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CRESPY C., HERAUD J.-A. and PERRY, B. (2007) Multi-level governance, regions and science in France: between competition

and equality, Regional Studies 41, 1069–1084. This article examines the relevance of the concept of multi-level governance for

understanding changes in science policy in France. It explores the emergence of a pattern of multi-level governance, particularly

in relation to arenas for negotiation between national and regional levels. Compromises are made between the principles of com-

petition and equality and there is great diversity across regions in terms of the capacities for developing bottom-up strategies for

science-based development. The article highlights the prerequisites for the development of a multi-level polity and emphasizes the

continued role that central government retains in the global design of science policy.

Multi-level governance Science regions France competition Equality

CRESPY C., HERAUD J.-A. et PERRY B. (2007) La gouvernance à plusieurs niveaux de la politique de l’science en Angleterre,

Regional Studies 41, 1069–1084. Cet article cherche à esquisser les derniers changements de la gouvernance de la politique de

science en Angleterre et à évaluer la naissance récente des politiques de science régionales. Sur le plan infra-national, le début

des années 2000 a été marqué par une importante mobilisation, représentation et création institutionnelle par moyen des con-

seils pour la science et l’industrie régionaux. Des fonctions de politique complémentaires se sont développées sur les plans

national et régional, et on commence à déceler des fêlures dans le contrôle de l’Etat, surtout à la lumière du renforcement

du rapport entre la science et le développement économique. Il s’est fait le jour un système minimal de gouvernance à plu-

sieurs niveaux qui embrasse et protège les paradigmes de politique antérieurs. L’importance des derniers développements infra-

nationaux est limitée par les structures de gouvernance, par les cadres pour l’action et par les discours de politique dominants

qui se combinent pour contraindre le développement de stratégies en faveur de la croissance régionale et locale basée sur la

science.

Gouvernance à plusieurs niveaux Politique de S et T Développement économique Régions Grandes villes Angleterre

CRESPY C., HERAUD J.-A. und PERRY B. (2007) Regierungsführung auf mehreren Ebenen, Regionen und Wissenschaft in

Frankreich: zwischen Wettbewerb und Gleichheit, Regional Studies 41, 1069–1084. In diesem Artikel untersuchen wir die

Relevanz des Konzepts einer Regierungsführung auf mehreren Ebenen für das Verständnis der Veränderungen in der

Wissenschaftspolitik Frankreichs. Erkundet wird das Auftreten eines Musters der Regierungsführung auf mehreren Ebenen,

insbesondere in Bezug auf Arenen für Verhandlungen zwischen nationalen und regionalen Ebenen. Es werden Kompromisse

geschlossen zwischen den Prinzipien des Wettbewerbs und der Gleichheit, und es gibt eine große Vielfalt zwischen den

Regionen hinsichtlich der Kapazitäten zur Entwicklung von Bottom-up-Strategien für eine wissenschaftsbasierte Entwicklung.

In dem Artikel heben wir die Vorbedingungen zur Entwicklung eines Gemeinwesens auf mehreren Ebenen hervor, und wir

betonen die fortgesetzte Rolle, die der Zentralregierung bei der globalen Gestaltung der Wissenschaftspolitik weiterhin

zukommt.erry

Regierungsführung auf mehreren Ebenen Wissenschaft Regionen Frankreich Wettbewerb Gleichheit

CRESPY C., HERAUD J.-A. y PERRY B. (2007) Gobierno multinivel, regiones y ciencia en Francia: entre competencia e igualdad,

Regional Studies 41, 1069–1084. En este artı́culo examinamos la importancia del concepto de un gobierno multinivel para enten-

der los cambios de la polı́tica cientı́fica en Francia. Analizamos la aparición de un modelo de gobierno multinivel especialmente en

lo que respecta a la negociación entre niveles nacionales y regionales. Los acuerdos se hacen entre los principios de competición e

igualdad y existe un gran diversidad entre las regiones en lo que afecta a la capacidad de desarrollar estrategias de abajo arriba para el

Regional Studies, Vol. 41.8, pp. 1069–1084, November 2007
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desarrollo cientı́fico. En este artı́culo destacamos cuáles son las condiciones previas para desarrollar una polı́tica de multiniveles y

resaltamos el papel continuo que desempeña el gobierno central en el diseño global de la polı́tica cientı́fica.

Gobierno multinivel Ciencia Regiones Francia Competencia Igualdad

JEL classifications: H1, O3, R11, R58

INTRODUCTION

It is widely acknowledged that the sovereignty of the
nation-state has been eroded. Commentators have
focused on globalization and internationalization as
indicative of shifts in supranational governance, while
others have emphasized the importance of sub-national
actors and the rise of the ‘region state’ (OHMAE, 1993).
Attention has been drawn to changing notions of gov-
ernance in terms of the involvement of non-state actors,
as much as the reallocation of decisional responsibilities
between tiers of government. Multi-level governance
rejects an either/or approach and focuses on the
subtle processes through which supranational and sub-
national governmental and non-governmental agencies
are encroaching on traditionally centralized policy areas
(MARKS, 1993; BACHE and FLINDERS, 2004).

The case of science policy offers a fertile arena for
examination of multi-level governance dynamics.
Within Europe, for instance, the European Research
Area (ERA) initiative or the development of a Euro-
pean Research Council (ERC) indicate a strengthening
supranational tier of governance. This has been
accompanied by the emergence of regional science pol-
icies as elected regional governments, development
agencies and city partners attach increasing importance
to science as a tool in economic growth. The distinction
between science policy and innovation policy is import-
ant here. While regional authorities have long engaged
in innovation activities, particularly those aimed at small
and medium enterprises (CHABBAL, 1995), regional
policymakers have shown reluctance to fund scientific
activities or institutions. Throughout the 2000s,
however, the frontiers between science and innovation
policies have become blurred due to the increasing
relationship between science and wealth creation, the
changing nature of relevant science and technology
(S&T) fields, and the new constraints of public
finance that have led to increased co-funding schemes.
Such changes have brought new actors into the
science and innovation policy field, among them
regional governments and agencies, but also non-state
actors, reflecting both vertical and horizontal shifts in
science policy governance.

This article assesses the relevance of the concept of
multi-level governance in science policy in France.
The French case provides unique insights to the chal-
lenges of multi-level governance in a country with a
long-standing tradition of centralist administration and
a strong attachment to the principles of equality and

balanced growth. The French regions have traditionally
had no official competence in the management and
organization of the research system and have generally
been considered as a weak level of government in
relation to their international comparators (LE GALES

and LEQUESNE, 1998). In the last years, however,
regions have emerged as intermediate actors in
complex governance structures and spaces for the nego-
tiation of science policy between national and regional
actors have been created. Yet the pattern of regional
involvement in science policy is not even; considerable
diversity and variability can be seen, reflecting new
compromises between the principles of competition
and equality.

This article reflects recent research activities (2004–
2006) on regional and local science-based growth in
Europe, funded by the European Commission and the
UK’s Economic and Social Research Council. The
research has included interviews at national and regional
levels, extensive documentary analysis and the collation
of data on French regions through national ministry
sources and national evaluations. The paper is organized
in three sections. First, the article begins by reviewing
the literature on multi-level governance and the chal-
lenges that a multi-level, multi-actor science policy
system poses to the French state. The second section
considers the empirical material in terms of an enlarged
regional dimension to national science and innovation
policy; arenas for negotiation and the capacities of
regions to develop bottom-up strategies for science-
based growth. The final section reviews the lessons of
the French case for the wider debate on multi-level
governance, regions and science.

