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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 System Challenges 

1.1 R&D intensity in Belgium: status and perspectives 
 
In 2003, Belgian R&D performers spent 5.177 Billions € on R&D, an amount that 
represents 1.89% of the country’s GDP. The latter figure is in sharp decrease from the 
preceding 3 years, where Belgian R&D expenditures exceeded or were nearing the 
level of 2% of GDP. As can be seen from Table 1, much of that variation is due to a 
decrease1 of intensity in private R&D spending. Other European countries have also 
experienced a decline in private R&D expenditures during that period. Preliminary 
figures for 2004 indicate a further slight decrease in relative private R&D 
expenditures, which could be compensated by a slim increase in relative public 
expenditures, stabilising the total relative figure on R&D expenses on GDP around 
the level of 2003. Further analysis of this trend shows that smaller firms had the 
stronger drop in R&D activities in 2002, while for subsequent years, medium-size 
and, especially, large firms are downsizing their R&D activities quite drastically 
(Federal Science policy 2005). Given that R&D activities are highly concentrated in 
large firms, this means that the key performers of R&D activities in Belgium are 
experiencing the strongest decline. Their situation translates thus immediately in the 
total R&D intensity figures of the country. 
 

Table 1. R&D expenses as a percentage of GDP, by executing sector 

Executing sector 2000 2001 2002 2003 
Enterprises 1.42 1.52 1.36 1.32 
Public sector + HEI + 
private non profit 

0.55 0.56 0.58 0.57 

Total 1.97 2.08 1.94 1.89 
Source: Federal cooperation Commission, CFS/Stat group, calculation Scientific federal policy. 
 
This situation arises after a period of catching up started in 1993, which brought the 
country from a low position in the EU league of R&D spenders to that of a middle-
player in 1996. That year, Belgium started to rank above the EU average for the 
R&D/GDP indicator, and this remained true until 2002. In 2003, the Belgian indicator 
returned under the EU average figures. 
 
Compared to the more R&D-intensive countries such as Japan, the US, or the 
Scandinavian countries, Belgian R&D investment levels are low, and recent trends do 
not show promising signs for the accomplishment of the goal defined in the EU 
Council at Barcelona, i.e. reaching a level of 3% of GDP by 2010, a goal to which 
Belgian policy-makers explicitly subscribe. 
 
Table 1 indicates that enterprises perform around 70% of R&D activities in Belgium. 
In terms of financing R&D, companies account for 60% of the resources, the public 

                                                
1 There was a decrease in relative and also in absolute amounts of private R&D in 2002 and 2003. 
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sector for 27% and foreign sources for a remarkable share of 13%, mostly of private 
origin, due to the fact that the majority of private R&D performers in Belgium are 
under foreign ownership. Thus, Belgian R&D activities are clearly dominated by the 
private sector, both in terms of performing and of funding R&D. While important in 
aggregate quantitative terms, the largest volume of business R&D expenditures is 
concentrated in a dozen of larger firms and is also highly geographically 
agglomerated. A decrease in R&D efforts in Belgium of one of these companies is 
likely to reduce significantly the measured aggregate R&D intensity level of the 
Belgian economy.  
 
An important aspect of the R&D funding system in Belgium is depicted in Table 2: 
this relates to the low, and even decreasing (in relative sense), efforts of the public 
sector in funding R&D. In proportion of GDP, the publicly-funded R&D expenses 
amount to 0.45 in 2003, while the figure is at least 50% higher in the average of other 
European countries and in the US, and even double in the R&D-intensive countries, 
Sweden and Finland2. However, those figures do not include public investments in the 
form of fiscal incentives for R&D, which are currently subject to increased policy 
attention with the recent launch of new measures (see section 2). 
 

Table 2. Publicly-funded R&D expenses on GDP 

Countries 2000 2001 2002 2003 
Belgium 0.46 0.47 0.46 0.45 
Germany 0.78 0.79 0.80 0.79 
France 0.84 0.82 0.87 0.81 
United Kingdom 0.56 0.55 0.53 0.59 
The Netherlands 0.65 0.67 0.67 - 
Sweden - 0.90 - 0.93 
Finland 0.89 0.87 0.90 0.90 
European Union (15) 0.65 0.65 0.67 - 
US 0.71 0.76 0.80 0.81 
Japan 0.59 0.57 0.57 0.56 
Source: Federal cooperation Commission, CFS/Stat group , calculation Scientific federal policy, for 
Belgium, and OECD (2005), Main Science and Technology Indicators, for other countries. 
 
These few figures and facts on R&D intensity in Belgium indicate that: 

1. The overall R&D intensity of the Belgian economy is relatively low; 
2. Recent trends on R&D intensity are negative and put the feasibility of 

reaching the 3% Barcelona objective, into question; 
3. The major contributors to R&D in Belgium are large, mostly foreign-owned, 

companies. A narrow basis of business R&D investments in Belgium 
represents a significant point of vulnerability. Recent trends point towards a 
danger of disinvestments strategies in private R&D, notably in the form of 
delocalisations; 

4. Public efforts in financing R&D are notably low, governmental commitments 
to invest in research are not (yet) visible in figures. 

                                                
2  A similar conclusion is reached using budgetary credits data instead of publicly-funded R&D 

expenses: compared to other countries, they are remarkably low.  
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1.2. Key challenges of the Belgian NIS with respect to R&D intensity  
 
The independent High Level Group 3% Belgium was established in 2004 at the 
initiative of the federal Minister in charge of Science Policy, with the aim to define a 
global action plan and recommendations to encourage more and better investments in 
research and innovation in Belgium. In its 2005 report, the diagnosis was summarised 
as follows: 
 
“Belgium is clearly not amongst the leaders in the knowledge-based economy. The 
weakest links in its innovation system appear to be related to public research inputs 
and its capacity to translate resource endowments into technological performance. 
Furthermore, focusing policy attention in the case of Belgium on the 3% target, and 
in particular the 2% private R&D investment target as major challenge, appears to 
miss the point of the real policy challenges in the area of R&D: the dramatic 
dependence on a small number of large R&D performing firms” (High Level Group 
3% Belgium 2005). 
 
A key question arises thus, on the factors of attractiveness for private R&D 
performers in Belgium, and their evolution in the present context.  
 
Many comparative exercises based on knowledge economy indicators have been 
conducted, and may be used to depict the Belgian National Innovation System’s 
strengths and weaknesses. One of these has been conducted recently by MERIT in the 
framework of a strategic study for DG Regio (see Exhibit 1) (Nauwelaers 2006). 
More in-depth and qualitative studies help refine the broad-brush picture given by 
data. 
 
Belgium is a wealthy, centrally located, service-oriented and densely populated 
country with high labour productivity rates. This latter element is often presented as 
justification for its attractiveness from a business point of view. Belgium is also an 
extremely open economy, with export shares exceeding 70% of GDP, and an 
economy dominated by multinational companies. A well-developed and generous 
social security system, becoming more and more expensive with the ageing of the 
population, translates into high salary costs, and this creates tough competitiveness 
pressures on Belgian economy3. 
 
Salary costs being the largest component of R&D expenditures, this factor is doomed 
to play a significant role in determining Belgium’s attractiveness for private R&D 
investments. 
 
Of course, the question of costs of human resources for R&D is intertwined with the 
quality of these resources. A strong relative performance can be observed for Belgium 
with respect to quality of human resources: the population is generally well educated, 
investments in higher education are superior to EU average, and the number of 
science and technology workers is also relatively high and growing. However, new 
science and engineering graduates are less numerous, though high growth rates for 
                                                

3  In 2003, fiscal and para-fiscal pressure on labour costs amounted to 43.2% of salary costs in 
Belgium, compared to 38.4% in neighbouring countries (Prime Minister Chancery Office 2005). 
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these graduates in the last years are more reassuring. Clearly, human research capital 
is a main asset of Belgium, however there is a significant outgoing brain drain. While 
the scarcity of lifelong learning activities can partly be explained by a good education 
infrastructure, this is also a weakness in a rapidly evolving knowledge-driven society. 
Neither companies nor individuals have a strong inclination to take part to adult 
education and retraining schemes in Belgium. One weakness on the public research 
side is the poor career opportunities for researchers in universities, which is 
permanently on top of the agenda in higher education circles. 
 
Exhibit 1: Relative country performance for key knowledge economy indicators 

Source: MERIT calculations based on Eurostat and national data (2002 or 2003). 
 
Measured in academic terms, Belgian public research is quite productive, however 
low degrees of exploitation of research in the form of patents shows that Belgium has 
difficulty to use scientific advances for possible commercial exploitation. Linking the 
strengths and weaknesses in technological areas (as measured by shares in patenting 
activities) to economic activity (as measured by shares in export markets) reveals an 
important mismatch in Belgium (Debackere, Luwel and Veugelers 1999). Most of the 
Belgian patent activity is situated within industries where no comparative economic 
advantage is observed, while most of the sectors where Belgium does hold a 
comparative advantage in economic terms (exports), are not characterized by strong 
technological advantages (as measured by patents). This tends to suggest that 
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Belgium’s economic competitive position is not fully built on its comparative 
technological strength. 
 
Belgium is at a disadvantage with respect to its industrial structure, which appears 
strongly oriented towards medium-and low-tech industries. Low figures for high-tech 
exports illustrate the problem of having failed so far to translate relative business 
R&D strength in international competitiveness. Absorptive capacities of these 
medium- and low-tech branches towards new knowledge is likely to be much lower 
than in the case of high-tech industries. Studies of the nature of private R&D 
activities (Capron and Meeusen 2000), argue that private R&D expenditures are more 
oriented towards the rapid adoption of new (process) technologies, rather than 
towards the genesis of new technology breakthroughs. This orientation could explain 
the relative disconnect between research carried out at enterprises and universities (or 
research centres). The small number of large, R&D-intensive firms, responsible for 
the relatively high, aggregate business R&D intensity figure for Belgium, may appear 
like “islands” of high-tech activity in Belgium’s industrial landscape. Analysis of 
knowledge spillovers on the basis of patent citations results in the conclusion on the 
relative weakness of inter-firm linkages and hence limited diffusion of know-how 
across the Belgian economy (Lukach and Plasmans 2002). There are no truly “open” 
industrial sectors in terms of the propensity to co-operate at inter-firm and, even 
more, at inter-industry levels. The need to reinforce and better organise the network 
of regional intermediaries working towards ensuring knowledge and technology flows 
in the system, is recognised too (Nauwelaers, Pellegrin and Van Overbeke 2004 for 
Wallonia). Hence, the limited diffusion power of the Belgian innovation system 
appears as a main hampering factor for the development of R&D activities and 
innovation in Belgium. 
 
Beyond R&D arguments, there are some bottlenecks in terms of innovation 
performance in a broader sense. The hampering factors for the development of a well-
performing innovation system lie primarily in elements outside the R&D system 
itself. From the evidence brought together in numerous analyses, the following appear 
of particular importance. Low entrepreneurship dynamics in the country is one barrier 
to the transformation of new knowledge in economic gains. This phenomenon is 
documented in many studies of the Belgian situation (see e.g. Bowen, Moesen and 
Sleuwagen 2006). Regulations and bureaucracy are consistently reported as important 
barriers, but the effective social protection system plays also a role here. Rules and 
regulations, notably in the health sector and on environmental issues, are of particular 
importance to stimulate innovation in key R&D-performing sector such as 
pharmaceuticals. While Belgium is quite successful in producing academic spin-offs, 
there is however a weakness in intrapreneurship: Belgian enterprises have no tradition 
to stimulate industrial spin-offs. Another barrier consists of firms’ deficiencies in 
strategic and commercial management: too many Belgian SMEs lack absorption 
capacities to benefit from external knowledge, and a change of mentality from 
“owning” a firm towards “managing” it and taking risks for innovation is needed. 
Large domestic firms are hesitant to engage in strategic partnerships, which create 
impediments to their (innovative) developments. And, finally, financing of innovative 
ventures appears as problematic, especially at early stages, since there are few 
investors willing to take the risk to provide funds based on intangible assets. 
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Policies to support R&D and innovation have been growing on the (federal, regional 
and Community) governments’ agendas, but with different degree of priority across 
the various authorities involved. Some elements of the policy, such as the creation of 
large research centres with excellence levels, have undoubtedly contributed to the 
enhancement of capabilities and to the attractiveness of Belgium for knowledge-based 
activities, but the fragmentation of the policy system and uneven developments across 
the country, coupled with hesitant evaluation activities, represent a difficulty to 
design fully effective policy support. 
 
