio EURO in 2005. In 
addition project funding for innovation projects is mainly targeted by the general 
programme (being former FFF) of Austrian Research Funding Agency (FFG). This 
rather important support for Austrian NIS increased funding from about 118 mio 
EURO in 2000 to 144 mio EURO in 2005 (Dinges 2006). The evaluation of FWF and 
FFF, which means more or less the general programmes as presented, carried out by 
an international team showed that both organisations work quite well and efficiently 
(Arnold et al. 2005).  
 
In respect to enhancing the linkages between science and industry, the main policy 
instruments have been K-centres and CDGs. While the CDGs increased their budget 
from about 30 mio EURO in 2000 to about 80 mio EURO in 2005 getting 
approximately 5 mio EURO of government funding in 2005, the subsidies to the K 
centres in 2005 have been about 12 mio EURO for Kind/net and around 11 mio 
EURO for Kplus. The evaluation of these competence centre-programmes reported as 
main findings that they have been successfully implemented. Nevertheless for the 
Kind/net programme some weaknesses like the insufficient change of cooperation and 
the largely benefiting limited number of large enterprises were stated. In contrast the 
Kplus contributed very well to the broadening and formalising of cooperation 
structures between industry and science (Edler et al. 2005).  
 
If one looks on the increasingly implementing of thematic, sectoral programmes, the 
NANO initiative with about 10 mio EURO and the ASAP and ARTIST initiative 
(space applications) catch the largest volumes, followed by others like GenAu, IV2S 
or FIT-IT. 
 
So, as a general observation the increased public attention to measures in the area of 
RTI policy can be noticed. The instruments for RTI policy have become more 
prominent to support national growth and employment policy strategies. Subsequently 
this increased R&D spending and resulted in better performances in international 
comparisons of RTI developments.    
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8. Emergence of R&D policy mix 

The Austrian R&D and innovation policy was influenced by the general 
internationalisation processes and especially by joining the EU and participating 
increasingly in EU Framework programmes during the last decade. 
 
Joining the EU and implementing the competition regime of the integrated market 
gave technology policy a more prominent place and higher importance in the Austrian 
policy landscape. Therefore the policy strategies, institutional infrastructure as well as 
policy instruments to support growth and stability had to be adapted and made 
technology policy a target as being under exemption rule in competition. 
Consequentially an increasing diversity of instruments – due to the then increasing 
new analytical results of challenges and problems in the Austrian Innovation System 
appeared (e.g. the TIP-programme specified as a consulting programme for the policy 
system in the field of technology policy aiming at the same time at the building and 
accumulation of expertise in this field).  
 
Several programmes can also be seen as the result of the specific governance structure 
of the Austrian technology policy, where at least three ministries have their 
responsibilities in this policy field. Having the legal competences and only a very 
loose coordination process working between them, they all came up with initiatives 
and a range of new instruments, often focused on similar goals and targets (e.g. 
competence centres in form of Kplus and Kind/net or industry-science linkage 
programmes like Bridge and Translational research). Similarely the regional 
governments of the federal states used their compentences for developing the regions 
by generating some technology policy oriented initiatives without to much of 
coordination with the national government. So, further instruments appeared with 
some doubling efforts on the regional level. In general this almost non existing 
coordination of technology policy on several levels increased on the one hand the 
support for innovation very much but at the same time the overall efficiency may be 
challenged (Ohler et al. 2004). 
 
Another influence can be observed due to the opportunities given by the Eastern 
enlargement of EU, when the geographic situation of Austria could be taken as 
advantage to initiate and deepen cooperation with these countries (e.g. CIR-CE). In 
general quite similarely, positioning towards support of settlement of headquarters 
and building up and extending R&D departments is dealt with in the Headquarter 
programme being aware of the high share of foreign R&D expenditures spent in 
Austria. So, recogniced opportunities have been addressed and should promote the 
R&D investments in Austria.  
 
The general trends in direct measures - beside the introduction of indirect measures 
(tax allowances in 2001) and of a lot of changing regulations having taken place - of 
RTI policy can be summarized with following statement: 
(1) consisting instruments are not substituted by new ones but have been 
supplemented and  
(2) there is a trend of programme orientation during last 10 years. 