MULTI-LEVEL, MULTI-ACTOR SCIENCE

GOVERNANCE IN FRANCE

Identifying multi-level governance

The increasing complexity of governance structures can
be seen as both a response to the crisis of legitimacy of
the state and to greater demands for democracy
(KOOIMAN, 1990). Authors have emphasized the weak-
ness of the state due to fiscal crisis, decentralization and
administrative reforms and the introduction of new
forms of public management as bringing about a
wider shift from government to governance (PETERS

and PIERRE, 2001). Problem-solving is no longer
seen as necessarily corresponding to one authority or

1070 Cecile Crespy et al.
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to a specific institutional territory. Instead, governance
can refer to institutions and actors drawn from and
beyond government; the blurring of boundaries and
responsibilities for tackling social and economic issues;
autonomous self-governing networks of actors; and
the capacity for government to use new tools and tech-
niques to steer and guide policy (STOKER, 1998). Such
propositions draw attention to the multiplicity of auth-
orities and agencies involved in policy and employing a
variety of techniques and forms of knowledge (DEAN,
1999).

Multi-level governance appears as a useful tool to
capture these processes and describe evolving political
systems, referring to the ‘the dispersion of central gov-
ernment authority both vertically to actors located at
other territorial levels, and horizontally, to non
state-actors’ (BACHE and FLINDERS, 2004, p. 4). It pre-
supposes that authority is polycentric, shared between
multiple actors, territorial levels and with each level
disposing of specific resources (CONZELMANN, 1998;
BENZ and EBERLEIN, 1999). Negotiation, non-
hierarchical exchanges between levels of government
and horizontal relationships at each scale of government
are seen to be important features (PETERS and PIERRE,
2001). Yet criticisms have focused on its lack of robust-
ness as an analytical term ( JORDAN, 2001) and difficul-
ties in its operationalization.

In an attempt to address these concerns, HOOGHE and
MARKS (2003) distinguish between two types of multi-
level governance: type I and type II, where the former
is based on federalism and the latter is a more variable
geometry of organization. Type I consists of power
sharing between a few levels, non-intersecting govern-
ments in limited areas and stable authority. Type II is
defined by many jurisdictions, which are task specific,
intersecting and more flexible. Yet within this typology
multi-level governance remains defined as a normative
concept rather than an analytical tool. Acknowledging
different types of multi-level governance does not necess-
arily enable the initial identification of a multi-level polity.

What then are the critical tests that indicate the
extent and nature of the dispersion of state authority
and the identification of multi-level governance?
Decentralization and processes of European integration
have created a system of exchanges between different
territorial levels such that relations are no longer state-
centred. The emergence of relationships between
institutions at different levels implies negotiation
and dialogue, rather than hierarchical command and
control relations. However, while actors, arenas and
institutions are not ordered hierarchically, the questions
of authority and the asymmetry of power have not
totally disappeared. There is no necessary equality
between institutions and some actors are more powerful
than others. In multi-level governance theories, this is
particularly the case in relation to national governments
which can exploit new governance structures to
increase their steering capacity.

Similarly, it has been noted that the role of sub-
national authorities has been overemphasized in multi-
level governance analyses ( JORDAN, 2001). What is at
stake therefore is the nature of exchanges, distribution
and management of resources and the relations
between actors within each level of government.
Arenas of negotiation and trade-offs, bargaining and
potential conflicts between levels all illustrate the
dynamics of multi-level governance in action. In
addition, the capacity to take action becomes important
as do mechanisms to coordinate public action (PETERS

and PIERRE, 2001). On this basis, three criteria for oper-
ationalizing multi-governance in any given policy area
emerge: (1) the relative roles and responsibilities of
territorial actors, with a diluted (albeit dominant) role
for the central state; (2) the existence and operation of
arenas for negotiation and bargaining between national
and regional actors in the definition of priorities and
allocation of resources; and (3) the capacities of different
sub-national actors to exploit nationally created opportu-
nities and/or develop policy from the bottom-up. The
paper will return to these three tests later.

National and sectoral diversity: science policy in France

Multi-level governance has not been applied
systematically across national settings or policy
arenas. Country variables such as national politico-
institutional settings, national policy styles and
pre-existing institutionalized patterns of centre-
periphery relations exert a strong influence on the
extent of multi-level governance (CONZELMANN,
1995; JOHN, 1996). Some commentators have
suggested that multi-level governance is a phenom-
enon which is structurally restricted to decentralized
member states ( JEFFREY, 1996, p. 201). France has
traditionally been seen as the archetype of a centralized
country, yet processes of decentralization over the
last two decades have reshaped the pattern of
centre-periphery relations (THOENIG, 2005). ‘Co-
administration’ increasingly characterizes relations
between the state and local authorities (REIGNER,
2001) yet the identification of actors is problematic
in relation to appropriate levels of analysis (MCALEAVY

and DE RYNCK, 1997; KEATING, 1998). In France, as
elsewhere, the notion of the ‘region’ can be disaggre-
gated, composed of several sub-national levels: conseils
régionaux, conseils généraux and communes. This
only increases the potential actors and lines of
authority that can gradually erode centralized control.

Sectoral differences can also be observed ( JORDAN,
2001; PETERS and PIERRE, 2004). While originally
applied to regional policy in the European Union
(EU), the environment (FAIRBRASS and JORDAN,
2004) or economic policy (PERRATON and WELLS,
2004) have also been subject to analysis through the
lens of multi-level governance. However, there has
been little systematic analysis of the shifting

Multi-level Governance, Regions and Science in France 1071
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governance of science policy. Yet, recent develop-
ments around the construction of a European
Research Area herald potentially significant changes
in the territorial organization of the European research
infrastructure (for a wider discussion see EDLER et al.,
2003; BARRE et al., 1997). A corollary to supranational
developments is an emphasis on the involvement of
regional authorities as a prerequisite for achieving
the Lisbon target of investing 3% of gross domestic
product (GDP) in research and development (R&D)
by 2010 (EUROPEAN COMMISSION, 2001). Some
countries, of course, have a long history of regional
involvement in science policy: Germany (KAISER,
2003), the USA and Spain (SANZ-MENEDEZ and
CRUZ-CASTRO, 2005) are key examples in light of
their federal structures. The significant point is that
regional involvement in science and higher education
can be witnessed as a more general phenomenon, even
in traditionally centralized countries such as the UK
(PERRY, 2007), Japan (KITAGAWA, 2007) or France.

The debate over multi-level governance in science
also takes place in the context of changing research
regimes (GIBBONS et al., 1994) and increasing public
debates over science (NOWOTNY et al., 2001). The
strategic nature of science (RIP, 2002) and emphasis
on innovation further disaggregates this policy area
in terms of the involvement of public and private
actors at multiple scales. The post-Second World
War ‘Big Science’ paradigm, based on the industrializ-
ation of science, with laboratories organized like firms
around large equipments and international networks,
has been replaced by a less centralized and more net-
worked form of research. Such networks have specific
territorial dimensions (LAREDO, 2003; COOKE and
PICCALUGA, 2006). However, the spatial benefits of
scientific activities are not evenly spread. As in
Canada where ‘governance by networks’ is emerging
as a popular form of policy intervention (SALAZAR

and HOLBROOK, 2007), current EU science policy is
explicitly designed to network centres of excellence
between regions in different European countries.
Attention has already been drawn to the potential con-
flict between European policies aimed at competition
and cohesion and the current emphasis on concen-
tration of scientific resources, building economies of
scale and networks of excellence will only exacerbate
this situation (SHARP, 1998; HERAUD, 2003). This
raises key issues relating to the distribution of the
scientific and technological expertise on which econ-
omic development is predicated and questions over the
appropriateness of different scales for action.

