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1. Relational spaces of innovation 
 
The history of innovation has two main but related roots. Today the Neo-
Schumpeterian approach, based on Nelson and Winter (1982), is dominant. 
This approach is based on evolutionary theory, institutional economics and 
the theory of the resource base of organisations. The evolutionary 
perspective starts with the observation that the economic system is often 
‘ rattled’  by new developments, the innovations brought about by creative 
entrepreneurs. It emphasises the development of novelties in three ‘selection 
environments’ , the markets, the institutions and the regional environment 
(Boschma and Lambooy 1999). Entrepreneurs discover ‘market niches’  and 
use their capacities to get an ‘ initial advantage’ . Successful entrepreneurs 
have the competencies to use their organisation, the firm, in finding finance 
and useful information to compete in new or old markets. The second root of 
the approach to innovation can be called the ‘Sussex approach’ , based on 
various scholars working on technology and technological development in 
the 1980s, using concepts as ‘ technological trajectories’  and ‘ technology 
regimes’  (Van Duijn and Lambooy 1982; Freeman and Perez 1988). This 
latter approach is much more interested in the relations between 
technologies and the socio-economic developments, often over a longer 
time-horizon, than in the development of innovating firms and their impact 
on economic development. Technologies and not firms are a main focus. 
Physical products and technologies are dominant, whereas in the (Neo-) 
Schumpeterian approach a wider perspective is chosen, in which also social 
innovation (as in renewal of organisations) is included (Nooteboom 2000; 
Witt 2003). Currently much attention is given to networks as a form of 
organisation and as a channel of diffusion (Lambooy 2006). The resource 
base theory is focused on the idea that organisations, like firms, can be 
perceived as a bundle of human competencies, people with specific 
capacities who can build organisational strengths (Lambooy 2002a). 
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Innovation starts with the development of novelties, often based on research 
by scientists in universities, and many times discovered by serendipity. The 
essential action, however, is that entrepreneurs apply these ideas. Networks 
of scientists and networks of entrepreneurs differ in their basic approach 
towards innovation, but they are part of the same process, the chain from 
invention to application and finally the use by consumers. Markets, networks 
and regions can develop into relational spaces of innovation. When actors 
work and live in the same region there are more chances to interact and 
develop relations. Actors in the chain of the process of innovation are 
continuously interacting and new relations emerge spontaneously. It can 
even be contended that innovation is impossible without interrelations in 
every phase among actors. Even invention is a collective process that can be 
furthered by investments in stimulating conditions. Storper and Venables 
(2004) used the concept of ‘buzz’  to denote that much communication 
between inventors, entrepreneurs and other decision-makers is accidental 
and happens by co-incidence in various non-organised meetings. Other 
authors also emphasise that empirical studies point to the important 
accidental meetings in, what he calls, ‘Smart Cafes’  (Fu 2007). Proximity, 
however, is not always crucial (Boschma 2005; Asheim and Herstad 2005; 
Saxenian 2006). There is increasing evidence that globalisation is reflected 
in networks of enterprises and of scientists. Innovation has a relation with 
place, but on more levels than just the urban area or the region. The regional 
innovation system has to be linked to more spatial relational systems.  
 
Innovation is often pictured as a process that starts from basic scientific 
research and invention (Mokyr 2002). Schumpeter (1911; 1936) defined 
innovation as an act different from that of invention, namely as the 
application or introduction of novelties in markets. He mentioned five kinds 
of innovations: new products, new processes, new organisations, new 
(geographical) markets, and new inputs. In his view, it is the introduction in 
markets that matters. The main focus of research has long been on products 
and markets. Only during the last decade did organisation and the other two 
kinds of innovative behaviour get more attention. Another development has 
been that the idea of a mono-linear development from science to application 
has been left behind. Nowadays, the process is seen in terms of interactive, 
circular, iterative and socially embedded attributes. 
A related perspective is the process of diffusion. Ideas, concepts and 
products are not only transferred in a bi-polar way from A to B. The 
diffusion process functions in networks, with interactive contacts. These 
networks are not ‘given’  but are continuously evolving. They can be 
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hierarchical or non-hierarchical. Networks are almost always ‘emerging’ , 
self-organising systems, developing in a co-evolutionary way with 
innovation and diffusion (Lambooy 2002b). Regional economies have to be 
‘adaptive complex systems’  (Metcalfe 1994; Metcalfe, Foster and Ramlogan 
2006). 
 