In conclusion, the key challenges for the Belgian National Innovation System can be 
summarised under the 4 following points: 
 
 
Challenge 1: Enhancing the diffusion power of the Belgian Innovation System, 
favouring knowledge spillovers between firms and sectors, and between producers 
and users of knowledge on the public and private sides. 
 
Challenge 2: Securing the asset of human resources for R&D and innovation: 
reducing labour costs, enhancing career perspectives for researchers, and ensuring 
entrepreneurial and creative spirit at all education levels, including in lifelong 
learning schemes. 
 
Challenge 3: Raising public investments in R&D with a concern for effectiveness and 
value-added of policies, and searching for the development of synergies between 
policies across the country. 
 
Challenge 4: Improving framework conditions for (new) innovative ventures, 
including especially the removal of administrative barriers, the care for innovation 
impact of regulations and the promotion or establishment of suitable risk capital 
funding sources. 
 
 
As a matter of fact, these challenges call for rather urgent responses, given the pace of 
technological developments and the increasing competitive pressures to which this 
small open economy is confronted. They point to a coordination of responses from 
various policy areas - R&D and innovation, education, economy, employment, fiscal, 
environment, social security, etc. – and between the various entities with autonomous 
powers in these policy areas (see next section). 
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2. Objectives and priorities of R&D policy 
 
Responsibilities for research policies in Belgium are distributed between the Federal 
level, the Regions and the Communities. Competences in R&D policy, which were 
originally defined at national level, have progressively been redistributed from the 
federal state to the Regions and Communities over the last two decades. In 
consequence there is nothing like a “Belgian” R&D or innovation policy, and the 
discussion on policy objectives and priorities needs to distinguish between policies at 
federal, regional and community levels4. 

2.1 Policy objectives and priorities within the R&D and innovation domain5 
 
Each within their own area of competence, the various Belgian Governments have 
identified the following key priorities for their RDTI policy:  
 

1) to put more emphasis on the importance of science, technology and innovation 
activities (of which research is a vital part) in order to achieve the Lisbon goal 
and the Barcelona target;  

2) to strengthen fundamental and strategic basic research in order to ensure a 
basis for future development of the knowledge society;  

3) to open up policy to include international and especially European research 
cooperation dimension within the framework of the European Research Area;  

4) to create centres of excellence as needed in the perspective of the creation of 
ERA;  

5) to increase the importance of linkages within the R&D system, and in 
particular between universities and the private sector;  

6) to recognise the importance of human resources, by acting on the wage bill 
and encouraging mobility of researchers;  

7) to ensure favourable framework conditions for innovative companies, both 
existing ones and new ones (fostering entrepreneurship and spin-offs creation, 
ensuring adequate financial sources);  

8) to promote a positive attitude towards science and technology amongst the 
public. 

 
There are however different accents between these priorities, across the various 
Belgian authorities in charge of R&D and innovation policies. 
 
The federal level does not regularly publish White Papers or policy declarations on 
S&T policy. However the 2003 Governmental Declaration and governmental 
agreement: “A creative and supportive Belgium” introduces research and technology 

                                                
4  Besides the federal government, there are three Regions and three Communities holding 

responsibilities in the STI sphere. The Flemish Community and Flanders Region have merged 
into one entity, the Flemish Community. The small German-speaking community does not 
develop activities in the R&D domain. Hence five governments develop STI policies in full 
autonomy in Belgium. 

5 The content of this section is inspired from the ERAWATCH baseload inventory for Belgium.  
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promotion as an important priority of the Belgian government, and endorses the 
Barcelona Objective of 3% as an official target for the country. The federal 
government pursues the objective to support research of national importance, notably 
in the space sector (a major area of federal intervention) and through inter-community 
research on themes under the federal responsibility. Internationalisation of research, 
notably through fostering international researchers mobility, is also a key priority at 
federal level. Until recently, federal policies were mainly targeting public research 
organisations and universities, as well as own federal scientific institutions. Recent 
moves indicate a priority from the federal government to act on the research wage 
bill: besides existing (limited) tax incentives for R&D personnel and investments, 
new approaches are put in place to activate the fiscal and para-fiscal incentive 
instruments to promote R&D. This is the case with recent new measures of partial 
exemption from the advance tax payment on wages, applicable for R&D personnel in 
universities, research institutions and companies. The federal authority is also playing 
a part in the venture capital market, but main players here are rather at the regional 
level. Major interventions from the federal government in support of R&D, do 
however take place in areas which are not strictly speaking part of R&D policy (see 
below). 
 
The Flemish Community’ s Policy Brief Economy, Enterprise, Science, Innovation 
and Foreign Trade 2004-2009 presents the programme of the Minister in charge of 
RTD matters for the current legislature. It includes an emphasis on innovation as a 
horizontal policy goal. This government has developed its science and innovation 
policy with key priorities on: building a strong knowledge base in the public sector, 
the valorisation of this base in the society, entrepreneurship promotion, creation of 
critical masses in technology and innovation, and more recently, rationalisation of 
public support and evaluation of public programs and actions. The underlying concept 
of “open innovation” influences policy priorities. The increased use of fiscal 
instruments to encourage R&D, which is a competence of the federal state as 
mentioned above, is strongly encouraged by Flemish authorities. An important focus 
is placed on the objective of improving the situation on the human resources side. 
Furthermore, the provision of adequate financial resources for innovative companies 
is another new direction visible in the latest policy documents from the Flemish 
Government. The recent socio-economic development plan for Flanders “Flanders in 
action” (July 2006) places a top priority on “creativity, innovation culture and 
entrepreneurship”. Fostering R&D is part of this priority, but the main accent is on 
creativity and entrepreneurship, and innovation in the broader sense (including 
innovation in services and in the public sector); 
 
The Walloon Region’s RTD policy has a long-standing emphasis on exploitation of 
public research outputs in the economic sector and enhancement of technology 
diffusion in companies. With the recent “Marshall Plan” (2005), a reinforced 
approach to support innovative public-private partnerships in key sectors is emerging 
with the competitiveness poles, and existing instruments such as targeted R&D 
programmes ("mobilising programmes”) and industry-science mobility schemes are 
being reinforced. Following recent assessment exercises on S&T intermediaries and 
RTD subsidies, evaluation concerns are progressively growing in Wallonia. The 
French Community’s investments have traditionally followed an “open science” 
approach, giving the system financial resources but refraining from guiding research 
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activities. Improving the career and international mobility of researchers also stand 
high on the policy agenda. 
 
The third region, Brussels-Capital, has started working on its R&D policy in the late 
nineties. The Contract for the Economy and Employment 2005-2010 (2005), the 
general regional development plan, does not include research and innovation as one 
of its 7 priorities. Under the priority “developing qualitative competitiveness of 
enterprises”, mention is made of the need for enterprises to become more innovative, 
and of rasing investments in research. One of the 27 actions refers to the need to 
concentrate support to 3 sectors which are conducive to innovation. The regional 
government has set up the basic framework and institutions, and created its agency 
IRSIB-IWOIB. Targeted research programmes (currently on ICT) and the promotion 
of spin-offs from research represent new actions. However, the small size of the 
Region is a limiting factor in trying to develop a fully-fledged regional R&D policy. 

2.2 Policy objectives and priorities across policy domains and role of R&D policies 
 
The status and priority given to R&D policies in the Belgian policy mix portfolio, can 
be looked upon in national-level policy documents of major importance. A key policy 
document in this respect is the Belgian Stability Programme 2006-2009 (Federal 
Public Service Finance 2005). This policy has a major influence on all policy areas in 
Belgium, since it provides a framework for other policies through the intermediary of 
budgetary and fiscal policy. 
 
The starting point is the bottleneck in public finances created by the excessively high 
level of Belgium public debt. Although Belgium’s debt ratio has been falling steeply 
for a number of years, it still remains high. That debt ratio and the projected potential 
economic growth make it essential for Belgium to achieve a balanced budget or a 
small surplus as the medium-term objective, in order to fulfil the conditions of the 
Stability and Growth Pact. Hence, reducing the public debt ratio at a sufficiently rapid 
rate remains a central objective of the Belgian fiscal strategy. As mentioned in the 
Stability Programme: “Cutting the interest charges is in fact the key to creating scope 
in the budget to finance the costs of population ageing”. The latter refers to the 
problem of funding the social security system in Belgium, a growing concern from a 
financial point of a view and a sensitive issue in the inter-community relationships in 
the country. 
 
The Stability Programme states: 
“A responsible fiscal policy creates a climate of confidence and is an important factor 
for stimulating economic growth and job creation. The government combines this 
policy with an ambitious programme of social and economic reforms, placing the 
emphasis on the following points:  

Ø adapting the Belgian economy to an increasingly global, liberalised 
environment by reductions in charges, a research and development drive and 
administrative simplification; 
Ø stimulating employment, particularly of the young and those over age 50, 
by continuing to make selective cuts in taxes on labour; 
Ø enhancing social security and economic security for everyone by adjusting 
benefits in line with prosperity and expanding the basis of funding; 
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Ø putting additional investment into mobility and augmenting security 
funding. 

 
This multi-pronged strategy for strengthening public finances and stimulating the 
economy and employment reflects the desire of the Belgian government to create a 
sound basis to cushion the costs of population ageing in the years ahead, and to 
guarantee a satisfactory level of well-being for current and future generations.” 
 
“This policy... is echoed in the National Reform Programme for 2005-2008 which 
defines the priorities of the Belgian authorities in terms of the attainment of the 
Lisbon objectives. The first priority is employment. The pact on solidarity between 
generations, which has formed the subject of consultation with the social partners, 
defines the conditions for boosting the employment rate of the youngest and oldest 
workers. The policy of reducing labour costs is being maintained and intensified. 
Moreover, promoting economic growth and employment requires a climate conducive 
to investment, entrepreneurial spirit and innovation; new moves have also been 
initiated to achieve that. Economic growth and prudent fiscal management will 
enable us to maintain a good quality social security system: measures have been 
taken to ensure cost control (especially in the health sector) and the structural 
financing of social security. Finally, within the overall system of controlling primary 
expenditure, it has been possible to focus on certain priority areas.” 
 
In line with these major orientations, the National Reform Programme of Belgium 
associates to “socio-economic policy in the broad sense of the term”, the following 
policy areas (in that order): “budget, social security, employment, competition, 
research and development...” (Prime Minister Chancery 2005, p.17). Hence, it 
appears that R&D policy is seen as one amongst the policies contributing to broad 
socio-economic goals, i.e. more growth and more jobs. It does not appear as a priority 
goal, but it is present in the policy portfolio. 
 
The analysis of these national-level key policy orientations points towards a few 
major driving forces influencing new policy developments at federal level: 

1. A top priority given to employment creation as a major societal goal. The 
main approach here is to lower fiscal pressure on labour costs and reform 
labour market to increase activity rates; 

2. The need to secure funding for a social security system threatened by the 
population ageing; 

3. The wish to strictly control public expenditures with a view of necessary debt 
reduction. 

 
In a centralised country, the goals pursued by R&D policies, or more generally, 
policies to foster the knowledge society, as well as the means allocated to these 
policies, would appear as subordinate to the above major macroeconomic policy 
goals. 
 
However, Belgium is a federal country, which means that each level of government 
has full autonomy to run matters under its own competences. The fact that 
macroeconomic policy is mostly a responsibility of the federal government, while 
R&D and innovation policies are primarily in the hands of the Regions and 
Communities, confers freedom to Regions and Communities to develop their policies 
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independently. So it appears more accurate to qualify these as complementary (rather 
than subordinate) to the macroeconomic policies.  
 
Regarding the policy domains outside R&D and innovation stricto sensu, but with 
important potential impacts on R&D and innovation, all Belgian governments have 
their own objectives and priorities. 
 