The French case is interesting precisely because a
decentralized and yet spatially concentrated science
policy is anathema to the principles on which the
French state is based. The principle of equality,
‘égalité’, enshrined since the French Revolution, has
been traditionally interpreted as necessitating a direct
and unmediated relationship between the institutions

of the French state and each individual citizen, as well
as a commitment to balanced growth and regional
symmetry. The concept of multi-level governance in
science challenges these principles directly through pre-
supposing multiple sources of authority and a decentra-
lized state, as well as the concentration of scientific
resources in particular regions. Moreover, for a long
time, the French system of research and innovation
was said to be ‘colbertist’ (CHESNAIS, 1993). The col-
bertist system was based on the involvement of the
state in science and technology, within a triangle of
state, academic research, and industry. However, this
model is no longer relevant, as MUSTAR and LAREDO

(2002) have shown, since the French system has con-
siderably evolved in the last 20 years. This has largely
been through spontaneous or opportunistic moves
than through deliberate strategy. Yet the end of ‘colbert-
ism’ is not the end of state intervention (LANCIANO-
MORANDAT and VERDIER 2004). New forms of state
intervention have emerged in the context of the drive
for excellence, competitiveness and cohesion in the
European Research Area (ERA), which has highlighted
the structural gap between science, technology and
innovation in France.

THE EVIDENCE: APPLYING THE THREE

TESTS

A regional dimension to French research and higher

education policy

Throughout the 2000s, France’s productivity gap in
research and innovation has been widely acknowledged.
Relatively high levels of investment in public sector
R&D, relative to the UK for instance, have not trans-
lated into volumes of research outputs, leading to an
efficiency dilemma. Public sector research has not
been matched by business expenditure on R&D
(BERD) and exploitation has been poor (MINISTERE

DELEGUE A LA RECHERCHE ET AUX NOUVELLES

TECHNOLOGIES, 2003). The blame for such inefficien-
cies has been consistently placed on a vast and ossified
public science and research system, with recurrent and
non-competitive research funding, jobs for life, the
absence of a culture of exploitation and a lack of
synergy between public research and industry.

The last two years have seen key reforms established
to address these issues, with the aim of developing an
internationally competitive, economically responsive,
efficient, well-staffed, highly mobile and flexible
higher education and research system. Mirroring shifts
elsewhere, such as Finland (SOTARAUTA and
KAUTONEN, 2007, pp. 1092–1093), recent measures,
as summarized in Table 1, have introduced new prin-
ciples into the French system, notably, the capacity for
greater strategic planning and steering in science
policy; a shift towards a culture of projects, evaluated
on transparent criteria rather than guaranteed recurrent

1072 Cecile Crespy et al.
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funding for research; and an increased focus on indus-
try-research interactions as a basis for competitiveness
and wealth creation. The recent merger of the national
Directorates for Research and Technology to create a
new Directorate for Research and Innovation can be
seen as indicative of this latter aim.

A feature of these reforms has been an increasing
regional dimension to French science and research.
New forms of public intervention, budgetary con-
straints, particularly in relation to university infrastruc-
ture, and the importance of the European project
have coincided to strengthen the regional dimension
to science and research. A regional dimension is also
driven by the need to increase the efficiency of the
research system and to maximize economic returns
from investments in R&D through spatial clustering
and geographic proximity.

New forms of public intervention have become
dominant, with policy looking less substantial
and more procedural. While the state increasingly
defines the rules of the game, it does not specify

implementation mechanisms leaving a vacuum
between strategic direction and necessary and available
policy instruments. Increasingly, science policy is for-
mulated between top-down and bottom-up pro-
cedures. Decentralized actors, in particular regional
authorities, must respond to proposals and initiatives
within a centrally designed framework, corresponding
to the type of public action that LANCIANO-MORANDAT

and VERDIER (2004) described as the model of ‘Etat
facilitateur’. This is a trend that can also be seen in
other European countries, such as Germany
(KOSCHATZKY and KROLL, 2007).

In the French context, key examples include the pôles
de competitivité and the réseaux thématiques de recherche
avancée (RTRA). The pôles de recherche et d’enseignement
supérieur (PRES) represent a slightly different initiative
in so far as these are bottom-up developments, not
subject to national competition and with no initial dedi-
cated funding attached. The PRES are largely academic
collaborations and poorly connected to local actors.
Yet despite significant differences in the scale, scope,

Table 1. Selected recent developments in French science, research and innovation, 2004–2006

New organizations

Agence National de Recherche –

ANR (National Agency for

Research)

Established in 2005 to distribute funding to research projects chosen according to peer-review on the

basis of scientific excellence, with a particular emphasis on applied research and collaborations with

industry. In 2006 the budget was E800 million for research projects over 4 years divided between

response mode projects across all disciplines, specific programmes, industry-academic collaboration

and non-project funding.

Agence de l’Innovation Industrielle

– AII (Industrial Innovation

Agency)

Established in 2005 with E1.7 billion over the first two years to give grants and loans to around ten

industry-led R&D programmes, including biomass exploitation, energy efficiency, a new light rail

system, the Franco-German search engine Quaero and a mobile TV project. There is also a focus

on small and medium sized enterprises, with the aim of 25% small business participation in the AII

programmes.

High Council for Science and

Technology
Announced in the 2005 Research Bill, the High Council for Science and Technology is charged with

advising the President and Government on research strategy and science and innovation policy. It

comprises 20 members chosen for their scientific and technnological expertise.

AER (Research Evaluation

Agency)
Also announced in 2005, the Research Evaluation Agency has been established to ensure the sys-

tematic and objective evaluation of research institutes, programmes, groups and scientists. It brings

together 24 members to evaluate research in a coherent, transparent manner according to criteria of

quality and with concrete effects on the direction of resources.

New mechanisms

Pôles de Competitivité (Competitive-

ness Clusters)

The competitiveness clusters were announced in July 2005 to promote the development of world-

class high technology clusters across France. A three-year budget of E1.5 billion over 3 years has

been committed with Ministries encouraged to allocate around 25% of their funds to collaborative

projects. A cluster has, in a given area, three ingredients (business, higher education and research

units) and three key factors (partnerships, R&D projects and international visibility). For the

geographical repartition of 67 clusters (66 definitely approved).

Reseaux Thématique de Recherche

Avancée – RTRA (Thematic

Advanced Research Networks)

The RTRA, announced in the 2005 Research Bill, are designed to carry out research projects in order

to create clusters of internationally excellent science, chosen on through a national competition on

the basis of scientific quality, added value and originality. Priority will go to proposals that are

cooperative and multidisciplinary, with quality links to economic sectors. The networks will

receive substantial funding for new infrastructures and to attract top scientists. A list of 12 regional

RTRA (plus one inter-regional in social sciences) has been announced in October 2006.

Pôles de Recherche et d’Enseignement

Supérieur – PRES (Research and

Higher Education Poles)

The PRES are a mechanism for the coordination of research and HE activities within a particular

geographic area, to increase efficiency, visibility and the attractiveness of French HE. There is no

national competition or limit to numbers of PRES and no initial finance attached.

Carnot Institutes The 2005 Research Bill announced E40 million for centres of excellence in collaboration between

public laboratories in partnership with industry. ‘Institut Carnot’ is a quality mark and institutes will

receive supplementary funding.