For our purpose regional environments and functional (or organisational) 
spaces can be considered as the main forms of ‘ relational spaces’ . In the 
first case the impact of various actors on others can often be measured with 
the concept of physical and functional distance. These relations can be 
analysed as economic relations, as soon as they have an economic impact on 
the location of firms and workers and when they influence productivity. An 
important example is ‘spillover effects’ . These can be perceived as 
‘proximity effects outside the market process. This is a reason for 
economists to define these phenomena as ‘external effects’  caused by 
market-failures. The second one is more difficult to measure, but can be 
analysed by investigating the structure of the networks of these relational 
units. 
 
Some questions can be formulated. What is the role of ‘spaces’ , firstly the 
‘ regional environments’  (physical and social space, like cities and regions) 
and, secondly, the ‘ functional space’  (like firms as organisational units, but 
also ‘communities of knowledge’  between universities in different 
countries)? Can ‘ tacit knowledge’  be created and transferred in all kinds of 
spaces? Does it really need physical and social proximity? Or is ‘ tacit 
knowledge’  as a fundamental property of knowledge creation and diffusion 
overrated? How is tacit knowledge related to codified knowledge? To what 
extent is the kind of knowledge relevant for the process of innovation? 
We cannot answer all the questions, but will attempt to make some 
clarifications. 
 
2. Proximity, kinds of knowledge and diffusion  
 
Actors in this field are individuals (like scientists and researchers, artists, 
politicians) and organisations (like firms, universities and governments). 
But the kind of interrelations can differ in structure and content of 
information and knowledge. Structures can vary from loosely organised to 
more fixed ones. Contents can be product-specific or it can be general 
information and knowledge. Diffusion depends on both. It is easier when 
people know each other and use similar symbols, more in particular when 
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the content of the transfer of information is decisive for the success of the 
product in the market. Innovation is strongly connected with the kind of 
information and knowledge. Knowledge is often considered as being 
strongly interwoven with the individual capacities of scientists and 
entrepreneurs. 
Innovation can be connected with the condition of the existence of local 
communities. This perspective emphasises that innovation needs physical 
and social proximity because of ‘ tacit knowledge’ . In many cases, however, 
international dimensions of transfer of knowledge can be observed, for 
instance in ‘communities of knowledge’ , the networks of co-operating 
scientists. This can also be connected with organisations, like universities 
and enterprises, because they have interregional and international markets 
and they can have locations in many places. In any case innovation needs a 
set of relations, here indicated with the concepts of ‘ relational space’ , 
‘ relational dynamics’ , ‘networks’  and ‘proximity’ . The classical economic 
approach emphasises that relevant relations are expressed in markets, and 
the main kind of information is the price of goods and services. In other 
approaches more dimensions of relations are added, as with the concepts of 
‘social capital’ , ‘ trust’  and ‘cultural networks’ . 
 
Knowledge can be distinguished in ‘ tacit’  and ‘codified’  (sometimes called 
‘ implicit’  and ‘explicit) knowledge. The first is ‘embodied’  in persons and 
difficult to transfer, because it is so strongly tied with individual 
characteristics, and it is often not conscious. It can be acquired by imitation 
or by learning-by-doing, or by teaching and other interpersonal relations. As 
soon as it becomes standardised it can be made available to be transmitted 
and then it can be developed into codified knowledge, like in books, patents 
and oral diffusion (Nonaka and Takeuchi 1995).  
Recent regional economic theory deals with two forms of diffusion in 
particular: firstly, diffusion as an “epidemic diffusion in a S-curve of 
adoption”  (Geroski 2000), and, secondly, diffusion as “externalities and 
spillovers”  (van Oort 2003). The latter kind of analysis is often connected 
with the investigation of ‘agglomeration advantages’  and ‘clusters’  
(Boschma and Kloosterman 2005). This kind of approach does not pay 
attention to either the personal side or the kind of ‘channel’  used to transfer 
knowledge. Economists like Baumol (2002) argue that the market is the 
principal mechanism for the transfer of knowledge. However, in economic 
theory the channels used for the actual process of dissemination are often 
disregarded. 
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The channel most used for the dissemination of knowledge is that of the 
contacts among firms, either as priced or as non-priced transfers, and either 
in personal networks or in anonymous markets. Other, already old, 
approaches emphasise personal contacts (Hägerstrand 1967; Törnquist 1970; 
Rogers 1995). Currently many concepts are used, like ‘diffusion structure’ , 
‘architecture of channels’ , ‘emergent network’ , and ‘Regional Innovation 
System’  (Cooke, Heidenreich and Braczyk 2004). 
Network theory (Barabasi 2002; Dorogevitsj, Mendes and Ioffe 2002) can 
offer a new perspective for combining mathematical, economic, sociological 
and spatial diffusion structures. In fact, it is argued here that networks often 
emerge during the evolutionary process of diffusion. The dissemination of 
knowledge creates its own channels. As diffusion structures, networks are 
part of the innovation process and thus can shed light on the dis-
equilibrating forces of ‘creative destruction’ . That process is cumulative and 
path-dependent. 
 