The federal government is developing actions in the areas of simplification of 
administrative rules, and the improvement of the regulatory framework in important 
areas such as competition, intellectual property, information society and 
entrepreneurship. The fiscal and para-fiscal instruments are also intensively and 
creatively used to reduce labour costs and the fiscal pressure on private investments. 
 
The three Regions, under economic policy, promote economic clusters under various 
forms, and provide the necessary space for companies, notably in the form of 
specialised incubators. Actions to promote the development of Information Society 
are also in place in the 3 regions. The objective of adapting education and training to 
the labour market demand is also climbing up the policy agendas. 
 
Finally, all Belgian authorities develop programmes, measures and regulations in 
order to reach environmental goals. Some of them have close links with the objective 
of R&D and innovation policies. 
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3. Coherence between NIS challenges and R&D 
objectives and priorities 

 
A first general remark to be done when analysing policy priorities versus main 
challenges of the Belgian National Innovation System, is that the institutional setting 
in Belgium is not conducive to a situation where R&D and innovation would become 
an overall policy priority in the country through, e.g. a governance system inspired by 
the much-celebrated Finnish Science and Technology Policy Council, which 
combines top-level commitment and broad-based consensus. 
 
The federal level does indeed not hold primary responsibilities in such matters, and 
therefore would be placed in delicate situation to lead such a move, because that 
could be considered as infringing the competences of the Regions and Communities. 
Even a limited coordinating role from the federal level may be considered as 
inappropriate by other state entities. Policy evolutions in Belgium are more 
characterised by efforts to delineate competences and develop these in autonomy, 
rather than by the search of synergies and common directions across state entities6. 
 
For the same reason, achieving consensus between Communities and Regions on 
RDTI priorities and matters is also difficult, there are few incentives and places for 
dialogue to foster moves in that direction. Another disincentive comes from the 
unequal stage of development reached by the various Regions on such matters, 
Flanders being on the forefront of policies based on technology (already in the 80s) 
and innovation promotion, and Brussels- Capital being a latecomer in the field.  
 
Belgium has developed a strong tradition of “concertation-overleg” between policy-
makers. There is no accurate English translation of the term as used in this context, 
because it is so specific to the Belgian policy setting: the term refers to a process in 
between mere consultation and cooperation or coordination 7 . It needs to extend 
beyond pure exchange of information since issues are so much intertwined between 
the various authorities, but does not go as far as coordination or cooperation, because 
goals as well as methods can be different and interdependencies not necessarily 
addressed. It remains true that cooperation is needed in some cases where the final 
goals cannot be reached without the participation of several state entities: a good 
example of this is the production of national statistics in R&D where the final goal is 
easily identified and cannot be reached without the cooperation of all entities. In this 
case, true cooperation is at work, but the same cannot be said for policy development 
in RDTI. 

                                                
6 As mentioned, synergies are complete between the Region of Flanders and the Flemish-speaking 

Community, who have merged their institutions. On the Walloon and French-speaking side, 
there are moves towards the search for more synergies. But between all other state entities, 
maintaining a strict delineation of competences is the rule. 

7  Coordination has been defined by (Malone and Crowston, 1991) as: "The act of managing 
interdependencies between activities." Cooperation refers to “the practice of people or greater 
entities working in common with commonly agreed-upon goals and possibly methods” 
(Wikipedia). 
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This context creates thus an intrinsic difficulty in addressing the overall challenge to 
transform Belgium in a more knowledge-based society as a higher-level policy goal, 
because each state entity will of necessity develop a different vision of it according to 
its own competences. But it is clear that the contributions of all of them are needed to 
reach the ambitious goal. Hence, a first gap between challenges and policy priorities 
is an institutional one: the institutional context makes it difficult to develop co-
ordinated policies and to recognise areas of synergies, to address the challenges.  
 
We now return to the 4 key challenges of the Belgian NIS proposed in the first 
section.  
 
 
Challenge 1: Enhancing the diffusion power of the Belgian Innovation System, 
favouring knowledge spillovers between firms and sectors, and between producers 
and users of knowledge on the public and private sides. 
 
This challenge is a key one because it points to the necessity to broaden the base of 
R&D-intensive and innovative companies in Belgium, which is today too heavily 
concentrated around a few key players, which can be qualified as “islands” in a 
context otherwise characterised by too limited innovation dynamics. 
 
The overall policy priorities within the R&D policy domain partially address this 
challenge, but mostly from the point of view of the development of industry-science 
relationships, and the setting-up of technology diffusion mechanisms, which are 
traditionally high on the list of regional policy priorities. The next section lists 
numerous instruments geared towards technology diffusion.  
 
Ensuring diffusion and spillovers of knowledge amongst companies is not so high on 
the policy agenda, while most studies and enquiries show that the best learning 
channels and innovation sources for companies are other companies. The fact that 
policies targeting such goals receive growing emphasis is thus a positive element. 
Establishment of competitiveness poles in Wallonia or the Flemish Poles of 
competence are examples of current thinking in the regions, inspired by such goals. 
Whether these will be able to escape the traditional linear thinking underpinning the 
technology diffusion mechanisms, still remains to be seen. 
 
The real question though is not so much one of policy priority as declared in policy 
letters and papers, but one of the effectiveness of instruments. It has been noted, e.g. 
that recipients of R&D subsidies in Wallonia are for the large majority, large R&D – 
intensive firms. A study of the aid system in this region concluded that there are few 
incentives for firms to engage in R&D or innovation activities for the first time. The 
effectiveness of the various types of excellence poles to contribute to the overall goal 
of enlarging the innovative base is also often questioned. Reconciling the objective of 
reaching excellence levels in key technology areas (as is obviously the case with 
IMEC in Flanders) with the goal of contributing to the transformation of an industrial 
fabric too much oriented to low- or medium-tech activities, proves to be very 
difficult. 
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Challenge 2: Securing the asset of human resources for R&D and innovation: 
reducing labour costs, enhancing career perspectives for researchers, and ensuring 
entrepreneurial and creative spirit at all education levels, including in lifelong 
learning schemes. 
 
The human resources issue is a priority of Belgian policy – makers, mostly from the 
employment angle: a top priority for all governments is to increase employment rates 
in the country. A major policy entry point towards this goal is through the costs of 
labour, for which Belgium clearly stands at competitive disadvantage. Many new 
policy moves target a reduction in labour costs, in general and for R&D workers in 
particular. 
 
The question tough is: is the dominant “cost” approach a sufficient response to the 
lack of innovation dynamics in the Belgian productive sector? As stated by Soete, 
“the dynamics of innovation, of entrepreneurship, of creative destruction thrive better 
in an environment providing higher reward for creativity and curiosity than in an 
environment putting a higher premium on the security of employment, internal 
learning and efficiency improvements in the production of existing products” (Soete 
2006). The social model in Belgium is clearly of the second type. What seems to be 
lacking in Belgium, are effective incentives to help creativity flourish in education, 
and at the workplace. 
 
One recent initiative from the federal level indicates the limits of the financial 
approach to raising creativity: an innovation premium has been launched, with the 
intention to reward employees responsible for new ideas in the company. The 
incentive for companies consists of tax and social security exemption on these 
premiums. After 6 months of operation, only 277 premiums have been introduced, 
one out of 1.000 companies, among which only.... 12 in Wallonia.  
 
A more fundamental rethinking of the educational approaches with the view of 
adapting to the knowledge society, from “absorbing”, towards “creating” seems 
essential. Life-long learning curricula with the same orientation are not really under 
focus. The strategic plan “Flanders in Action” acknowledges that the education 
system still offers too few room for exploration, experience-based learning, 
development of skills, attitudes, self-confidence and supply differentiation according 
to talents of the pupils. Improving the education system and increasing on-the-job and 
life-long learning opportunities are well present on policy agendas, but may need 
more radical rethinking if Belgium’s human capital has to remain its biggest asset in 
the global competition. 
 
Initiatives to attract researchers from abroad and improving conditions for researchers 
in the public sector flourish on the federal and Flemish Community’s agenda, but the 
question remains whether this is sufficient to create a net advantage for Belgian 
places for highly qualified and mobile workforce, in comparison of other places. 
 
The Flemish Community is putting a high priority on entrepreneurship promotion, 
well in line with an identified challenge. 
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Challenge 3: Raising public investments in R&D with a concern for effectiveness 
and value-added of policies, and searching for the development of synergies 
between policies across the country. 
 
Since 2003, the official figures on public investments in R&D in the country are 
rather flat, thus contradicting the earlier policy commitments to raise such 
investments (Exhibit 2). Taken as a percentage of GDP, these expenses are even 
declining since 20038. For the coming years, the three Regions foreseen nominal 
budgetary increases, but it remains to be seen if these will translate in higher 
GERD/GDP ratios. 
 
The national total however hides differences across Belgian authorities: much of the 
earlier growth in expenses is due to increases in the Flemish Community expenses, 
the major contributor of public R&D funding in the country. 
 
Figures including support in the form of fiscal incentives for R&D, when available, 
would improve the picture, as the recent multiplication of social security exemptions 
for researchers represents a specific form of public efforts to support R&D, not 
incorporated in traditional measures. 
 

Exhibit 2: Evolution of budgetary credits for R&D, per authority 

 
 
Source: Federal cooperation Commission, CFS/Stat group, calculation Scientific federal 
policy. 
 
The concern for effectiveness of public investments for R&D is growing, but is 
still limited when compared to the more widespread evaluation and policy 
design practices in other countries, notably in the Nordic countries. The 
Flemish Community is putting instruments in place to enhance the quality and 
effectiveness of policies (e.g. through the development of multi-annual contracts 
with regional research centres), and is currently studying additionality of R&D 
subsidies, but a lot still remains to be done.  
 
On the education side, there are still avenues open for progress: a trend towards 
achieving more synergies in expenses for higher education sector is visible thanks to 
the Bologna process resulting in closer connections between various institutions. But 
much remains to be done beyond the formal creation of academia, notably in the 
research domain. In October 2006, the proposal from the rector of one of the Flemish 
Universities to merge higher education institutions into one “University of Flanders” 
was not taken into consideration in political circles. The amount of performance-
related funding in the higher education sector is still very limited. 
 
The presence of a strong and open public research base in a country is an important 
attraction factor for mobile R&D investments. With comparatively limited amounts of 

                                                
8 GBOARD/GDP in Belgium amount to 0.62, 0.60 and 0.58 % in 2003, 2004 and 2005, compared to 

0.84 and 0.82 % for 2003 and 2004 as the average of Belgium’s four main trading partners 
(France, UK, The Netherlands and Germany), and 1.08% for the three years in the US. 
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public spending on R&D in Belgium, this possibility is likely to remain under-
exploited, despite the other excellent assets of Belgium in terms of geographical 
location. The under-development of research and innovation policy in the Brussels-
Capital region represents a clear deficit under this challenge.  
 
There are no signs that the issue of developing synergies across Belgian authorities in 
RDTI policy, advocated in the report of the High Level 3% Group for Belgium, 
would come on the agenda. Belgium is an advocate of the European Research Area, 
but a Belgian Research Area is not in sight... 
 
 
Challenge 4: Improving framework conditions for (new) innovative ventures, 
including especially the removal of administrative barriers, the care for innovation 
impact of regulations and the promotion or establishment of suitable risk capital 
funding sources. 
 
The federal government places a high emphasis on administrative and regulatory 
simplifications, well in line with an important challenge in the framework conditions 
for innovation in Belgium. An important focus is placed on the reform of the 
normalisation structures and rules. Regions also incorporate this objective in their 
agenda, with varying degree of priority though. Company federations traditionally 
place this item at the very top of their demands towards governmental action, and 
would certainly argue for the need for even more priority to this recognised weak 
point of the Belgian NIS. 
 
The Regions are also working towards the improvement of the environment for new 
company creation, mainly through the angle of venture capital provision. The Flemish 
Community has put a clear emphasis on the promotion of risk capital creation, and 
universities throughout the country also run their own risk capital funds. The 
Brussels-Capital Region is putting a priority in developing incubators for new 
companies. Advisory services for entrepreneurs or company creators are created or 
reorganised in the regions. And the broadening of the support to “innovation 
trajectory” beyond pure R&D activities, as envisaged in Flanders, is also participating 
to this objective. 
 