Multi-level Governance, Regions and Science in France 1073
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funding and governance of these initiatives (Table 1),
they all represent varying attempts to bring combi-
nations of academic, industry and local economic
actors together within geographically proximate
spaces. The emphasis on clusters and networks as tools
for economic and scientific development builds on
existing regional science and innovation infrastructures.
However, contrary to the English case, it is important to
note that the role of regional authorities has not been
restricted to innovation activities; regions are also now
welcomed, should they so desire it, as partners in
basic science and research as much as exploitation.

This is particularly relevant in the context of press-
ures on public spending in science and the recognition
by national actors that regional co-financing of science
and technology is necessary, if not desirable, for French
competitiveness. Budgetary concerns have therefore
also diluted the capacity for central control over
science, research and higher education. Regional auth-
orities were asked to work with the six plus nine world-
class pôles de compétitivité to help them develop bids for
funding to the Agence Nationale de Recherche (ANR)
and the Agence de l’Innovation Industrielle (AII) and to
give financial priority to those 38 clusters which offi-
cially failed to get cluster status in their own spending
plans. A recent assessment of progress in the competi-
tiveness clusters estimated regional co-funding at
a level of E100 million (COMMUNICATION EN

CONSEIL DES MINISTRES, 2006). As noted, above,
the PRES have no designated funding, yet the most suc-
cessful will be able to apply for four-year contracts with
the state, following a positive evaluation. Regional
financial support may therefore be an important pre-
condition for generating the critical mass and local
support necessary to pump-prime a potential national
resource.

Financing higher education has been a key area in
which regional authorities have developed substantial
roles, despite having no official competence in this
area. Through the programme called Université 2000
(U2000), the state put in place a negotiation procedure
in order to involve regions in addressing the huge and
rapid investment necessary in university infrastructures
(POUYET, 1998). In exchange for regional money, the
state was forced to concede a role to sub-national auth-
orities as partners in the policy-making process. Cities
and other sub-national authorities, as well as regional
councils, have taken a lead in science and technology
policy, driven by the desire to host university or
higher education training on their territory. Université
du Troisième Millénaire (U3M) was the second large plan-
ning operation involving national and sub-national
authorities in higher education. The novelty here was
the embedding of plans for medium-term academic
infrastructures, through the Contrats de Plan Etat-
Region (CPER), within a longer-term foresight exercise
with various regional actors. University infrastructures
have been a large part of the CPER, accounting for

11.5% of the total allocations in the 2000–2006 plan-
ning phase (CIACT, 2006). U2000 and U3M were
mainly top-down procedures and can be viewed as
opportunistic instruments for financing national policy
in higher education. But, out of economic necessity, a
small revolution emerged leading to the lasting involve-
ment of sub-national authorities in education and
science policy.

A third driver of an increasing regional dimension to
higher education, science and research is the develop-
ment of the ERA. Within official documentation,
France’s active support for the Lisbon challenge of
raising R&D expenditure to 3% of GDP by 2010 is
evident and the Consultation on Research (2003) high-
lighted widespread support for inter alia: integrating
national research policy into a European perspective;
bringing French influence to bear on the ERA
project; the creation of a European Research Council
and a better articulation between European research
and university policy. In reality, while an emphasis on
centres of excellence can be seen, efforts to increase
public and private R&D to meet the 3% target have
not taken centre stage.

The ERA project has specifically driven increased
concern with efficiency, competitiveness and inter-
national excellence in science. Yet regionalization has
also been an important corollary to European develop-
ments and even a stepping stone to international visi-
bility and world-class excellence. For instance, the
RTRA programme aims to encourage the emergence
of internationally excellent clusters of research, on the
basis of the best French research units, but sees geo-
graphic proximity as key to this aim. Similarly, the
PRES aim for international visibility through creating
critical mass at the sub-national level. The resources
of regions to participate actively in these initiatives
have been enhanced through the recent decentralization
of European regional funds, as part of the reform of the
CPER (see below). French reforms are thus marked by
a dualism between regional action and international
profile.

Recent shifts in French science, research and higher
education clearly conceive a key role for regional auth-
orities, not only as financial contributors but also as
‘active’ partners and actors in their own right (PERRY

and MAY, 2007). However, the situation should not
be overestimated and a distinction needs to be made
between limited devolution in relation to framework
policies and the organizations responsible for
implementation. Indeed, public research organizations
and universities remain fundamentally state-controlled
and managed institutions with no necessary orientation
towards regional or local needs. Universities are increas-
ing in importance in the French system and are now
subject to a process of four-yearly contract planning
with the state (MUSSELIN, 2001). Yet they remain rela-
tively autonomous public entities with the capacity to
engage with regional actors, if not always the
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disposition. It has been the subject of some debate as to
whether regional authorities could be legitimate part-
ners or even signatories in university’s contract plan-
ning. This has been resisted on the part of some
universities contradicting evidence of a ‘regionalization’
of university activities (GROSSETTI and LOSEGO, 2003).

For their part, national research institutes, such as the
Centre National de la Recherche Scientifique (CNRS), have
also started to reform their missions and organization
with the aim of joining up education, research and
innovation and to improve the relationship with univer-
sities in the context of increasing ‘hybridization’
(MUSTAR and LAREDO, 2002). Debates have recently
developed regarding a potential territorial dimension
to this reform and the possible reshaping of CNRS on
an inter-regional level. Nevertheless, the decentraliza-
tion of CNRS has had greater administrative signifi-
cance than scientific. On the whole, the orientation
of research institutes has remained resolutely inter-
national and national. It remains to be seen what the
implications of new cluster and pole initiatives might
be in altering the geographical orientation of research
actors.

The principle of regional equity, if not equality, has
also shaped a distinctive French response to the needs
of a competitive international knowledge-based
economy. Networks and clusters of scientific excel-
lence, rather than the concentration of resources per
se, have become preferred policy tools, demonstrating
equality of opportunity to compete for science
resources, if not equality of outcome. This reflects a
more gradual evolution in French policy towards
equity rather than equality as a precondition for compe-
titiveness: ‘equity represents a means of striving for
equality within the reasonable limits of efficiency’
(BAUDELLES and PEYRONY, 2005, p. 109). Baudelles
and Peyrony note a changing regional development
paradigm in which competition between territories is
no longer seen as a zero-sum game, a position supported
by the rejection of the notion of ‘compensatory solidar-
ity’ by the most modern and progressive localities.

A good example of the distinctive French response to
equality and competition – or equity – is in the pôles de
competitivité. It was originally intended that there would
be only 15 clusters selected, chosen on the basis of inter-
national excellence and visibility, partnership and the
capacity for innovation. This form of operation was
clearly seen as a way to apply the European approach
of networking centres of excellence and is considered
as a pathway towards the implementation of the
Lisbon strategy. In planning documents, the initiative
was conceived of an important tool of industrial
policy, driven by a philosophy of ‘variable geometry’
(CIADT, 2004). However, a three-tier system of clus-
ters has subsequently emerged representing an
attempted balance between competition and balanced
growth. Of 105 applications, demonstrating the high
degree of local interest in the concept, 67 clusters

were eventually funded (now 66 after some regroup-
ing), with priority and preferential conditions given to
six world-class clusters and nine second-tier clusters
that might join the priority group subject to reaching
critical mass. The remaining successful clusters have
been designated as being of ‘national status’ and even
those clusters that did not make it into the ‘top 67’
have E12 million earmarked for their development.
The geographical distribution of the clusters across
France is balanced, with each region participating in
at least one cluster, thus highlighting the real limits to
French concentration (DATAR, 2005). Compared
with the UK context, for instance, the location of
national research institutes is also deemed a legitimate
tool for regional policy, such as in relation to the
recent move of the Institut national de recherche sur les
transports et leur sécurité (INRETS) to Lyon-Bron
(CIACT, 2005) or the successful application to
host the International Thermonuclear Experi-
mental Reactor (ITER) in Caderache in Provence-
Alpes-Côtes-d’Azur (PACA).