Often tacit knowledge has been related to the first explorative phases of 
innovation, or to handicraft. But in many cases tacit knowledge can be even 
more important in other phases, such as application and consumption. 
Gertler (2003) has emphasised that even for the application of codified 
knowledge in manufacturing industries a certain basic tacit knowledge is 
necessary. The same patent can be used in different ways, depending on the 
institutional and cultural context. Workers in Europe and in India are 
different people with different labour histories and with different attitudes to 
equipment, all linked with different cognitive histories. These workers have 
a different background because their experiences were formed in other 
cultural and organisational conditions. European workers acquired their tacit 
knowledge in another environment and in other kinds of proximity. 
In many publications ‘proximity’  in various forms is seen as a necessary 
condition for the co-operative attitude of people in creative work and in 
fruitful application (Boschma 2005).  
The physical distance of partners in the innovation process seems to be 
important as can be observed in many publications (Feldman 1994, Florida 
2002). Jane Jacobs (1984) emphasised that physical proximity in 
combination with diversity of persons, firms and urban structures are 
necessary for the division of labour and economic and cultural development. 
She views multinational enterprises as organisations with a core and a 
periphery. The core is the urban region and the core existed out of a 
collection of ‘satellites’ . 
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3. Cognitive aspects of proximity and innovation. 
 
The perception of distance or relatedness with others with whom one is 
connected is increasingly seen as important. This depends on the situation of 
ethnic and religious cultural properties, on past experiences and on cognitive 
abilities, emphasised by various authors, but this issue is not yet well known. 
Often, cultural proximity has relations with physical proximity. Cultural 
groups depend on each other to develop common interests in their functional 
space of interrelations. 
In many cities networks of ethnic and religious groups of immigrants are 
very important in creating new enterprises (Saxenian 2006). Certain 
professional groups, such as ‘ the creative class’ , develop certain cultural 
attitudes, even when they have origins in different cultural pasts. Florida 
(2002; 2005) finds that the ‘creative class’  only flourishes in urban regions 
where a certain cultural openness exists, which he denotes as ‘ tolerance’ . 
This concept can also be perceived as ‘cognitive abilities to recognise other 
human perspectives than their own’ . More recently, however, we can 
observe that new kinds of proximity, related with the kind of organisation, 
are becoming more important than just physical and cultural proximity. It 
can be observed that in international economic development information and 
knowledge can be transferred by new kinds of networks and by new kinds of 
‘communities’ . People participating in these new networks are 
communicating in a modern scientific and commercial language. Chinese, 
Indian, American and European innovators are forming new kinds of 
networks. Saxenian investigates these new developments in her book ‘The 
New Argonauts’ . In this book she describes the impact of the thousands of 
immigrant-students from China, Taiwan, India and Israel in the Silicon 
Valley environment (Saxenian 2006). Many of these immigrants later on 
return to their home lands where they start new enterprises, forming 
networks with Silicon Valley entrepreneurs and university researchers, but 
also forming clusters of innovating firms in their home region. Their 
relational space is multi-level and multi-national. They combine physical 
and organisational proximity with innovation and economic growth in more 
places. Many of these entrepreneurs work and live part-time in both 
countries and cultures. 
Multinational corporations have developed new structures with production 
locations and R&D-departments in many countries. They have a difficult 
governance structure, due to the inherent complexities of maintaining a 
balance between hierarchy and creativity. These structures attempt to build a 
combination of efficiency in producing and acquiring knowledge and with 
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the widening of opportunities to sell their products and services. At the same 
time they attempt to protect their knowledge base, because they recognise 
that this asset is fundamental to increase their turnover and profits. 
Is this to be a general model, or is physical proximity still essential, at least 
for the early stages of the innovation process. In the following section we 
will consider some of these developments and then we conclude with some 
final observations. 
 