26Policy Mix Country Review Austria final  

 



 
 

So, it was a recently started process to concentrate and reduce doubling efforts, when 
by demand of applicants for reducing transaction costs a “one-stop-shop” principle as 
much as new governance structures oriented towards separation of strategic and 
operative decisions were general drivers for merging funds in three funding agencies: 
FWF, FFG and AWS. This concentrated the administrative efforts and the 
competences to administer funding programmes. 
 
The overall pattern with recently performed massive changes in the institutional 
setting and a still ongoing process in this direction seems to point towards further 
efforts to overcome the problems in coordination of a fragemented system. While the 
actual situation may contain a constructed new institutional setting, the several 
instruments, even coming into life by some rationale process build on performed 
analysis, are nowadays more of a “ex post” reality. This demands for working 
towards higher degree of coherence and coordination to achieve more effective and 
efficient support. 
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9. Governance of the policy mix 

The governance structure in Austria is formally represented by several institutions on 
policy level, agency level and performing level.  
 
While in general the federal government as executing authority is responsible for 
implementation, mainly represented by the Ministry of Education, Science and 
Culture (BMBWK) which governs the higher education sector, Ministry for Economy 
and Labour (BMWA) which supports especially infrastructure for SMEs, like the 
Austrian Technology Centres (VTÖ) and Austrian Cooperative Research (ACR) and 
Ministry for Transport, Infrastructure and Technology (BMVIT) which is responsible 
for major non university research organisations and also launching most of the 
technology programmes. Beyond that the ministry of Finance (BMF) plays an 
important role. 
 
The Austrian Science Council and the Council for Research and Technology 
Development act as independent strategic advisory bodies at the policy level. 
 

Figure 4: Governance structure of the Austrian NIS 
 

 
Source: Austrian Council for Research and Technology Development 2005 
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On the level of agencies the recently implemented organisational changes resulted in 
a merge of the FFF, TIG and ASA to the new Austrian Research Promotion Agency 
(FFG). So, there exist three larger agencies for funding, the AWS, the FWF and the 
FFG. Partly the VTÖ, ACR and CDG may serve as agencies as they take some 
coordination efforts. 
 
On the performing level several actors are visible, including universities, firms and a 
lot of non-university research and technology organisations. The diagram also 
presents the most important thematic programmes and competence platforms, so that 
funding and money streams can be traced. 
 
Looking at these actors and there interplay, firstly to mention is the role of Austrian 
Council for Research and Technology Development which should give some strategic 
advice but is also very much incorporated in recommending how additional funding 
(“Offensivmittel”) should be allocated. The ministries are now dealing more with 
strategic decisions having passed most of the former programmes run by them to the 
agencies for managing. Generally the ongoing process of restructuring the 
institutional landscape is going to reduce the complexity and gives more separated 
responsibilities. Nevertheless the coordination between ministries in case of RTI 
policy is still lacking. And even when RTI policy became a more prominent place in 
the policy portfolio, the coordination with other policies is only marginally 
developed.  
 
Also the new ways of interacting between federal and regional STI-policy, mostly by 
complementarily or supplementary funding to federal funding activities based on 
programmes, remains to become better coordinated (Ohler 2004). 
 
Consequently one derives with the summing up, that in the governance structure 
improvements of coordination between the ministries and the several funding levels 
are central tasks for advancements, beside the general analysis of the instrument 
portfolio. 
 

29Policy Mix Country Review Austria final  

 



 
 

 

10. Interactions between policy objectives and 
instruments 

While there have been first attempts to analyse the portfolio of instruments for RTI 
policy (Schibany and Jörg 2005), they clearly showed the structures but had no 
detailed look on specified interactions of the instruments in place. Also the 
evaluations of the programmes performed by now did not always spend too much 
attention to the question of similar measures and their effects. So, an appraisal of the 
interacting between the policy instruments is still outstanding and first opinions are 
given here. 
 