Arenas for negotiation and contestation

As with other European countries, the last two decades
have seen an evolution of the French administrative
system towards greater devolution. What distinguishes
the French experience is the way in which devolution
to sub-national public authorities – in terms of the
transfer of specific competencies – has been
accompanied by the decentralization of the agencies of
the central state.

Since the initial decentralization laws of 1982, the
varied sub-national levels – régions, départements and
communes – have emerged as increasingly significant
actors mediating the relationship between the state and
its citizens. In 2003, legal changes strengthened processes
of devolution and enshrined the concept of a ‘decentra-
lized organization for the French Republic’ within the
constitution. Importantly, regions were made constitu-
tionally equal with other collectivities and given finan-
cial autonomy. In 2005, a second law further defined
the transfer of competences from the state to the collec-
tivities, clarified responsibilities between tiers and
rationalized local and regional administration. Never-
theless, functional overlap remains. Regional Councils
have been given explicit responsibility for economic
development, yet other local authorities also have the
right to intervene. Départements and local authorities,
and more recently intercommunalités (sets of communes
regrouped for the sake of specific projects) are now
almost as active as regions in the economic field. This
is an important point to note, as it is via these economic
development functions that sub-national actors have
increasingly encroached, from the bottom up, on the
traditionally centralized policy domain of science,
research and higher education.

Multi-level Governance, Regions and Science in France 1075
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Indeed, sub-national authorities have no consti-
tutional rights to intervene in research and higher edu-
cation. Science policy is decentralized, through the
functions of the Regional Delegation for Research
and Technology (DRRT), but not devolved. The
DRRT is the representative of national government
in the regions, akin to the English government offices
for the regions, taking orders from the Ministry for
Research. Yet it is generally considered that the relative
autonomy of the regional offices of national ministries
and agencies (services déconcentrés de l’Etat) is as important
as the existence of devolved authorities for achieving
efficient regional governance. The expertise of such
‘decentralized’ teams from the central administration,
as well as the room for manoeuvre vis-à-vis the Paris
administration, are judged as important success factors
in the design of relevant regional policy.

The Republic, however, is decentralized but not
federal. Regional autonomy is limited, with variations
between some ‘historical’ regions such as Bretagne
(PASQUIER, 2003) and Alsace, and those regions
without a strong cultural identity. Yet recently, limited
flexibility has been introduced through the notion of
le droit à l’expérimentation. This established the legality
of implementing a devolved function in one (or
more) region(s), as a means to ‘test’ an idea. It is consist-
ent with COLE’s (2006, p. 32) interpretation of
decentralization as a mechanism to ‘liberate the entre-
preneurial energies and political capacity of local and
regional players’. However, the success of any exper-
imental devolution is supposed to lead to the general
implementation of the initiative, regardless of the
appetite of other regional authorities. This acts as a
strong constraint on devolution, since the unanimous
willingness of the French regions for greater autonomy
cannot be assumed. In this respect, the ‘right to exper-
imentation’ is a good example of the balance between
diversity and equality that characterizes the new
French political philosophy.

Nevertheless, it is an important innovation in French
policy. First, national administration will be ‘locked in’
to changes through the political difficulties of with-
drawing any function from a region once it officially
granted and successfully trialled. Second, local decisions
are increasingly being taken in the absence of specific
legal competence, science policy being a case in point,
and such spontaneous experiments may well be lega-
lized after the fact. The experimentation right is
important therefore in creating potential gaps in
central state control that can be exploited by sub-
national authorities to bring about multi-level govern-
ance from the bottom up.

The primary arena for negotiation of national and
regional interests in priority setting and policy formu-
lation in all areas of policy is the Contrat de Plan Etat-
Régions (CPER). The procedure was introduced in
1982 as a tool for integration between national and
regional plans and has subsequently replaced separate

plans as the single multi-level negotiation about public
objectives, co-funding infrastructures and joint policies
between central and regional authorities. There have
been four generations of CPER, the last between
2000 and 2006. Over this period the amounts allocated
by the state and regional authorities have tripled
(INSTITUT SUPÉRIEUR DES MÉTIERS, 2006). In
theory the contributions of the central state and
regional authorities are equal: in 2000–2006 the E38
billion total allocations were made up of E19.5 billion
from the state compared with E18.5 billion by regional
authorities, in addition to the mobilization of resources
by other collectivities (CIACT, 2006). Yet, as is dis-
cussed below, in practice the balance is less clear,
given that the state does not always deliver on its com-
mitments leaving a deficit to be filled by the regions.

The CPER cover all areas of public investments,
including science and higher education – to the
extent that central and regional authorities have
deemed this a priority in different territories. As the
regional role in science, research and higher education
has expanded, as detailed above, so the importance of
the CPER as an arena for negotiation in this domain
has also increased. Regional authorities, as well as
departments and cities in certain cases, have become
real partners for science, innovation and higher edu-
cation policy, negotiating their own priority ranking
against the central administration’s policy for the terri-
tory (BARAIZE, 1996). In the negotiation procedure,
regional and national interests are compared, leading
to various trade-offs under the general idea of global
co-funding. Generally speaking, there are few pro-
blems in reaching agreement for investments in areas
where the region is obviously leading. However, the
increasing competition between regions in strategic
areas such as S&T policy means that the state may be
reluctant to co-finance technological or training infra-
structures in one region in domains where another
region is more advanced. Where disagreements
occur, certain projects are 100% financed either by
the state or by the region. Ile-de-France failed to
find an agreement with the state on the ‘research’
part of the CPER and decided to fund a series of pro-
jects on its own. Many regions prefer funding edu-
cation, training and technology transfer than pure
research, and are ready to finance a large part of
specific projects in those fields. For the current
CPER, 83% of scientific investments (excluding facili-
ties) were realized at the end of 2005. This is due to the
high priority attached to higher education and research
by the state, contrary to other fields like health and
social action, for instance, where only 64.75% of
investments were realized (DIACT, 2006).

The CPER has been valued in providing an institu-
tionalized space of negotiation between public actors at
multiple levels leading to coherence, efficiency and
transparency as well as synergy around common objec-
tives. Importantly, a review for the French Senate of the
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third generation of CPER (ANDRÉ, 2000) highlighted
how the CPER has been acknowledged as important
by regional authorities themselves in the expression
and negotiation of their priorities. Yet the report was
also damning on the complexity and bureaucracy of
the procedure and the difficulties experienced by
regional authorities in an unequal negotiating relation-
ship. It concluded that the state uses an unequal
situation to impose its own priorities, without coordi-
nating between ministries or giving the collectivities
adequate resources for successful implementation
(ANDRÉ, 2000, p. 342).

Such criticisms were not felt to have been rectified in
the fourth planning period (2000–2006). The value of
CPER to the central state has been judged largely in
relation to financial co-funding, in the context of
dwindling budgets and fewer tools for intervention.
This is particularly relevant in light of the Lisbon objec-
tives and need to increase spending on R&D. Indeed,
the share of the state in contributing to the CPER has
steadily dropped over the contract periods, leading to
political tensions with most regional councils (INSTI-

TUT SUPÉRIEUR DES MÉTIERS, 2006). The relative
importance of the CPER as an arena for negotiation
remains contested. For instance, public managers
within the decentralized administration consider that
the national level defines the whole framework for
negotiations with little regional variation, while in
regional administrations, CPER is viewed as a real
arena of negotiation.