4. Regional innovation systems and international communities of 
knowledge 
 
Are regions still important to foster innovation and the rise of new economic 
vitality? This question is related to the research done with regard to the 
concepts of diffusion and of the Regional Innovation Systems (Morgan 
1997; Lambooy 2002a)? The RIS is developed following the use of National 
Innovation Systems by Lundvall in the early nineties. It is based on the idea 
that regions (nations) can build relational structures between interacting 
universities, firms, governments, and the financial system. It can also be 
seen as a ‘complex adaptive system’  (Metcalfe, Foster and Ramlogan 2006). 
The elements of the system are functioning together as a co-evolutionary 
knowledge system in which the diffusion of knowledge results in a strong 
economic performance (Lambooy 2006).  
Regional innovation systems (RIS) consist of various relational spaces with 
interacting persons (workers, consumers, entrepreneurs) and organisations 
(firms, universities, governments, banks) in networks. It is useful to analyse 
the basic concepts and their emergence. Often, the existence is taken for 
granted, while these systems are inherently changing or even sometimes 
instable, due to the restless character of innovation. 
The concept of the (Regional) Innovation System (RIS)  can be connected 
with that of The regional selection environment (Lundvall 1992; Morgan 
1997; Lambooy 2003; Cooke, Braczyk and Heidenreich 2004; Conti 2005). 
This concept can be used to integrate the various paths of innovation and 
diffusion within a region, in order to develop new firms and increase 
productivity and economic growth. A RIS is a complex self-organising 
system, because its main components are networks and it functions in 
relational spaces. It is a significant example of the ‘architecture of 
channels’ . 
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Figure 1: The Regional Innovation System 
                                                   
                                                 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Cooke, Heidenreich and Braczyk (2004: 3) define a RIS as follows: “A 
regional innovation system consists of interacting knowledge generation and 
exploitation sub-systems linked to global, national and other regional 
systems for commercialising new knowledge”. Lambooy (2003: 4) gives the 
following definition of a RIS: “Regional innovation systems can be 
considered as interactive, dynamic structures, consisting of partners in 
regional production. These systems enable regional economic actors to fully 
utilise and expand their competencies. They also encompass governments 
and organisations that specialise in building cognitive competencies 
(learning, research) and in setting up inter-firm networks. End-users, like 
retailers and consumers are also an important part of the system, because as 
end-users they can express their needs and this can give rise to innovations. 
The process of innovation and transfer results in the anchoring of 
competencies in dynamic institutions, and in facilitating the development of 
new firms, new products, new technologies, new consumers and new 
organisational structures.”  An economic theoretical argument to sustain the 
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use of the RIS is that innovation and diffusion are sometimes hampered by a 
(perceived or real) problem of investments from market actors. In such 
cases, a market failure can occur, which would call for government action. 
The kind of incentives can vary with the nature of the innovation and of the 
‘architecture of channels’ . However, a good analysis is needed in order to be 
able to achieve the required optimal level of investment and government 
governance. 
 
A RIS can be approached either as a self-organising system, or as a system 
that has some kind of governance that regulates and co-ordinates the 
components (Lambooy 2002b; Sawyer 2005). In the first case (the self-
organising RIS), the firms, research institutes and other participants follow 
the needs and opportunities, and organise themselves in networks or via 
markets. Firms play a dominant role. In the second case (the governance 
RIS), it is primarily the regional government that attempts to co-ordinate 
research, education, the location of SMEs, and sometimes exports. This 
typology is more or less similar to the one proposed by Cooke, Heidenreich 
and Braczyk (2004), who distinguish between the ‘ Institutional RIS’  and the 
‘Entrepreneurial RIS’ , with a greater focus on the government and on the 
market, respectively. 
Many authors have doubts as to the real importance of the relation between 
innovation and regional contexts (Simmie 2002), but it is necessary to 
observe that it is only one of the selection environments that are part of 
relational spaces. The ‘ triangle of environments’  can be given more 
perspective with the concept of networks. 
 