Another important priority with regard to improving the framework conditions for 
innovative companies, lies in the reduction of salary costs and the improvement of the 
fiscal environment for enterprises. While this dominating cost approach cannot be 
criticised in itself, given the cost disparity faced by Belgian companies compared to 
their main competitors, the question remains if this will have sufficient impact on 
general framework conditions for innovation. 
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4. Composition of the policy mix for R&D 

 
This section provides a description of the portfolio of policy instruments, both R&D-
specific and non R&D-specific, affecting R&D investments in Belgium. The 
instruments are organised following the methodology developed for the “policy mix” 
project (Table 3). Exhibit 3 indicates the share of the various authorities in the R&D 
specific instruments, based on 2005 initial budgetary data. The Flemish Community is 
the major actor, followed by the federal government, the French Community and the 
Walloon Region. The Brussels – Capital Region appears as a minor actor in R&D 
policy in Belgium. The reader is referred to section 5 and the subsequent sections for 
a discussion of this policy mix. 
 
The budgetary indications included in Table 3 are meant to provide a picture of the 
relative weight of various policy instruments. Table 3 only includes main types of 
interventions, therefore the sum of budgetary allocations mentioned in this Table does 
not equal the total GBOARD figures displayed in Exhibit 39. Not included in this 
picture are notably: working allocations for administrations and agencies in charge of 
STI policy; various research credits owned by other ministerial departments such as 
territorial planning, environment, energy, etc.; specific subsidies to research 
associations, academia, etc. 
 

Exhibit 3: Budgetary credits for R&D in Belgium, per authority 

 
Source: Federal cooperation Commission, CFS/Stat group, calculation Scientific federal policy. 

                                                
9 About 10% of budgetary credits are not displayed in Table 3. 

Flemish community : 823 Mio€ 
Federal:   458 Mio€ 
French Community:  236 Mio€ 
Wallonia:   177 Mio€ 
Brussels-Capital:  21 Mio€ 
TOTAL :   1714 Mio€ 
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Table 3: Policy mix for R&D in Belgium 
Policy categories Main policy instruments: short description and budgets 

(200510) 
R&D Domain  

R&D policy generic 
 
 

321 Mio€ 
 
 
 
 
 

109 Mio€ 
 
 
 
 
 

190 Mio€ 
 
 
 
 
 

102 Mio€ 
 
 
 

28 Mio€ 
 
 
 

10 Mio€ 
 
 

8 Mio€ 
 

(3 Mio€) 
 

4 Mio€ 

Funding for research at Universities and Public Research Organisations 
• Institutional funding at universities: by convention, 25% 11  of the 

institutional funding allocated to universities is considered as devoted to 
R&D activities. This funding is allocated annually on the base of keys linked 
to student population. The aim is to support fundamental research, but this 
money can also in practice be used by universities to carry out research with 
economic finality. Budgetary credits: Flemish Community, 177 Mio€; 
French Community: 132 Mio€12. In addition, the federal state contributes 
with 12 Mio€ for HEI in the Defence domain. 

• Special research funds at universities: these funds are allocated to 
universities based on keys linked to student numbers. Universities are free to 
allocate the funds internally for research purposes. Budgetary credits: 
Flemish Community (BOF), 97 Mio€; French Community: 12 Mio€. 

• Basic funding for research at University: the main channels for funding non-
oriented research at universities are FWO-Vlaanderen in the Flemish 
Community, FNRS and its associated funds and ARC in the French 
Community. Those funds are allocated following evaluation of proposals, 
and finance salary of individual researchers and research projects under 
various modalities, equipment, and other research expenses, based on 
scientific excellence criteria and peer review evaluations. Budgetary credits: 
Flemish Community, 115 Mio€; French Community: 75 Mio€ (63 Mio€ for 
FNRS and associated funds and 12 Mio€ for ARC). 

• Federal scientific institutions and research organizations: the federal state 
provides institutional funding to scientific establishments and research 
organizations under its responsibility, of which by convention 55% is 
considered as R&D credits. Budgetary credits: Federal entity, 102 Mio€ (98 
Mio€ structural funding and 4 Mio€ research budget). 

• Inter-University Attraction poles: is a programme funded by the federal 
authorities, with the aim of supporting collaborative research between 
universities across the two Communities. Funds are allocated on a 
competitive basis. Budgetary credits: Federal entity, 28 Mio€. 

• Industrial Research Fund (IOF)13 for universities in the Flemish Community: 
this funding channel is allocated to universities with the view of supporting 
research with potential applications. It is allocated on a competitive basis 
involving criteria measuring science-industry relationships. Budgetary 
credits: Flemish Community, 10 Mio€. 

• Research at high schools in the Flemish Community (PWO): the funds are 
allocated based on keys reflecting to student numbers. Budgetary credits: 
Flemish Community, 8 Mio€. 

• Flemish Methusalem programme: provides long term structural funding for 
top researchers, on a competitive basis. Budgetary credits: Flemish 
Community, 3 Mio€ (2006). 

• Belnet: high-speed network connecting research establishments in Belgium. 

                                                
10 Funding is calculated from data produced by the Federal Science policy office (2005 budget data 

based on initial figures); for the Flemish Community, figures published in the annual “Science, 
Technology and Innovation” guide and Annual Report IWT; for the Walloon region: annual 
report DGTRE (2005) and CPS(2006); for Brussels-Capital: annual report IRSIB-IWOIB. 

11 It has been pointed out that the 25% key is a lower ratio than the one used in several other EU 
countries. 

12 Both figures include financial transfers to universities. 
13 IOF could also be partly classified under the R&D/innovation polict “linkages” category. 
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pm 
 
 
 
 
 

202 Mio€ 
 
 
 

24 Mio€ 
 
 
 
 

8 Mio€ 
 
 
 
 
 

+/- 17 Mio€ 
 

Budgetary credits: Federal entity, 4 Mio€. 
• (Flemish Hercules programme): this programme, which will become 

operational in 2007, will fund large equipments at universities, based on 
keys linked to participation in BOF and IOF funds, and selection of projects. 

 
Funding for research in private sector 
• Direct aid schemes for R&D in companies in Flanders (through IWT), 

Wallonia (through DGTRE), Brussels-Capital (through IRSIB-IWOIB): the 
three regions provide subsidies and reimbursable loans to companies for 
R&D projects under various types. There are also special SME programmes. 
The subsidy rates vary according to type of research, size of company, and 
also location (use of ERDF funding). Budgetary credits: Flemish 
Community, 117 Mio€; Wallonia: 71 Mio€; Brussels-Capital: 14 Mio€. 

• Federal support for R&D in the framework of the international consortium 
Airbus: Budgetary credits: Federal entity, 24 Mio€. 

 
Other generic policy funding 
• Flemish support points for policy-relevant research are formed of research 

groups from one or more university institutions. The research groups work 
together for a long period, scientifically supporting policy of the Flemish 
government. Furthermore these groups perform explorative research in the 
field of potentially policy relevant topics. Budgetary credits: Flemish 
Community, 8 Mio€. 

• Science popularisation actions: in the Flemish Community, the annual 
Action Plan Science Information and Communication funds a number of 
“science popularisation” actions initiated by actors, such as universities or 
intermediaries. An action line “Diffusion of science and technology” in 
Wallonia funds science demonstration centres and various actions, notably 
initiated by universities. The French Community also supports “Science 
week” and other actions for the popularisation of science and promotion of 
scientific careers. Budgetary credits: Flemish Community, 9 Mio€; 
Wallonia: 8 Mio€14. 

R&D policy sectoral 
 

136 Mio€ 
 
 
 
 

110 Mio€ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

26 Mio€ 
 
 
 

• Federal space research: is a major research area at federal level, 
implemented in the framework of participation of Belgium in the European 
Space Agency. Projects retained under the ESA are co-funded by the 
Belgian authorities. The programme is open to universities and PROs. 
Budgetary credits: Federal entity, 136 Mio€. 

• Large Flemish strategic research centres 15  carrying out strategic basic 
research are IMEC (microelectronics), VIB (Biotechnology), IBBT 
(broadband technology) and VITO (environment technology). These 
research centres carry out fundamental and applied research of “strageic 
economic importance”, and have a mission of knowledge diffusion. They 
sign a contract with the regional government which defines these missions 
and sets out targets; they are regularly evaluated. Budgetary credits: Flemish 
Community, 110 Mio€ (35 Mio€ IMEC, 30 Mio€ VIB, 17Mio€ IBBT, 33 
Mio€ VITO) 

• Federal research programmes are multi-annual research programmes, open 
to universities and PROs, with the general aim of strengthening scientific 
knowledge in Belgium, and the specific aim of supporting scientific policy 
executed by the federal authority. Current research areas are sustainable 
development, information society, social cohesion. The Technology 
Attraction Poles (TAP) programme aims at increasing cooperation between 
universities and specialised sectorial centres. It is open to university 
institutions, public scientific establishments and non profit-making research 
centres working in three specific fields under federal competence: 

                                                                                                                                      
14 This amount is not “Frascati consistent” and therefore likely to be inflated. No dissagregated data 

could be obtained for the French Community actions. 
15 Part of the activity of these centres could be classified under the “linkages” heading. 
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59 Mio€ 
 
 
 
 
 
 

7 Mio€ 
 
 
 
 

18 Mio€ 
 

standardization, telecommunications, space sector. Budgetary credits: 
Federal entity, 26 Mio€. 

• Funding for research of regional relevance in Wallonia16 : the Walloon 
Region funds research of excellence at universities and in regional research 
centres, which are likely to bring benefits to the region. An important 
contribution has been provided by European Structural Funds to this funding 
channel. Part of the funding is allocated through « Mobilising 
Programmes », competitive programmes with a limited duration, which fund 
research projects in thematic areas of importance to the development of the 
region. They target universities (100% funding) and collective research 
centres (50% funding), and in some cases also companies in partnership with 
PROs. Budgetary credits: Wallonia: 59 Mio€17. 

• Funding for research of regional relevance in Brussels - Capital: the Region 
funds projects in universities, regional “Impulse programmes” and 
“prospective research” programmes, all aiming at developing the knowledge 
useful for regional development. Budgetary credits: Brussels-Capital: 7 
Mio€18. 

• Research in agriculture: In Flanders a permanent programme targets 
research in agriculture, with beneficiaries in universities, high schools and 
application centres. Budgetary credits are variable over time. In Wallonia a 
dedicated research centre (CRA) carries research in agriculture. Budgetary 
credits for the Flemish agriculture research programme: 9 Mio€; Walloon 
Research centre on agriculture: 9 Mio€. 

R&D / Innovation policy – 
Linkage 

 
30 Mio€ 

 
 
 
 

37 Mio€ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

17 Mio€ 
 
 
 
 
 
 

6 Mio€ 
 

• Flemish Competence Poles: are demand-driven initiatives, focusing on 
specific sectors or technological domains such as automobile, food, graphic 
industry, multimedia. They aim at building a knowledge base directly 
accessible for enterprises in these areas, economic goals are central to the 
initiatives. Funding varies over time according to the launch of new poles. 
Budgetary credits: Flemish Community, 30 Mio€. 

• Flemish Strategic Basic Research Programme (SBO): The SBO financing 
channel provides financial support to all R&D actors that perform strategic 
basic research in Flanders. It aims to mobilize and combine the necessary 
expertise regardless of the nature of the R&D actor. The establishment of 
cooperative consortia is explicitly encouraged. Next to scientific excellence, 
the possibilities for exploitation of results in society form an important 
criterion for research to be funded. Budgetary credits: Flemish Community, 
37 Mio€. 

• The Flemish VIS programme has the objective to stimulate technological 
innovation in Flemish enterprises, in particular SMEs, by increasing the 
awareness, improving the access to technological knowledge and supporting 
the implementation of knowledge in enterprises. The VIS-programme, is 
aiming at the intermediary organisations active in the support of 
technological innovation in companies. The VIS cover projects of 1) 
collective research; 2) technological services; 3) sub-regional innovation 
stimulation; 4) thematic innovation stimulation; 5) feasibility studies to 
prepare collective innovation initiatives; 6) cooperation projects to develop 
tools to increase the performance of the Flemish Innovation network. 
Budgetary credits: Flemish Community, 17 Mio€. 