Firstly, there may be stated that the programme orientation during the last decade 
resulted in a lot of new instruments. One can observe at least six measures aiming at 
the industry-science linkage, whereby four are programmes (Kplus, Kind/net, 
BRIDGE), one is a bottom-up subsidisation by FFG and the lastly the support of 
CDG (Christian Doppler Laboratories) is also part. While therefore the diversity of 
programmes is quite high, financial volumes are in international comparison 
relatively low. Consequently they are in a competitive situation, which is given by 
some differentiation in number of necessary participating firms between the 
programmes as much as the differences in subsidiation quota, while the duration of 
the programmes is quite similar. So, having slightly different orientation in general, 
often applicants are the same – due to the relatively small sample of available R&D 
intensive industrial partners in Austria. Consequently some negative interacting 
effects appear when looking for the overall efficiency. 
 
A similar situation exists in case of technology transfer structures where at least three 
actor specific programmes are operated (FH plus, REGplus, protec 2002+). Again 
comparatively small amounts of finance are dispersed over a plurality of specified 
programmes aiming on similar goals, but in these cases at least the main addressees 
are different. So there are some complementary interactions between these 
instruments, as they support in general the technology transfer to the local SMEs by 
finding several connecting channels.  
 
This general trend of highly diversified instruments with small amounts of funding 
and having overlapping goals leads to the expectation of substitution effects, which 
may generate some negative effects between them. On the other hand, as seen, in 
some cases they may generate complementary effects and being therefore positive 
interacting. So, there is no general statement to be made, but the necessity for an in-
depth analysis of the interaction effects between the instruments.  
 
Beside that a few applicants, especially in case of larger R&D performing companies, 
which can and do participate in a number of different programmes (e.g. centres), may 
cumulate funds from almost all instruments, which in consequence reduce intended 
governing effects. 
 
While in direct measures large enterprises are constrained to a maximum amount of 
subsidies, in the indirect tax measures this is not the case up to now (Schibany and 
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Jörg 2005). So, there may exist some complementary relations between direct and 
indirect measures, especially for large enterprises.  
 
Remarkable here is the restructuring of universities (by new university organisation 
law in 2002) as they may have increasing interests in getting additional finance by 
these programmes due to their changed organisation and financing principles. At the 
same time their situation in case of intellectual property rights changed, when now 
they are able to claim for patents etc. which are developed by university personal (e.g. 
professors). But therefore also some disincentives for professors to patent or to get 
any other form of IPR for innovation may appear. The real impacts are by now not 
measureable due to the still ongoing adaption process at universities, which start in 
2007 with their first performance oriented contracts with government (OECD 2005).  
 
Beside that R&D policy instruments some non-R&D measures are to be mentioned in 
case of Austrian R&D policy. Firstly, there exists a dual apprenticeship system which 
in common with employment protection and collective bargaining processes supports 
firm-specific human capital but reduces labour mobility between firms. Also the 
largely differentiated pension system hampers mobility – in this case between public 
and private sector. Together with some low participating rate of women in R&D 
employment and relatively low rates of students studying natural and engineering 
science, these regulations form a challenge for human capital in R&D. So, they also 
may generate some negative effects for R&D investments due to constraints in 
mobility and supply of specific human capital. 
 
There have been a lot of efforts to strengthen competition in Austria during last years, 
e.g. by introducing new institutional structures (e.g. Federal Competition Authority) 
and by other regulation authorities (e.g. RTR for broadcasting and telecommunication 
or e-control for utilities) as much as by several amendments of laws. So, network 
access in case of ICT was prominently mentioned and supported by a initiative for 
installing broadband, which in turn increased the use of broadband, but product 
market regulations (especially in services) counterbalanced this development. 
Nevertheless the R&D investments were rising in ICT, but may come under pressure, 
if there are no further reduction of regulations and public support (Vickery and Warta 
2006). Again the interaction with this regulations point to some negative effects in 
some cases, but may also enable some R&D. 
 
In general interaction effects have not been analysed up to now. But some indications 
like the quite good performance of the Austrian NIS during last decade may represent 
some enabling effects, nevertheless giving also room for expecting substitutive effects 
as much as complementary effects between some measures due to sub critical amount 
of resources and quite overlapping goals. 
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