In light of these criticisms, a new reform of the
CPER has changed the ground rules for the fifth gen-
eration of plans 2007–2013 (CIACT, 2006). A further
driver has also been the European dimension and the
need to balance the aims of cohesion and competitive-
ness. The name has changed to Contrat de Projets Etat-
Régions and will focus on three main priorities to
avoid a dispersion of projects and fragmentation of
effort: competition and the attractiveness of place; the
promotion of sustainable development; and social and
territorial cohesion. There will be a focus on national
scale investments and a reinforced and flexible partner-
ship with the collectivities. In this respect, regional
authorities are now the ‘preferred partners’ of the
state, with an enhanced role for other authorities.
Importantly, the CPER is seen as a vital corollary to
the ‘competitiveness clusters’ and necessary for reinfor-
cing research effort and the structure of higher edu-
cation. Although partners are not equal, the CPER
provides an important arena for the contestation and
negotiation of top-down and bottom-up priorities in
science, research and higher education. Central state
actors remain dominant but are increasingly passing
responsibility for particular elements down to sub-
national authorities, in the context of the move
to networks and clusters. The mechanisms of the
CPER could be used to further institutionalize this
involvement.

To this extent, the evidence examined so far would
seem to support the argument that science policy is
characterized by multi-level governance dynamics in
France. New modes of intervention and changes
within the specific policy domain of science and
research, as well as reform of institutional mechanisms
through the right to experimentation and CPER,
have led to intersecting, often task-specific and flexible
governance arrangements, indicative of type II multi-
level governance (HOOGHE and MARKS, 2003). A sup-
portive framework for the involvement of sub-national
authorities in science, research and higher education
exists, with appropriate, if unequal, arenas for the
negotiation and contestation of priorities. However,
there remain considerable differences in the extent to
which regional authorities themselves can capitalize
upon this context and seize new opportunities to truly
develop science-based economic strategies. It is to this
final ‘test’ that the article now turns.

Regional diversity, local implementation

While the potential exists for regional authorities to
adopt greater roles in relation to French science and
higher education policy, not all regions are currently
in a position to fulfil these functions. Looking first at
the data, one can see certain differences in regional
capacities in relation to science-based economic devel-
opment. Table 2 outlines indicators of R&D in French
regions. In absolute value, the most important regions
are Ile-de-France and Rhône-Alpes, together account-
ing for 55% of French R&D. In a second group, one
finds Midi-Pyrénées and Provence-Alpes-Côte d’Azur
(PACA), followed by Aquitaine and Bretagne. In terms
of density (R&D/GDP), Ile-de-France is surpassed by
Midi-Pyrénées, followed by Rhône-Alpes and Auvergne.
Differences also emerge in the nature of regional systems.
Auvergne appears typical of industry-led research
regions, with Franche-Comté, Haute-Normandie and
Picardie. Conversely, Languedoc-Roussillon, Nord-Pas
de Calais, Lorraine and Alsace are characterized by the
strong contribution of public research. Being a strong
R&D performer does not imply being specialized in
high-technology industries or vice versa: here it can be
seen that the small region of Limousin appears very
high and Auvergne very low.

A further indicator of regional involvement in
science and technology is the proportion of regional
budgets devoted to S&T (Table 3). Here again in absol-
ute value the largest regional budgets devoted to
Science and Technology (S&T) are those of Ile-
de-France and Rhône-Alpes. In terms of expenses per
head, Aquitaine is very high and Rhône-Alpes signifi-
cant, but smaller regions like Languedoc-Roussillon,
Limousin and Champagne-Ardenne are among the
top five. When looking at the share of S&T in total
regional budgets, Aquitaine is still leading and
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Languedoc-Roussillon noticeable, followed by Rhône-
Alpes and Bretagne.

Finally, it is possible to compare the shares of tech-
nology transfer and scientific projects (research projects,
funding for researchers and scientific information) as
indicators of technology-oriented versus science-
oriented policy (SANZ-MENENDEZ and CRUZ-
CASTRO, 2005). Here the data indicates that regions
like Ile-de-France, Languedoc-Roussillon, Auvergne,
Alsace and Franche-Comté are mainly interested in
technological applications, whereas Bretagne, Rhône-
Alpes (and Nord-Pas de Calais, albeit with a weaker
global effort on S&T) manifest a significant relative
interest in science. Regional perceptions of science as
a strategic target clearly vary strongly.

In terms of results, a clear relation between input and
output can be discerned from the data (Table 4), using
standard criteria for measuring scientific performance.
Among regions with high scientific and technological
potential, Ile-de-France and Rhône-Alpes look
relatively strong in technological results (patents), while
Alsace, Languedoc-Roussillon and Midi-Pyrénées
also perform well in terms of scientific publications.

Ile-de-France, the capital region, leads in terms of the
density of PhD students, clearly ahead of the next
regions: Alsace, Midi-Pyrénées and Rhône-Alpes. The
number of PhD cooperations between local labs and
local firms (see the CIFRE index in Table 4) can be
used as a potential proxy for indicating systemic coher-
ence of a regional innovation system – here again the
pre-eminence of Ile-de-France is apparent, but with
Midi-Pyrénées and Rhône-Alpes in a strong position.

Overall it appears that science-based activities are
largely concentrated in only four key areas. Ile-de-
France remains the only region to host a full range of
elements which can be seen as constituting an inno-
vation system, though this is synonymous with the
national system of innovation. Rhône-Alpes can be
considered as the sole regional innovation system in
France with key strengths in electronics, nuclear indus-
tries, life sciences, medicine and materials. Other
regions, like PACA and Midi-Pyrénées, exhibit high-
tech districts, but they must be considered more as
elements of the national innovation system than real
endogenous and self-organized systems. PACA provides
an interesting example of a region in transition,

Table 2. Indicators of research and development (R&D) in French regions (2003)

French regions (non-

overseas areas)

Total R&D

expenses

(E millions)

R&D

expenses as a

percentage of

GDP

Share of firms in

R&D expenses

(%)

Share of high-

tech sectors in

firms’ R&D

expenses (%)

Share of

researchers in

total R&D

employees (%)

Alsace 692 1.6 55 42 49

Aquitaine 1147 1.6 70 12 47

Auvergne 689 2.4 80 2 34

Basse-Normandie 298 1.0 65 21 52

Bourgogne 359 1.0 70 43 44

Bretagne 1097 1.6 62 14 54

Centre 869 1.5 76 36 41

Champagne-Ardenne 238 0.8 74 44 48

Corse n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.

Franche-Comté 530 2.1 86 88 45

Haute-Normandie 601 1.4 84 37 40

Ile-de-France 14 364 3.2 68 33 53

Languedoc-Roussillon 988 2.0 29 13 48

Limousin 124 0.8 60 87 45

Lorraine 547 1.1 46 40 47

Midi-Pyrénées 2283 3.7 65 12 59

Nord-Pas-de-Calais 580 0.7 45 30 51

Pays de la Loire 756 1.0 60 25 49

Picardie 438 1.1 83 36 48

Poitou-Charentes 305 0.8 56 46 46

Provence-Alpes-C.

d’Azur þ Corse

2113 1.8 57 15 56

Rhône-Alpes 3896 2.6 68 33 50

France (22 regions) 32 913 2.1 66 30 51

Note: The numbers in bold are the maximum and the minimum of each column. Ile de France and Rhône-Alpes clearly emerge, in absolute and

relative terms, as leading territories for S&T research in general. Other regions are important for some specificities only: Midi-Pyrénées in R&D

intensity and in the proportion of researchers; Frache-Comté, Haute-Normandie and Picardie in firms R&D; Franche-Comté and Limousin for

the share of high-technolgy sectors in firms’ R&D.