In this section it has been shown that diffusion deals with the transfer of 
(technological) knowledge. In the next section, the concept of knowledge is 
developed further. ‘Knowledge workers’  (as Peter Drucker has dubbed the 
people in professions requiring tertiary education) are the main actors in the 
‘knowledge economy’ . They work as individuals, in teams or in networks, to 
generate and apply knowledge. Florida’s concept of ‘creative workers’  is 
strongly related to that of ‘knowledge workers’ , but it adds other professions 
that are actively involved in creative work (Florida 2002; 2004; 2005). 
Anyway, networks are one of the most important organisational structures to 
make things happen and to transmit knowledge. 
 
5.  Knowledge workers and emerging networks 
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Knowledge is no uniform input. Its character needs to be observed by 
emphasising its heterogeneity and that of the partners in the process 
influencing the transmission process. Not all partners will be successful, and 
not all knowledge will be used. What determines the success or failure? 
What kinds of selection influence the outcomes? Does that depend on the 
nature of the knowledge involved, or on that of the partners or structures, or 
on the channels of transmission? 
Besides being economic and technological issues, innovation and research 
are also regional and institutional issues. More attention is also needed to 
understand the nature of networks, the ‘connectedness’  (network structures 
with links, nodes and hubs) of the partners in these processes, and the 
organisational architecture of their relationships (Barabasi 2002). Actors are 
situated in a ‘structure of connectedness’  (Deroïan 2002). Enterprises 
increasingly depend on suppliers and on co-operation in research, 
development, production and marketing. Various organisational structures 
exist to achieve this goal, either consciously designed ones or emerging 
networks as a form of self-organisation. The factor ‘space’  (urban and 
regional environment) stands for places where organisations and networks 
are important to explain various developments. Differentiated urban 
agglomerations seem to be the best places to develop knowledge, more in 
particular in business services and high-tech, high value-added activities. 
But, networks with other players in (global) markets can influence the 
outcomes as well (Lambooy 2002b; Simmie 2000; 2002; 2004; Doloreux 
2004).  

In order to be successful, innovation often needs complementary changes 
in the ‘architecture’  of supply and demand relations (sometimes called 
‘commodity chains’ , ‘value chains’  or ‘ interactive supplier-demand 
relations’ ). This process can be planned only partially; it ‘emerges’  in a 
complex evolutionary way, but influenced by the nature of the selection 
environment. One of the most important preconditions for success is the 
development of networks of actors, ‘ intermediate structures’  (like inventors, 
scientists, entrepreneurs, bankers and universities), and other institutions 
(such as regional and national governments). The concept of the regional 
innovation system (RIS) is based on this complex interactive process that 
often requires close contacts between partners in the development of ideas, 
their transfer to others, and the building of the architecture of social and 
economic relations, often in networks. 
Network theory has been developed and used in various disciplines. It is 
based on the distinction between ‘nodes’  and ‘ links’ , and it emphasises the 
interaction between the nodes (elements or actors) of this system via links. 
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The node with the most links has a natural advantage, which tends to 
increase (cumulative advantage) especially in differentiated urban 
agglomerations. Apart from the conditions of time and distance, the 
diffusion of knowledge and innovations also has to pass various links and 
nodes. This can mean that, during the process from introduction to 
application, the nature of the message evolves. The generation and diffusion 
of knowledge leads to innovation, but also to increasing complexity. Not so 
much as a rise in the number of partners (‘division of labour’ ) but rather in 
the fact that higher levels of quality can be achieved by selectively using the 
available regional and global networks. That is, more ‘nodes’  in the 
networks will positively and cumulatively influence the quantity and quality 
of the results. The ‘ regional innovation system’  tends to strengthen this 
process but will at the same time lead to regional specialisation and often to 
competitive advantages for specific firms and regions. A continuous 
selection process, driven by both the market and other forces, causes 
worldwide economic restructuring. In this process, we can distinguish three 
main groups of knowledge workers: 

(1) Knowledge-generators, in research organisations and firms; 
(2) Knowledge-appliers, who ‘ translate’  ideas in products and services; 

and 
(3) Knowledge-disseminators, who are actively involved in the diffusion 

process. These disseminators can be entrepreneurs, wholesalers, 
consultants or lawyers, as well as civil servants working in license and 
patent offices. 

In regional policy, the RIS is one of the organisational structures that 
enhance the generation, application and dissemination of knowledge. In the 
next section, the role of networks in the dissemination process is further 
examined. 
 