• Flemish TETRA Fund (TEchnology TRAnsfer) provides support for 
research and knowledge diffusion for a group of interested parties, composed 
of one or more applicants (Higher Education Institutes (HEIs) including 
universities) and a group of users (companies and other organisations). The 
overall objective is to promote technology transfer between HEIs and (less 

                                                                                                                                      
16 Part of this funding could be classified under the heading “linkages” below. 
17 This total budget includes the FIRST grants, guidance and collective research centres, covered 

under “innovation policy/linkages”. 
18 This total budget includes also a small amount for grants for researchers, covered under R&D –

specific employment policy. 
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technological, "traditional", in some cases also hightech, SMEs), eventually 
social for profit organisations. Projects should concern an innovative concept 
that can lead to results that can be used by enterprises. Budgetary credits: 
Flemish Community, 6 Mio€. 

• Innovative Media projects: IWT provides funding for innovative projects 
linked to the media industry, notably for the main regional brodcasting 
operator. Budgetary credits: Flemish Community, 12 Mio€. 

• Walloon FIRST programmes 19 : these programmes fund mobility of 
university researchers between universities and companies, under various 
modalities, including the funding of industrial theses, international science-
industry mobility and the development of business plans for spin-offs from 
academic research. Expenses in 2005: Wallonia: 7 Mio€. 

• Collective research centres, regional research and technology centres and 
poles in Wallonia: a main mission of these centres is to diffuse knowledge to 
companies and undertake collective research work. The Walloon Region 
finance technological “guides” in these centres, with the mission to ensure 
such diffusion. Budgetary credits have been incorporated in the total figure 
of 59 Mio€ provided above under “R&D policy sectoral”. Funding for 
technology guidance amounted to about 3 Mio€ in 2005. 

• Regional support to Interface services of the universities: the three Regions 
fund “valorisers” at interface structures of the universities, with the mission 
to promote exploitation of research and manage IPR issues in contracts 
involving university researchers, stimulation of co-operation between 
university and industry; promotion of the creation of spin-off companies. 

R&D / Innovation policy – 
IPR 

• Flemish support to IPR (“Growth subsidy”, “SME programme”) 
• Subsidy for IPR applications in Wallonia 

R&D specific financial and 
fiscal policy 

• Social security premium deduction schemes for researchers20, both in public 
and private sectors, under different modalities. The costs of this federal 
measure are estimated at +/- 150 Mio€ annually. 

• Federal Idea Fund (VC Fund): a fund of 150 Mio€, it is expected that the 
regions and communities will make additional funds available via drawing 
rights, the fund is open to contributions from the private sector. The main 
target group are innovative companies. 

• Fiscal incentives for R&D investments and patents, and for R&D personnel 
(cost of the measure unknown) 

• Innovation premium: a tax-friendly incentive scheme for employees 
bringing in innovative ideas in enterprises (cost of the measure unknown, 
new measure in 2006). 

• Flemish venture capital GIMV, Innovation Fund (VINNOF – 75 Mio€), 
“Business Angels Network” Flanders.  

• “Talent Bank”  
• “Guarantee on risk capital”  
• Walloon venture capital through SRIW and FIRD, SOWALFIN, Business 

Angels Network Wallonia 
• Brussels-Capital venture capital through the SRIB, Solvay Business Angels 

Connect Network 
R&D specific education 

policy 
• Organisation of competitions on scientific themes for students and pupils in 

primary and secondary schools 
• Information for science professors at secondary level 

R&D specific employment 
policy 

 
34 Mio€ 

• Specialisation grants for PhD and post-doc researchers are meant to improve 
the carreer of researchers by providing funds for research positions at 
universities (IWT grants in the Flemish Community and FRIA grants in 
Wallonia and the French-speaking Community). In Brussels, such grants are 
allocated on a thematic basis (Prospective Research in Brussels). Budgetary 

                                                                                                                                      
19 Part of this measure could also be classified under “R&D specific employment policy”. 
20  Idem, and also relevant for R&D/Innovation Linkages policy” for the deductions granted to 

researchers involved in cooperative R&D projects involving public and private partners. 
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credits: Flemish Community, 20 Mio€ for PhD and 3 Mio€ for post-docs; 
French Community and Wallonia: 8 Mio€, Brussels-Capital: 3 Mio€. 

• “Supplementary researchers” grants granted by the federal authority, for 
researchers at universities and federal scientific organizations. Budgetary 
credits: federal authority: 16 Mio€ 

• Flemish Odysseus programme: provides grants to attract top researchers to 
Flanders. The target group is Flemish and other researchers with a position 
at foreign universities. When hired in Flemish universities, these top 
researchers are expected to develop research groups and create centres of 
excellence. Budgetary credits: Flemish Community, 12 Mio€ (2006). 

• Retour grants for post-docs researchers coming to work in Belgian 
universities, granted by the federal authority, and post-docs grants for highly 
qualified foreign researchers. Budgetary credits: federal authority: 1.2 Mio€ 

• RIT, RIT-Europe in Wallonia: subsidies for employees in charge of 
innovative projects in SMEs. Budgetary spending: about 2 Mio€ (included in 
R&D aids above). 

• SME Programme in Flanders (type 5): subidies for the hiring of the first 
highly qualified employee in order to raise the innovation capacity of an 
SME. Budgetary spending: about 0.5 Mio€ (included in R&D aids above). 

Finance Domain  

Financial and fiscal policy • Reduction of general company tax level (from 40.17% to 33.99%), 
establishment of “notional interests”, another way of diminishing general 
company taxes 

• Flemish Tax incentives (ARKimedes system & winwin lening)  
• Suppression of “anti-economic” regional (and provincial) taxes on 

enterprises (on equipment and tools) 
• Reduction of taxes on labour 
• Improvement of fiscal and legal status of independent workers 

Macroeconomic policy • Trend towards shifting from a labour-based towards a more capital-based 
financing system of public debt and social security 

• Focus on diminution of public debt 
Human Capital Domain  

Education policy • Flemish action plan on life-long learning (ICT, knowledge economy) 
• Action Plan “Entrepreneurial Education” in Flanders 
• “Technology at School for the 21st century” in the Flemish Community 
• Improvement measures for vocational Training in the French–speaking 

Community 
• Agreement on extension of placements in enterprises for youth in technical 

training 
• Harmonisation of administrative and financial rules for training and life-long 

learning within companies 
• Competence centres in Wallonia, ensuring economies of scale in equipments 

for technical schools and training for workers and unemployed 
• Obligation for all enterprises to invest 1.9% of wages in training actions 
• Training cheques, subsidies for training actions organised by enterprises  
• “Language Plan” in the French-Community 

Employment policy • Reduction of tax pressure on salaries: this is a major orientation in 
employment policy, both through general decrease in tax pressure and 
through targeted measures at specific categories (youth, low qualified, older 
employees) 

• Incentives for hiring specific categories of employees (marginal effect as it 
mainly targets people with low qualifications) 

• “Active ageing“ policy (fiscal incentives to hire older workers, revision of 
age criteria in salary scales, discouragment of early retirement schemes, 
bonus for late retirement, financial incentives to return to work,...) 

• Increase in supply of day-care for young children 
• Taskforce “Innovative Labour Organisation” in Flanders 
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Innovation Domain  

Innovation policy generic • Administrative simplification: one stop-shop approach for the administrative 
formalities for creating companies (in 2003); one single database for 
company information (Enterprise Crossroad Bank); simplification of 
regulations for enterprise authorisations; secretariats for administrative 
simplification in the regions. “Kafka” test for new government decisions in 
Flanders. 

• Flemish one stop-shop approach for enterprise support services (VLAO); 
DNA (“Dare after advice” cheques which allows a company creator to 
obtain a grant to get free advice from a recognised advisor); networking of 
economic advisory services in Wallonia (Agence de stimulation 
Economique). 

• Regional support for science parks and enterprise centres (including 
incubators) in all regions 

• Flemish and Walloon Entrepreneurship Action Plans, including 
competitions, grants, awareness raising events, “You are Flanders’ future”... 

• Flemish Action Plan for Information Society Vlaanderen i-2010 
• National plan to reduce IT divide in the population (promote access to PC 

and Internet) 
• Innovation audits in Flanders 

Innovation policy sectoral • Competitiveness poles (formed of enterprises, training, research 
organisations) and clusters in Wallonia. Budget of 120Mio€ foreseen for 
research over 4 years 

• Priority support to NTIC, environment and life science in Brussels-Capital 
Other policies - industry • Reform of federal structures in charge of standards and norms, to ensure 

closer connection with companies’ needs 
• Regional subsidies for investments in companies (“expansion aid”) 
• Brussels Enterprise Agency (BEA) 
• PLATO Scheme is a mentoring measure supporting exchanges between 

SMEs/ large firms on management guidance 
• Broadband coverage 
• Territorial planning and industrial estate provision 

Other policies - trade • Support for exporting companies (FIT, AWEX) 
Other policies – health and 

safety 
• Control of health expenses under the social security system (“growth norm”) 
• Platform for multidisciplinary knowledge in health (Flanders) 

Other policies - environment • Regulations: focus on energy reductions in building and rational use of 
energy 

• Certification and incentives for “green” energy production 
• “Milieu Innovatie Platform” in Flanders 
• Intensification of studies on energy efficiency, new energy sources, waste 

management and natural resources management (biodiversity), biomaterials 
Other policies – regional 

development 
• Increased use of European Structural Funds for “knowledge society” 

actions, foreseen for the coming programming period 2007-2013 

Other policies - competition • Opening up of energy market (gaz, electricity) is likely to result in price 
decrease 

• Strengthening of Competition Council in charge of implementation of 
competition policy 

• Raise of the treshold for notification of mergers and takeovers (60% 
reduction expected in number of notifications) 

Other policies – social 
security 

• Vigourous social security policy aims at supporting purchasing power in all 
population categories (well-being adaptation mechanism) 

• Creation of a “Ageing Fund” to cope with expected increased expenses due 
to population ageing 

• Revisions of retirement scheme funding system 



 
 

Policy Mix - Country Review Belgium – January 2007  

 

30 

 

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

The comparison between the set of policy instruments presented in section 4, and the 
broad policy objectives detailed in section 2, shows a high degree of correspondence: 
Belgium possesses a wide set of instruments able to address the policy priorities 
identified by the authorities. 
 
One reason for this good matching is rather trivial: most authorities, with the notable 
exception of the Flemish Community, produce policy documents which are in reality 
a description of existing (or planned) instruments rather than the expression of longer-
term strategic directions pursued by policy. In some cases (Brussels-Capital, federal 
authority) there are even no documents stating the priorities and therefore the policy 
orientations are simply deducted from the existing actions. In those cases, it is no 
wonder than the set of instruments matches the objectives quite closely. It can be 
debated is this is a reflection of the famous pragmatic approach taken by Belgians 
(priority on actions rather than on long dissertations) or of a lack of strategic 
approach. 
 
In the case of the Flemish Community, discussions of strategic challenges and 
directions of policies do appear in policy documents, but not as stand-alone 
discourses: they are also closely related to the existing instrumentarium. Hence a 
close match is also observed there too. 
 
The question is thus not so much one of identifying possible gaps between discourse 
and reality, but one of the effectiveness of the policy mix to reach the policy goals.  
 
With regard to the overall objective of giving more importance to science, 
technology and innovation in public support, it was already mentioned in section 3 
that rising nominal public R&D budgets are expected but not yet visible in recorded 
figures of 2005. The most visible response to this policy objective is the progressive 
implementation of various types of social security premium deduction schemes for 
researchers, which does not translate in GBOARD figures, since they represent 
foregone revenues for the state rather than public expenses. However this measure is 
directly contributing to the support of R&D both in public and private sectors, with 
considerable amounts, estimated at 150 Mio€ annually, i.e. a figure that compares 
favourably with the other main sources of R&D funding: basic funding for research at 
university (190 Mio€), special research funds at universities (109 Mio€), direct aid 
schemes for R&D in the private sector (202 Mio€), or various individual grants for 
researchers (51 Mio€). This represents an original creation of new types of 
instruments, which has been welcomed both on public and private sides. It will not 
change the “Barcelona” figure for Belgium, but definitely counts with regard to 
public investment in R&D. 
 