Source: MENESR-DEPP (French Minister of Higher Education and Research). Note Recherche, January 2006 (http://www.education.gouv.fr/
stateval).
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however, with Sophia-Antipolis, the first science park
in Europe, and the emerging developments around
Caderache and the ITER facility. Similarly, Midi-Pyré-
nées provides specific insights to a regional competence
in applied science, based heavily around one sector, that
of aerospace and clustered in one particular urban area,
Toulouse. Across the south of France, a sunbelt of
regional innovation systems and science-based regional
and local activity is beginning to emerge.

Finance matters and it is clear that the national distri-
bution of resources is significant in this respect. The
strong performance of Ile-de-France in terms of
R&D is not due to a high proportion of regional
funds invested in S&T (2.1% of regional budget, com-
pared with 2.3% average). Yet the quantitative data
only reveal a partial explanation of regional difference,
nor does it necessarily relate to those regions that
possess genuine regional science policies. The existence
of what might be termed ‘regional science policy’ is
determined by the ability of regional authorities to
define priorities and express a regional view of
science; to master processes of implementing regional
science strategies and to demonstrate leadership in the

governance of science and research. In this respect, a
general increased interest in S&T as a driver of sub-
national economic growth masks considerable differ-
ences in the capacities of different regions to develop
science-based development strategies. Within the rela-
tively top-down organization of the French system,
implementation processes provide an opportunity for
variety and self-organization to emerge.

First, the relative magnitude of intergovernmental
negotiation mechanisms, such as the CPER, is variable.
The average level of regional councils’ participation in
CPER is 35% (IGAER, 2005) yet this rises to 50% or
even 80% for certain regions, such as PACA. For
other regions, such as Ile-de-France and Rhône-Alpes
the amounts are lower than 30%, leaving greater room
for the definition of regional priorities independent of
national state preferences.

Within CPER, regional councils may also encounter
difficulties in defining a clear ‘regional interest’ given
the nature of sub-national governance arrangements
and the strength of other collectivités such as depart-
ments and cities. This is particularly the case in strong
university towns, such as Strasbourg. Here the tension

Table 3. Indicators of French regional policies: analysis of regional councils’ RTD budgets

French regions

(non-overseas areas)

S&T regional

budget

(E millions)�

S&T regional

budget per

head�

Share of S&T

in regional

budget�

Share (%) of S&T regional budget devoted

to��:

Technology transfer Scientific projects

Alsace 10.0 5.6 2.1 31 36

Aquitaine 36.1 12.0 5.5 11 27

Auvergne 2.8 2.1 0.7 30 21

Basse-Normandie 10.1 7.0 2.5 6 36

Bourgogne 8.1 5.0 2.2 11 27

Bretagne 19.9 6.7 3.1 19 54

Centre 9.9 4.0 1.6 10 36

Champagne-Ardenne 10.4 7.8 3.0 9 48

Corse 1.8 6.5 0.4 17 53

Franche-Comté 7.9 7.0 2.8 35 46

Haute-Normandie 7.8 4.4 1.5 18 37

Ile-de-France 59.9 5.4 2.1 17 4

Languedoc-Roussillon 20.3 8.4 3.9 19 10

Limousin 5.4 7.6 2.5 6 23

Lorraine 8.1 2.6 1.2 18 42

Midi-Pyrénées 16.8 6.3 2.4 21 30

Nord-Pas-de-Calais 11.8 2.9 1.0 18 62

Pays de la Loire 28.4 6.4 2.9 9 35

Picardie 12.4 6.6 2.4 15 43

Poitou-Charentes 7.2 4.3 1.9 12 41

Provence-Alpes-C. d’Azur 19.7 4.3 1.9 10 24

Rhône-Alpes 42.4 7.3 3.1 23 48

France (22 regions) 347.9 5.8 2.3 16 30

Note: The numbers in bold are the maximum and the minimum of each column. Bretagne and Rhône-Alpes show particularly high figures in

terms of budgetary investments in scientific projects, as well as for the global effort in S&T, relative to their size. Regions like Alsace or Auvergne

express choices that are clearly more oriented towards technology transfer than the average of France, and Ile de France funds proportionally very

few scientific projects: it is not possible to rank them among the champions of regional science policy, to the contrary of Bretagne and Rhône-

Alpes.

Source: MENESR-DEPP (French Minister of Higher Education and Research). Special inquiry on local governments’ budgets. �Average value

2001–2004. ��Average value 2002–2003.
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between regional and local levels becomes particularly
apparent: the political acceptability of a regional
science policy which leads to concentration of resources
in particular locations is low and seen to be contrary to
the need for balanced growth. As a result, science and
higher education policy develops as a local issue,
rather than a regional one. Competition can therefore
arise between local and regional levels where sub-
regional levels want to define their own priorities,
rather than participate in a wider regional strategy,
which in turn constrains collective action.

The formal expression of regional science and higher
education priorities also differs cross-regionally. Four
elements are important in understanding the nature of
regional action: the size of the region; the nature of the
regional science infrastructure; the type of firms and
the structure of the productive fabric; and the specific
scientific/technological fields of importance in the
region. Socio-political elements have to be taken into
account as well, linked to regional identity and cultural
attitudes concerning science, academic freedom or the
desirability and extent of public-private partnerships. In
Alsace, a historical province with a strong collective

identity, regional authorities are very proactive in relation
to devolution, but this attitude is not specifically blatant
in the field of science. At the same time, while science
is not necessarily a priority for a region, even if the
authorities have strong scientific or technological
endowments, other policies such as education and train-
ing, employment and inclusion may have secondary
implications for scientific and research establishments.

These differences are reflected in the use made of
formal regional consultative committees on research
(CCRRDT) – involving representatives of a large
variety of regional actors, in particular from research
and industry – with some regions, such as Rhône-
Alpes or Midi-Pyrénées, more proactive than others,
where a regular regional meeting is organized to
debate on science issues at regional level. Since 1982,
regional councils are supposed to benefit from their
expertise, yet not all regions have created CCRRDT
at the same time, under the same form, and for the
same purpose. Midi-Pyrénées or Bretagne developed
and maintained a strong CCRRDT, while Alsace has
a symbolic committee with only a very limited role.
Ile-de-France created its own scientific forum (called

Table 4. Various indicators of science and technology competitiveness

French regions

(non-overseas areas)

Index of scientific

publications per

head (2001)

Index of patents:

European PO

applications per

head (2001)

PhD students per

100 000 inhabitants

(2001)

Index of CIFRE

PhD in the same

region�

Alsace 142 121 22.7 110

Aquitaine 80 37 16.7 121

Auvergne 74 72 10.7 81

Basse-Normandie 52 45 7.7 121

Bourgogne 50 73 7.7 48

Bretagne 70 58 10.7 132

Centre 48 79 6.7 85

Champagne-Ardenne 36 52 5.2 51

Corse n.a. n.a. n.a. n.a.