6.  Concluding remarks: diffusion and networks 

 
Both in and outside official institutions, there are formal and informal 
networks of creative minds, scientists and amateur inventors. The actors in 
this process of innovation and diffusion are situated in a ‘structure of 
connectedness’  (Deroïan 2002). In earlier periods, geographical proximity 
used to be a strong precondition for success. Proximity was essential for 
acquiring information and knowledge. Nowadays, much information can be 
found ‘all over the web’ , or via international networks. But, spatially, 
‘ regional clusters’  and ‘ technological cliques’  are also involved in this 
structure (Storper and Venables 2004). Large corporations may sometimes 
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be the first to develop new processes or new products, if they invest heavily 
in R&D and if they can make use of direct and indirect external information 
from researchers all over the world. Inventions and innovations are 
manifestations of the process of self-organisation of the knowledge-workers 
and knowledge-users, emerging in a region, a country, or a global network 
consisting of both people who have the knowledge and the information, and 
entrepreneurs. Relations between firms and between other agents or 
organisations are often ‘ intermediated’  or ‘ filtered’  by agents, firms, 
language, religion and other structures. There are inter-regional differences 
as to the quality of this mediating process. It means, anyway, that 
‘ information’  and ‘knowledge’  will change during the transmission process. 
Diffusion is therefore an essential element of both the development and the 
use of knowledge.  This relates to cognitive and institutional factors (Nonaka 
and Takeuchi 1995; Nooteboom 2000; Lambooy 2002a).  

 
 

In various theories related with location theory and urban and regional 
economic development, the concept of ‘agglomeration advantages’  is used 
to denote the positive effects of forces like externalities, spillovers, and 
chance meetings (which Storper and Venables (2004) dubbed ‘buzz 
effects’ ). Some urban regions may be viewed as focal points of innovations 
(van Oort 2003). Urban regions often have various kinds of advantages for 
both old and new technologies. New regions develop around dynamic 
clusters of young enterprises. Silicon Valley is the best-known example of 
such a new region, but more regions of this kind now exist. A remarkable 
aspect of such regions, developed on the basis of new technologies, is that 
they show a spontaneous process characterised by relational dynamics. The 
way in which economic and social networks will emerge in a self-organising 
process is unpredictable. The same is true for the question which regions 
will develop as innovative environments. 
 
The concepts of network, organisation and market are different, but they can 
have considerable possibilities for overlapping. Markets are considered as 
being non-personal transactions do not need emotional ties, although in 
many cases transactions are influenced by emotions, social ties and cultural 
pressures. Markets are also considered as a system of coordination, by the 
‘ invisible hand’ , based on rational decision-making. Organisation is a 
concept denoting the more permanent and structured system of interaction 
and coordination. 
Networks are systems of interaction, and are part of the ‘ family of 
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organisations’ . They are often compared with markets. The differences 
between networks (organisations) and markets are: first, markets use money 
or other material units to conclude a transaction, and second, these 
transactions are often unique.    
 

The long-term competitiveness of regions is rather unpredictable (Lambooy 
and Boschma 2001; Boschma 2005). The dissemination of knowledge 
within regions (as a selection environment) will meet new opportunities, 
based on the higher mobility of persons and the easier access to non-
domestic knowledge in global networks. Agglomeration advantages remain 
important, but only in certain stages of the innovation process. The kind of 
(urban) region involved has an impact on the process of innovation and 
diffusion. Network theory shows, however, that it is necessary to examine 
the relations on various spatial scales (Dorogovtsev, Mendes and Ioffe 
(2002).  
Various ‘diffusion structures’  can be observed and used in the attempts of 
(regional) governments to enhance innovation and the application of 
knowledge. The transfer of knowledge has to be examined while taking into 
account the selection process in relation to the impact of the constraints of a 
cognitive, social and spatial nature. The success of the selection process 
depends on the results of the relation between novelties and the selection 
environments (Antonelli 2003). 
Although diffusion depends on many factors, it is possible to use the concept 
of the Regional Innovation System to combine insights from innovation 
theory, the theory of networks, and the regional theory of evolutionary 
economics. The dissemination of knowledge is still underestimated in 
economic theory, mainly because that theory has accepted a very simple 
concept of information, with complete access to external knowledge sources 
assumed ‘given’ . For regional and urban development it is necessary to 
approach innovation and dissemination as processes embedded in inter-actor 
relations or social networks in ‘ relational spaces’ . 
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