What seems to be missing is a form of “institutionalisation” of public R&D budgets, 
which would ensure continuity and persistence of efforts across changes of 
governments, like it was achieved with the creation of an “Ageing Fund” established 
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to ensure the long-term possibility to cope with challenges on social security caused 
by the demographic evolution of the population. R&D and innovation do not benefit 
from the same treatment, depiste the obvious challenge for the future of the Belgian 
economy and society. 
 
The key objective of enhancing science-industry linkages is well served by many 
instruments mentioned under the “R&D/innovation policy – linkages” part of the mix, 
but also in other categories (under the R&D generic, sectoral and R&D specific 
employment policy). On the Flemish side, the reinforcement and clarification of 
framework for the competence poles (30 Mio€) is part of this priority, as is the 
reinforcement of the SBO (37 Mio€) which is an important funding channel with the 
science-industry partnership incorporated as a key feature. This instrument does not 
have a counter-part on the French Community and Walloon side. French Community 
funding explicitly refrains from orienting research, as it is responding to researchers 
initiative. On the Walloon side, to the contrary, all R&D funding should go to 
research with valorisation possibilities in the region: mobilising programmes are a 
main response but few of them support public-private partnerships. A specific 
programme on the Walloon side is the FIRST mobility scheme (7 Mio€) allowing 
researchers to move between science and industry. The Flemish Community acts on 
the structural conditions at universities to develop research with potential applications 
at universities through the recently launched IOF, the Industrial Research Fund (10 
Mio€). The use of instruments such as IOF and SBO indicates a new trend to 
introduce new criteria and more competition in university research funding on the 
Flemish side. In contrast, most of university funding on the French community side is 
based on number of students rather than on a competition. The OECD recently 
recommended a move towards more competitive allocations in university funding in 
Belgium (OECD 2005). 
 
On the Walloon side, a policy innovation occurred in 2005 with the launching of 5 
competitiveness poles, which combine the mission of developing critical masses of 
expertise in specific areas and ensuring knowledge flows between actors involved in 
these areas (companies, training and research centers). This initiative is clearly 
motivated by the traditional key policy orientation of valorisation of research for 
economic purposes, but using new governance systems placing a stronger accent on 
industrial involvement. It is not yet clear if these developments will alter the other 
instruments or constitute an add-on to the existing instrumentarium. 
 
Another important policy response to the objective of science-industry linkages 
promotion is through the establishment of intermediaries: university interfaces, 
technology attachés in research centres, etc. and the networking of these in view of a 
better efficiency. On the Walloon side, the latter orientation is being developed after 
recent evaluations that have pointed to a lack of effectiveness of the intermediary 
system: a regional agency has been set-up in 2006 to care for a better functioning of 
the intermediary system. Flanders is currently further optimising its system, already 
organised through the VIS programme (17 Mio€) and in the process of being 
evaluated. One small programme deserves mention here, the Flemish PWO 
programme (6 Mio€), which has been evaluated positively with regard to its capacity 
to bring in knowledge in this segment of companies that are not R&D-intensive and 
hence face a barrier to contact major R&D performers. 
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It should be mentioned here that the area of direct funding for company R&D (202 
Mio€ in the regions, supplemented by federal money for companies involved in 
Airbis consortium), is not geared towards the promotion of science-industry linkages, 
since most of the funding takes the form of individual subsidies or loans. IWT is 
undertaking studies on additionality and behavioural impacts of these aids, which will 
help to fine-tune them to better suit the needs. On the Walloon side, considerations on 
effectiveness of the aid system have emerged, but have not yet been translated into 
impact evaluations.  
 
The creation of centres of excellence and critical masses of research is addressed 
on the Flemish side with the large strategic research centres IMEC, VITO, VIB and 
IBBT (110 Mio€) which have also recently seen their mission enshrined in a 
framework and are regularly subject to evaluations. One important mission is 
technology diffusion, and hence they also participate to the previous objective of 
ensuring flows of knowledge between the public and private sector. Evaluations of 
IMEC have highlighted the difficulty to combine the objective of world-wide 
excellence in research with the mission of service to regional SMEs. The Walloon 
excellence poles, an initiative generated by the availability of substantial funding 
under the Objective 1 of the European Regional Development Funds, participate to 
the same objectives, but operate on a smaller scale. The question of their 
sustainability linked to a high dependence of public funding is open, and information 
on effectiveness of their technology diffusion action is missing, due to an absence of 
evaluations. The question of ensuring a more rational use and avoiding duplications 
of research equipment certainly needs more attention, and it is the intention of the 
forthcoming Flemish Methusalem programme to improve the situation in this respect. 
 
Action of the federal government concentrates very much on this objective too: by 
funding research in the space sector (136 Mio€), this government contributes heavily 
to the creation of a critical mass in a particular research area. The federal research 
programmes, including the inter-university attraction poles (together 54 Mio€) also 
add to this action, but the focus is changing over time like for the Walloon mobilising 
programmes, so that the effect in terms of creating lasting critical masses is less 
certain. The inter-university attraction poles programmes have been evaluated very 
positively, pointing to the relevance of ensuring synergies in public research over the 
linguistic border.  
 
Apart from these federal programmes, the question of creating critical masses by 
restructuring research endowments across the whole “Belgian Research Area”, as 
advocated by the High-Level Group 3% for Belgium, ” is not really on the agenda. 
 
The human resources promotion objective is covered through several types of 
researchers grants offered by the various authorities, and new developments with the 
Odysseus and Methusalem on the Flemish side address explicitly the need to attract 
and provide stable conditions for researchers, mainly in the public sector. Of course, 
the federal social security premium deductions referred to above, by acting on the 
research wage bill, address this important aspect of the Belgian research system. But 
it is here perhaps that non-R&D-specific policies are most relevant: the key 
bottleneck of the Belgian NIS is likely to lie in the availability of well-qualified 
human resources and on the possibility to retain them. Hence, education and training 
policies, including the improvement of attractiveness of S&T studies, are very 
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important. Various plans are in place in the two Communities to incorporate 
technology in schools and ensure training and re-training of the work force, including 
an important recent measure to compell all enterprises to invest 1.9% of wages in 
training actions. Those are rather long-term measures, but likely to be crucial for this 
policy objective. 
 
As already discussed in section 3, the question of the need of more radical changes in 
the education system, to prepare the population towards being more creative and 
entrepreneurial, is open. The results of the PISA study point out towards improvement 
possibilities on the French-speaking side, since on several indicators the students 
ofthis Community ranked comparatively lower than students from the Flemish 
Community. 
 
The broad objective of providing better framework conditions for innovative 
companies is addressed significantly by measures devoted to the provision of venture 
capital sources at federal and regional levels. This responds to an often-quoted 
difficulty, especially for new-technology-based firms, to get funded in the delicate 
period between the translation of R&D results into a product or process, and the stage 
of lucrative commercialisation. All three regions and the federal state are making 
efforts to support venture capital providers or to supplement the lack of guarantees. 
The question of administrative burden is also subject of policy efforts, with good 
results reported on the drop in number of days needed to create a company, the 
establishment of a central system for company formalities, or the Kafka test for new 
regulations. According to company federations, more can be done, and the persistence 
of efforts in this area is needed.  
 
Another type of response consists in the creation (BEA in Brussels) or reorganisation 
(VLAO, Walloon Agency for Economic Stimulation) of “soft” support services to 
companies, notably also for exporting companies, which are complementary to direct 
funding to ensure adequate business environment.  
 
Important policy efforts are currently paid in two areas contributing to the 
improvement of the general business environment: one is company and labour tax 
reductions, which are subject to major policy attention in the framework of 
employment policy; and the other concerns the promotion of ICT (infrastructure and 
adoption by citizens, companies, and public sector). 
 
One element seems to be missing from the Belgium policy mix for R&D: this is the 
use of public procurement to enhance R&D investments and innovation. To our 
knowledge, the national defence sector is not playing a role in this matter, since its 
procurement policy is oriented towards stable and tested equipments. Nevertheless, it 
is true that Belgium hosts companies involved in defence-related production (either as 
a principal or as an ancillary activity) but few information is available on a possible 
role played by national authorities in activating R&D in this sector, beyond the 
classical R&D aid schemes open to all sectors. It is perhaps in the ICT and media 
sector that the most obvious possibilities exist: in Flanders, the regional government 
funds studies and demonstration projects on e-television and innovative media where 
in a number of cases the public sector acts as a lead customer. But overall, the subject 
of public procurement as an instrument to foster R&D and innovation does not seem 
to be explored explicitly in Belgium. 
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6. Policy mix instruments and target groups 
 
Table 4 indicates to which “routes” the existing policy instruments in the Belgian 
policy mix for R&D are likely to contribute most. The routes are meant to cover all 
possible ways to increase R&D investments, as follows: 

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 in cooperation with public sector 
ROUTE 6: increase R&D in public sector. 

 
Policy documents in Belgium do not express objectives according to all these routes, 
but they are all covered implicitly. The routes that are explicitly mentioned are, by 
order of priority: 

ROUTE 6 (increase R&D in public sector): this is a major priority as indicated 
before; 
ROUTE 5 (increasing extramural R&D carried out in cooperation with public 
sector): this corresponds to the dominant objective of improving science-
industry relationships; 
ROUTE 4 (attract R&D-performing firms from abroad): this is logically 
important for a small open economy dominated by multinational companies. 
The socio-economic plan for Flanders “Flanders in action” states explicitly 
that “For Flanders it is important to attract both export-oriented and high-tech 
knowledge-oriented investors”. 
 

Looking at Table 4, it appears that routes 5 and 6 are indeed covered by a large set of 
instruments. Route 4 is the most heavily influenced by instruments from outside the 
traditional R&D portfolio, like the availability of industrial estates or general taxation 
and macroeconomic framework. The most difficult road to pursue seems to be Route 
3, initiating R&D in companies that are hitherto not involved in R&D activities. Here 
instruments from economic and industrial policy, but also from the education and 
training spheres, seem most relevant: given the important challenge identified in this 
respect in Belgium (due to high concentration of R&D activities in a small number of 
companies) this is probably where most attention should go in terms of analysing 
interactions and promoting synergies with non-R&D specific policies. 
 
A number of”systemic” instruments, such as the large Flemish strategic research 
centres and the recent Walloon competitiveness poles show a particular role in the 
policy mix, since they act on most, if not all, routes. It is therefore of utmost 
importance to follow up their impacts on the various routes in order to fine-tune their 
management and take decision on complementary instruments. 
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  Table 4: 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 
• Institutional funding at 

universities 
• Special research funds at 

universities 
• Basic funding for research 

at University: FWO-
Vlaanderen, FNRS and 
ARC  

• Federal scientific 
institutions and research 
organizations 

• Inter-University 
Attraction poles 

• Flemish Industrial 
Research Fund (IOF) 

• Flemish PWO (Research 
at High Schools) 

• Flemish Methusalem 
programme 

• Direct aid schemes for 
R&D in companies 

• Federal support Airbus 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
X 
 
 
 
 
 
X 
 
X 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
X 
 
X 
 
 
 
XX 
 
X 

  
 
 
 
 
X 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
X 
 
 
 
 
 
X 
 
X 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(X) 
 
X 
 
 
 
 
 
X 

XX 
 
XX 
 
XX 
 
 
 
XX 
 
 
X 
 
 
X 
 
X 
 
X 
 
 
 
X 

R&D policy 
sectoral 

• Federal space research 
• Large Flemish strategic 

research centres 
• Federal research 

(X) 
XX 
 
 

X 
XX 
 
 

 X 
XX 
 
 

X 
XX 
 
 

X 
XX 
 
X 
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programmes 
• Funding for research of 

regional relevance in 
Wallonia 

• Funding for research of 
regional relevance in 
Brussels - Capital  

 
(X) 
 
 
 
(X) 

 
X 
 
 
 
X 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
X 
 
 
 
X 

 
XX 
 
 
 
X 
 

R&D / Innovation 
policy – Linkage  

• Flemish Competence 
Poles 

• Flemish Strategic Basic 
Research Programme 
(SBO) 