Franche-Comté 54 90 10.2 85

Haute-Normandie 43 79 6.7 59

Ile-de-France 206 227 31.9 169

Languedoc-Roussillon 122 43 17.3 77

Limousin 58 35 13.1 81

Lorraine 80 59 15.3 103

Midi-Pyrénées 119 75 19.4 151

Nord-Pas-de-Calais 55 33 8.7 125

Pays de la Loire 53 47 7.2 99

Picardie 30 67 5.7 63

Poitou-Charentes 47 44 11.1 70

Provence-Alpes-C.

d’Azur þ Corse

95 74 15.9 132

Rhône-Alpes 130 173 18.2 136

France (22 regions) 100 100 15.8 100

Note: The numbers in bold are the maximum and the minimum of each column. Ile de France, Rhône-Alpes, Alsace and Midi-Pyrénées show

important scores for most of the indicators. But the last column shows that Alsace has not a very high degree of self-sufficiency in science–industry

relationships.
�Statistics measuring the frequency of CIFRE PhD projects between a firm and a scientific laboratory, both of them being located in the same

region. It is an indicator of the capability of a region to behave as a consistent system of innovation.

Sources: OST (2004) and HÉRAUD and LÉVY (2005).
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CCRRESTI) as late as 2003. Before 2005, in PACA,
the main task of the CCRRDT was regional foresight,
whereas in Bourgogne or Midi-Pyrénées, it has played a
role in offering scientific expertise for policy-making
processes.

What emerges from this analysis is a picture of
regional differentiation – in terms of the position
from which different regions can engage with and capi-
talize upon the changing national science policy
context, as well as develop policies from the bottom
up. Yet the data can be misleading – it is not simply
the case that a strong science base provides for a coher-
ent regional science policy. Indeed, four rationales for
regional science policy in France emerge (Fig. 1):

. Regions that have regional science policies because
they have a strong science base (Rhône-Alpes is the
paradigm);

. Regions with regional science policies because they
want to develop their science base (like Bretagne);

. Regions with weak regional science policies and an
average or weak science base (like Auvergne);

. Regions with a strong science base yet weak regional
science policies (like Alsace).

This last rationale illustrates the situation in most
regions. In Alsace, basic research is proportionally
strong, with many world-known university and
CNRS teams, but the regional council does not have
a real strategy of promoting such academic assets as a ter-
tiary activity per se: its perception of basic research is
more about the possible impact it could have on the
local industrial fabric, although there is a mismatch

here as regional firms are generally not science-based.
In contrast, in Lorraine around Nancy, education and
research activities are fully welcomed as a substitute
for declining industrial activities. Paradoxically, for a
long time, research has not been a priority for the
region of Ile-de-France, probably because the S&T
system around Paris was viewed as a mainly national
construction. But local/regional politicians have
become aware of the necessity for Ile-de-France to
remain a strong region in international competition
for high-level tertiary activities and now have a pro-
active attitude. The importance of national investment
within Ile-de-France has already been noted, explaining
in part the relatively modest ambitions of the regional
council. With the introduction of new mechanisms,
such as pôles de compétitivité, general changes in attitude
can be seen across all regions. Yet even in this case,
increased regional involvement in national science
policy does not automatically imply the existence of a
real policy at the sub-national level.

Regional science strategy is not linked to the pre-
sence of scientific activities in a simple and linear way.
It has been indicated here that several factors explain
differences between regions and their interpretations
of and responses to changes in national science policy.
Further case study research is needed to determine the
relative balance of these factors and how they interact
to produce distinct regional contexts and capacities for
action. The modest conclusions that can be drawn at
this stage are threefold.

First, the available evidence indicates substantial
differences in the positions from where regions engage

Fig. 1. Rationale for regional science policy
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with the emerging multi-level system of science policy
governance in France.

Second, while national policy conceives of a role for
the regions, there remains little evidence that the
phenomenon of regional science policies is well
spread across regions.

Third, only four regions could be said to be develop-
ing into ‘science regions’ which raises questions over
the long-term viability of the French policy of equity,
if not equality.

A SYSTEM IN EVOLUTION?

To what extent can multi-level governance be said to
characterize science policy in France? The evidence is
partial, indicating that the potential for multi-level gov-
ernance has not been realized in practice. Shifts in
science policy governance reflect ongoing processes
rather than being fixed in time.

During the last decade, the traditional philosophy of
centralized policy design and implementation has
changed more in reality than officially advertised. The
financial context has encouraged the French state to
share certain functions relating to science, research
and higher education with local and regional auth-
orities, leading to a more complex governance organiz-
ation. More recently another shift in policy can be
observed, with (at least partial) bottom-up and com-
petitive procedures being encouraged at the national
level. New instruments like ‘competitiveness clusters’
or PRES are designed at the initiative of decentralized
actors (universities, territorial communities, firms) and
only subsequently ‘labelled’ by the central adminis-
tration. The example of science policy thus also offers
insights into the restructuring of the French adminis-
tration, in terms of forms of public interventionism,
new modes of steering and management and the invol-
vement of the regions in the necessary reconstruction of
a globally competitive state. Government is creating
frameworks that have to be shaped by territorial
configurations, leading to more selective action and
resource concentration.

Within new national frameworks, regions are emer-
ging as intermediate actors within complex govern-
ance structures. It is not likely that regional councils
can be ‘the dominant player’ but they can mobilize
both sub-regional and supra-regional levels to
implement their own strategies. Spaces for the nego-
tiation of science policy between national and regional
actors have been created and regional science policies
are beginning to emerge in certain regions. Some of
these spaces are institutionalized like the CPER nego-
tiation; others are created ad hoc in relation to particu-
lar initiatives. However, the French system is less
characterized by uniformity of regional organizations
than it might at first seem. Only two strong (Ile-de-
France and Rhône-Alpes) and two emerging

contenders (PACA and Midi-Pyrénées) emerge in
terms of participation within a multi-level science
polity. As the case of Strasbourg illustrates, it might
even be that alternative scales emerge as more relevant
for the construction of local science priorities, such as
cities, city-regions or departments. Despite identical
institutional structures, patterns of implementation
diverge.

The emerging dynamics of a multi-level science
system therefore pose challenges to a traditional centra-
lized French state, with its commitment to balanced
growth and regional symmetry. New compromises
between concentration and balanced growth have
been struck through networking inter-regional group-
ings and offering equality of opportunity through
national competitions. Yet, the principle of territorial
equality can no longer be seen as a strict rule in national
policy: the success of top-down initiatives (and the cor-
responding distribution of resources) depends inher-
ently on the willingness and the capacities of the
territories. Within an increasingly regionally-sensitive
national framework, it is the capability of actors at the
regional level that determines the extent of multi-level
governance in different arenas.

From a theoretical perspective, it is this issue that
appears most interesting. This analysis has highlighted
three prerequisites for the development of a multi-
level polity: a national framework that envisages, or
even depends on, regional action for the successful
implementation of its policies; arenas for negotiation
of national and regional ‘priorities’ and the capacities
and capabilities of regional actors to develop clear
strategies from the bottom-up. In this case, central
government remains the key actor in science policy.
The state holds the greatest bargaining power and
the mobilization of sub-national authorities in this
domain can be seen, at one level, as little more that
a way to increase steering capacity and reduce bud-
getary pressures. Nevertheless, as a result, relations
between the national and the sub-national level are
becoming less hierarchical. Interdependence is preva-
lent. Despite a top-down framework that is beginning
to see the regional scale of action as relevant for
achieving national objectives and international aspira-
tions, regional awareness of science and research as
drivers of economic growth remains low. The tools
for multi-level governance to develop exist in this
field as in many others; but, as yet, the political
context for its materialization is not present in
every region.
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