• Flemish VIS programme 
• Flemish TETRA Fund  
• Innovative Media projects  

IWT 
• Walloon FIRST 

programmes 
• Collective research 

centres, regional research 
and technology centres 
and poles in Wallonia 

• Regional support to 
Interface services of the 
universities 

 
 
X 
 
 
 
 
 
(X) 
 
X 
 
X 
 
 
 
XX 

X 
 
XX 
 
 
X 
X 
 
X 
 
X 
 
X 
 
 
 
X 

X 
 
 
 
 
X 
X 
 
 
 
 
 
(X) 
 
 
 

(X) 
 
X 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

X 
 
XX 
 
 
X 
XX 
X 
 
XX 
 
 
XX 
 
 
 
XX 

 
 
X 
 
 
 
 
 
 
X 
 
 
XX 
 
 
 
 

R&D / Innovation 
policy – IPR 

• Flemish support to IPR 
(“Growth subsidy”, “SME 
programme”) 

• Subsidy for IPR 
applications in Wallonia 

 
 

X 
 
 
X 

  X 
 
 
X 

 

R&D specific 
financial and fiscal 

policy 

• Tax deduction schemes 
for researchers, both in 
public and private sectors  

• Federal Idea Fund (VC 

X 
 
 
XX 

XX 
 
 
X 

 
 
 
 

XX 
 
 
X 

X 
 
 
 

XX 
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Fund) 
• Fiscal incentives for R&D 

investments and patents, 
and for R&D personnel 

• Innovation premium 
• Flemish venture capital  
• “Talent Bank”  
• “Guarantee on risk 

capital”  
• Walloon venture capital 
• Brussels-Capital venture 

capital  

 
 
 
 
 
X 
X 
 
X 
X 
 
X 

 
(X) 
 
 
 
X 
 
X 
 
X 
 
X 

 
 
 
 
X 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
(X) 
 
 
 
X 
 
X 
 
X 
 
X 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

R&D specific 
education policy 

• Competitions on scientific 
themes for students  

• Information for science 
professors 

X 
 
 
(X) 

    (X) 
 
(X) 

R&D specific 
employment policy 

• Specialisation grants for 
PhD and post-doc 
researchers 

• Federal “Supplementary 
researchers” grants  

• Flemish Odysseus 
programme 

• Retour grants for post-
docs researchers 

• RIT, RIT-Europe in 
Wallonia 

• SME Programme in 
Flanders (type 5) 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
X 
 
X 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(X) 
 
(X) 

  XX 
 
 
XX 
 
 
XX 
 
XX 
 
 
 
 

Finance Domain        
Financial and 

fiscal policy 
• Reduction of general 

company tax level 
establishment of “notional 
interests 

(X) 
 
 
 

  X 
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• Flemish Tax incentives  
• Suppression of “anti-

economic” regional taxes 
on enterprises  

• Reduction of taxes on 
labour 

• Improvement of fiscal and 
legal status of independent 
workers 

 
X 
X 
 
X 
 
 
XX 

 
X 
 
 
XX 
 
 
 

Macroeconomic 
policy 

• Trend towards shifting 
from a labour-based 
towards more capital-
based financing system of 
public debt and social 
security 

• Focus on diminution of 
public debt 

X 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  X 
 
 
 
 
 
 
X 

  

Human Capital 
Domain 

       

Education policy • Flemish action plan on 
life-long learning (ICT, 
knowledge economy) 

• Harmonisation of 
administrative and 
financial rules for training 
and life-long learning 
within companies 

• Competence centres 
Wallonia 

• Obligation for all 
enterprises to invest in 
training actions 

• Training cheques, 
subsidies for training 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

(X) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

X 
 
 
 
 
X 
 
 
 
X 
 
X 
 
 
X 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(X) 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(X) 
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actions organised by 
enterprises  

• Placements in enterprises 
for youth in technical 
training 

• Technology at School 

 
 
 
(X) 
 
(X) 

 
 
 
X 
 
X 

Employment 
policy 

• Reduction of tax pressure 
on salaries 

• Incentives for hiring 
specific categories of 
employees 

• “Active ageing“ policy  
• Day-care for young 

children 
• Taskforce innovative 

labour organisation 

X 
 
 
X 
 
X 
 
X 
 

X 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(X) 

 
 
 
 
 
X 
 
 
 
X 

X 
 
 
X 
 
X 
 

  

Innovation 
Domain 

       

Innovation policy 
generic 

• Administrative 
simplification: one stop-
shop, Enterprise 
Crossroad Bank, 
simplification of 
regulations for enterprise 
authorisations, “Kafka” 
test in Flanders. 

• Flemish one stop-shop for 
enterprise support services 
(VLAO); DNA (“Dare 
after advice” cheques for 
company creator; 
preparation of networking 
of economic advisory 
services Wallonia 

• Regional support for 

XX 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
XX 
 
 
 
 
 
 

X 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

X 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
XX 
 
 
 
 
 
 

XX 
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science parks and 
enterprise centres 
(including incubators)  

• Flemish and Walloon 
Entrepreneurship Action 
Plans 

• Flemish Action Plan for 
Information Society 
Vlaanderen i-2010 

• National plan to reduce IT 
divide  

• Innovation audits in 
Flanders 

XX 
 
 
 
 
XX 
 
 
X 
 
X 
 
X 

X X 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
X 
 
X 
 
XX 

XX 
 
 

Innovation policy 
sectoral 

• Competitiveness poles 
and clusters in Wallonia 

• Priority support to NTIC, 
environment and life 
science in Brussels-
Capital 

X 
 
X 

X 
 
X 

(X) 
 
 

X 
 
X 

XX 
 
XX 

X 
 
X 

Other policies - 
industry 

• Reform of standards and 
norms 

• Subsidies for investments 
in companies (“expansion 
aid”) 

• Brussels Enterprise 
Agency (BEA) 

• PLATO Scheme 
• Industrial estates 

(X) 
 
 
X 
 
 
X 
X 

 
 
 
(X) 

X 
 
 
 
 
X 
 
XX 

 
 
 
X 
 
 
 
 
XX 

  

Other policies - 
trade 

• Support for exporting 
companies 

  (X)    

Other policies - 
defence 

       

Other policies – 
consumer 
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protection 
Other policies – 

health and safety 
• Control of health 

expenses under the social 
security system (“growth 
norm”) 

     X 

Other policies - 
environment 

• Regulations: focus on 
energy reductions in 
building and rational use 
of energy 

• Certification and 
incentives for “green” 
energy production 

• “Milieu Innovatie 
Platform” in Flanders 

• Intensification of studies 
on energy efficiency, 
waste management and 
biodiversity 

X 
 
 
 
 
X 
 
 
X 
 
X 

X 
 
 
 
 
X 
 
 
X 
 
XX 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
(X) 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
X 
 
 
(X) 
 
X 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
X 
 
X 

X 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
X 
 
X 

Other policies – 
regional 

development 

• Increased use of European 
Structural Funds for 
“knowledge society” 

 X (X)  (X) X 

Other policies - 
competition 

• Opening up of energy 
market (gaz, electricity) 

• Raise of the treshold for 
notification of mergers 
and takeovers  

X   X 
 
X 

  

Other policies – 
social security 

• Vigourous social security 
policy  

• “Ageing Fund”  
• Revisions of retirement 

scheme funding system 

 
 
 
(X) 

 (X) 
 
 
(X) 

   
 
X 

 
XX: very important contribution; X: important contribution: (X): some contribution expected. 
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7. Balance within R&D policy mix 
Table 5 presents the most “important” policy instruments that affect R&D 
expenditures. The importance of policy instruments is indicated separately according 
to the following dimensions:  

a) overall contribution to increase of private R&D expenditures (the rating 
reflects mostly direct effects) 

b) impact on specific aspects of the NIS or R&D performers 
c) public attention/attention by policy makers 
d) volume of public funding involved 
e) beneficiary of a shift in public funding over a longer term period. 

 
Table 5 shows that the instruments’ importance varies according to the above criteria: 
some instruments, e.g. general investment aids, are important in terms of funding 
involved, but not likely to impact much on the National Innovation System. 
Conversely, the large institutional funding flows to universities are of course 
important to stabilise the university base, but as indicated previously, competitive 
funding is more likely to bring in incentives to raise research quality and relevance, 
with smaller amounts of funding.  
 
Table 5 also indicates that few shifts in funding are present, besides the re-orientation 
towards “strategic basic research” funding in the Flemish Community, a concept that 
lies in between non-oriented fundamental research and applied research.  
 
In coherence with the previous table, this Table suggests that strategic research 
centres and competitiveness poles, subject of policy attention and increased funding 
flows, are also showing high (likely) impacts on the National Innovation System, 
including on private R&D side. The concept of “environment innovation platform” 
also shows up as an instrument that can be considered as “important” in several 
respects. 
 
As mentioned before, the absence of large “mission-oriented’” funding flows for 
research, through public procurement or other means, can be also noticed in this table.  
 

Table 5: Assessment of ‘importance’ of R&D policy instruments 
 

Criteria Instruments Funding  
a b c d e 

Institutional funding at universities 321 Mio€  X  XX  
Special research funds at universities 109 Mio€  X  XX (X) 
Basic funding for research at University: 
FWO-Vlaanderen, FNRS and ARC  

190 Mio€  X (X) XX (X) 
fwo 

Federal scientific institutions and research 
organizations 

102 Mio€    XX  

Inter-University Attraction poles 28 Mio€  X  X  
Flemish Industrial Research Fund (IOF) 10 Mio€ (X) X X  X 
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Flemish PWO (Research at High Schools) 8 Mio€ (X) X   X 
Flemish Methusalem programme 3 Mio€  X X  X 
Federal space research 136 Mio€ X X X XX  
Direct aids for R&D 202 Mio€ XX X  XX  
Support to Airbus 24 Mio€ X   X  
Large Flemish strategic research centres 110 Mio€ XX XX XX XX X 
Federal research programmes 26 Mio€    X  
Funding for research of regional relevance in 
Wallonia 

59 Mio€ X X  XX  

Funding for research of regional relevance in 
Brussels - Capital  

7 Mio€      

Research in agriculture 18 Mio€      
Flemish Competence Poles 30 Mio€ XX XX XX X X 
Flemish Strategic Basic Research Programme 
(SBO) 

37 Mio€ X XX XX X XX 

Flemish VIS programme 17 Mio€ XX XX X X  
Flemish TETRA Fund  6 Mio€ X X X   
Innovative Media projects  IWT 12 Mio€ X (X)    
Walloon FIRST programmes 7 Mio€ (X) XX X   
Collective research centres, regional research 
and technology centres and poles in Wallonia 

pm XX XX X   

Regional support to Interface services of the 
universities 

pm  X X  X 

Regional support to IPR in companies  X     
Tax deduction schemes for researchers, both 
in public and private sectors  

+/- 150 Mio€ ? XX XX XX XX  

Federal Idea Fund (VC Fund) 150 Mio€ X X X XX  
Fiscal incentives for R&D investments and 
patents, and for R&D personnel 

 (X)     

Innovation premium       
Regional venture capital    X X   
Science popularisation actions       (X) 
Specialisation grants for PhD and post-doc 
researchers 
Federal “Supplementary researchers” grants  
Flemish Odysseus programme 
Retour grants for post-docs researchers 

51 Mio€  X X X X 

RIT, RIT-Europe in Wallonia 
SME Programme in Flanders (type 5) 

 (X)     

Reduction of general company tax level 
establishment of “notional interests” 

 (X) X X XX X 

Flemish Tax incentives   (X)     
Suppression of “anti-economic” regional 
taxes on enterprises  

 (X)   X X 

Reduction of taxes on labour  (X) X X XX X 
Improvement of fiscal and legal status of 
independent workers 

 (X)     

Trend towards shifting from a labour-based 
towards more capital-based financing system 
of public debt and social security 

 (X)  X X X 
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Focus on diminution of public debt       
Flemish action plan on life-long learning 
(ICT, knowledge economy) 

 (X) X    

Harmonisation of administrative and financial 
rules for training and life-long learning within 
companies 
Obligation for all enterprises to invest in 
training actions 
Training cheques, subsidies for training 
actions organised by enterprises  

 (X) X (X)   

Competence centres Wallonia  (X)  (X) X X 
Placements in enterprises for youth in 
technical training 

 (X)     

Incentives for hiring specific categories of 
employees 
“Active ageing“ policy  
Day-care for young children 

 (X)  XX   

Administrative simplification for companies   X X   
Flemish one stop-shop for enterprise support 
services (VLAO), networking of economic 
advisory services Wallonia, Innovation audits 
in Flanders 

  X    

Regional support for industrial estates, 
science parks and enterprise centres 
(including incubators)  

 (X) X  X  

Flemish and Walloon Entrepreneurship 
Action Plans 

 (X) X X   

Flemish Action Plan for Information Society 
Vlaanderen i-2010 
National plan to reduce IT divide  

 (X)     

Competitiveness poles and clusters in 
Wallonia, priority support to NTIC, 
environment and life science in Brussels-
Capital 

 X XX XX X X 

Reform of standards and norms  (X)     
Subsidies for investments in companies 
(“expansion aid”) 

 (X)   XX  

Regulations: focus on energy reductions in 
building and rational use of energy 
Certification and incentives for “green” 
energy production 

 X X X   

“Milieu Innovatie Platform” in Flanders  X X X X X 
Intensification of studies on energy 
efficiency, waste management and 
biodiversity 

 X     

Increased use of European Structural Funds 
for “knowledge society” 

 (X)  X X  

Opening up of energy market (gaz, 
electricity) 

      

Raise of the treshold for notification of 
mergers and takeovers 

      

Vigourous social security policy  
“Ageing Fund”  
Revisions of retirement scheme funding 
system 

   XX XX  

XX: very important instrument; X: important instrument: (X): instrument of medium 
importance or with indirect effects. 
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8. Emergence of R&D policy mix 
 
The shape of the Belgian R&D policy portfolio is the product of an historical 
accumulation of instruments over time, some of them dating back from the fifities 
(the collective research centres) and from the period of national state (direct 
companies subsidies to R&D, e.g.). The traditional instruments have undergone 
marginal changes over time, and a whole set of new instruments have been added 
incrementally following two main driving forces: political decisions and lobby 
pressures. 
 
Under the “political decisions” heading, one finds the main orientations decided by 
subsequent governments and ministers, motivated by various considerations, linked to 
R&D or not. One of these threads is the growing movement towards federalisation of 
the country in the ‘80s, with initiatives launched under the “Flanders Technology” 
project. The roots of the large strategic research centres, which are nowadays very 
important actors in the Flemish R&D landscape, date from this period.  
 
Under the “lobby pressure” heading, one finds the strong power of universities to get 
funding for non-oriented research respecting the initiative of the researchers. Industry 
federations also play their part, as e.g. their role has been instrumental to extend the 
social security premium deductions for researchers, initially allocated to researchers 
at universities and PROs, also to researchers in the private sector. 
 
In this context, the question of interactions between policy instruments has 
traditionally been underplayed: one identified problem or challenge was to be 
addressed by a new measure or the reinforcement of an existing one, but with few 
considerations of overlaps, complementarity or synergies with the rest of instruments 
in place. A good example of this is the progressive creation of a S&T intermediary 
system in Wallonia, about which a recent evaluation concluded that it was rather an 
accumulation of disjoint initiatives working in a fragmented manner, than a real 
system.  
 
The role of empirical evidence of the NIS (or RIS), of studies and evaluations, has 
been traditionally very limited. However, in recent times, this started to play a more 
important role, witnessed e.g. by the activities of an “Observatorium”, later relabelled 
“Monitoring and Analysis” unit at IWT, the series of studies started in 2001 at 
VRWB, or the launch of series of studies on the NIS at the Belgian Science Policy 
Office. The growing evaluation practice is also progressively influencing the 
development of new policies, but with various intensity according to the individual 
authorities. However, most evaluations are still geared to the effectiveness of 
individual instruments with respect to their own objectives, rather than to their role in 
the policy system. 
 
Until recently, the policy mix for R&D in Belgium could hence be considered as an 
ex post reality rather than an ex ante construct. But this is currently changing. 
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In the Flemish Community, concerns on the policy mix are growing. The latest policy 
letter of the Flemish government states that : “the optimalisation of the equilibrium in 
the support to the whole range of research and innovation activities will be the 
subject of an open debate during 2006, and the conclusions from this will have an 
impact on the distribution of financial means in the subsequent years” (Policy Letter 
Science and Innovation 2006). And indeed those discussions have started, trying to 
enlighten and question the balance within the traditional areas of S&T policy funding. 
Attempts such as the “environment – innovation platform” are first steps towards 
domain-crossing actions on the policy mix, but the current stage could rather be 
qualified as one of reflection on the policy mix within the R&D domain.  
 
In Wallonia, the Prométhée programme started in 2000 was the first step towards 
strategic reflections on the R&D and innovation policy in the region, and the results 
of the wide debate are slowly diffusing into the policy practice, with the creation of 
tha Walloon Agency for Technology Stimulation, as a response to the systemic 
analysis mentioned above. Despite these evolutions, it is clear that both Wallonia and 
Brussels-Capital suffer from the lack of regional strategic capacity in these matters, 
which impede the development of a fully-fledged “policy mix” reflection, and even 
more of such a reflection crossing over to the domains of economic, environment, or 
other policies. 
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9. Governance of the policy mix 
 
The question of building a policy mix for R&D is particularly complicated in 
Belgium. The federal organisation of Belgium allows each Region and Community 
and the federal government to take decisions according to its own specific challenges. 
This is well in line with the specificity of each innovation system: it helps fine-tuning 
policy instruments to real needs and to pursue voluntaristic objectives with a greater 
degree of social consensus. However, this setting is ill suited to deal with activities 
and spillover effects that span across institutional borders. Some co-operation 
mechanisms exist to favour linkages between the areas of action of autonomous 
governments across the country but in practice, they do not deal with core areas of the 
RTD policy, such as industry-science links, direct or indirect R&D support, 
establishment of technology centres, etc. On the political side, because of a still 
ongoing regionalisation process, the accent is placed on the delimitation of 
competencies rather than on the creation of nation-wide synergies or shared 
initiatives. 
 
A key question here is that of the suitability of the policy mix developed 
independently by 5 different governments active on a small territory. The High-Level 
Group 3% for Belgium argued that without effective coordination mechanisms, 
spontaneous synergies are unlikely to take place. The separation between Community 
responsibilities in fundamental research and education and Regions’ responsibilities 
for technology and innovation in the productive sector, constitutes a difficulty for the 
development of “bridging” policies falling in between the responsibilities of the two 
types of entities. It can be argued that Flanders, by merging the Regional and 
Community institutions into one entity, the Flemish Community, has set up a more 
favorable institutional framework for the building of a R&D policy mix (which 
facilitates the emergence of a concept such as that of “strategic basic research” at the 
intersection of regional and community competencies). The Walloon and French-
Community governments increasingly cooperate in this area, with the help notably of 
the nomination of a single Minister in charge of R&D issues in the two governments. 
 
But as mentioned already, there is nothing like a “Belgian Research Area” emerging, 
where synergies across all the institutional boundaries would be sought, redundancies 
avoided and complementarities fostered. 
 
Within state entities, this question of the “right” R&D policy mix is on the policy 
agenda in Flanders, and emerging in Wallonia. 
 
In Flanders, a change in perspective started in 1999 with the “Innovation Decree”, 
which for the first time institutionalised the new policy goal of innovation promotion. 
The recognition that innovation is a “horizontal” process has since then grown in 
policy circles. The role of IWT, the central technology agency for the region, has 
been broadened, as witnessed by its change in name, from “Institute for the 
Promotion of Science and Technology and Industry” towards “Institute for the 
Promotion of Innovation by Science and Technology in Flanders”. An improved 
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integration between the R&D and innovation policy domains is also visible in the new 
allocation of ministerial competencies in the region: the same Minister is now in 
charge of the whole range of policies with a view to increase integration. The last 
governmental declaration in 2004 indicates: “we consider innovation as a horizontal 
policy, that goes through all policy fields and requests maximal synergy”. One 
manifestation of this new vision has been the creation of the “Environment – Energy 
Technology Innovation Platform” in 2004. This initiative, motivated by the wish of 
social partners to promote growth and employment, aims at bringing together policy 
instruments in the areas of energy, environment and innovation. Innovation-oriented 
public procurement is also a target of this initiative. The 2006 socio-economic plan 
for Flanders “Flanders in Action” includes one action I³ “Intelligent Instrumentarium 
for Innovation”, which deals with the policy mix question. 
 
The “Better Administrative Policy” (BBB) in Flanders has produced a reorganisation 
of Flemish Ministries in 13 policy domains, with the aim to ensure better 
communication and cooperation within and across policy domains. The current stage 
reached is the following “after the structure, the culture”. The concept of horizontal 
innovation policy is deployed, with the idea to have several policy domains 
contributing to the goal of innovation promotion. 
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10. Interactions between policy objectives and 
instruments 

 
The question of interactions between policy instruments across policy domains, but 
also within the R&D policy domain, remains unexplored in Belgium. There is no 
systematic evidence available on those questions. Hence, only hypotheses can be 
formulated, in the forms of potential interactions to be further explored: 
 
Under the Human Capital Domain: 
 

a) Employment (understood as Labour expansion) policies versus R&D 
policies targeting human resources in private sector: from the point of 
view of companies, how do the various incentives complement or 
substitute each other ? Is there a perverse effect from the former 
against the latter ? e.g. in case where companies would give preference 
to an older or younger worker, for which they can get attractive 
incentives, rather than a highly qualified worker with less attractive 
financial strings attached ? 

b) Education policy is clearly complementary to R&D policy: without a 
properly educated labour force, R&D-specific incentives will lack 
effectiveness. The key problem is how to define the characteristics of a 
“knowledge-society friendly’ education policy, what are the elements 
that work towards synergies with R&D policies, what are the elements 
that create perverse effects ? 

 
Under the R&D Domain: 
 

c) Possible substitution effects between federal-level social security 
deduction schemes for researchers and regional-level R&D incentives 
in the form of direct aid: under which conditions are the two types of 
instruments substitutes for each other ? 

 
Under the Finance Domain: 
 

d) Possible conflict between social security policy and R&D tax and para-
fiscal incentives: if R&D social security deduction incentives are 
successful (high consumption rate), this might deepen the problem of 
social security financing. What should be the priority between the two 
policy areas ? 

e) Conflict between budgetary policy (need for restrictions in the 
framework of debt control) and public funding for R&D (in need for 
higher public budget). 

 
Under the Innovation Domain: 
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f) Possible conflicts between Environment and Health regulations and 
R&D –specific policies. This was a key argument advanced by the 3% 
Expert Group for Research in Belgium, in which representatives of the 
chemical industry notably pleaded for a legal and regulatory 
framework which is best adapted to innovation. It was argued that this 
framework needs to be revised in the light of innovation imperatives, 
in order to alleviate barriers and facilitate the conduct of R&D 
activities, and support the growth of innovative activities and firms. 
Several areas are pointed out: the regulations of clinical research 
essays, stem cells research, and the difficult equilibrium between 
fostering research and protecting citizen’s interests in biotech 
developments. 

g) Competitiveness poles in Wallonia as an example of trying to bring 
together instruments from the RDT and economic policy fields: are 
they new instruments or rather a compilation of existing instruments 
working in better harmony ? Is this more efficient than the traditional 
way of delivering the instruments in a fragmented manner ? 

h) Complementarity between promotion of non-technologial innovation 
and support to R&D in companies; are the “soft” support instruments 
(e.g. VLAO) complementing KMO-subsidies in Flanders? What would 
be needed to support the “innovation trajectory” of the SMEs in a 
broader sense than just R&D part, as aimed for by IWT? 

i) Competition between investment aids and RDT aids: are the two types 
of aids targeting different aspects of the innovation trajectory or are 
they used for similar goals? Are these competing for scarce regional 
budgetary resources? 

 
Under the Social Security/Employment policy: 

j) Social security and active employment policies to alleviate the costs of 
social security system is a dominant policy concern in Belgium. Are 
the measures taken sufficiently “Knowledge-economy” – friendly? 
How can the goals of employment policy (in this context) and RDTI 
policies be reconciled? How to “Lisbonnise” employment policy? 
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